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ABSTRACT

Purpose of the research — This study examines the decarbonization implementation gap in resource-rich
Kazakhstan, understood as the distance between formally stated climate ambition and observed emissions
outcomes. Using the United Kingdom as a contrasting governance benchmark, it investigates how legal an-
choring, policy-instrument coherence, Emissions Trading Scheme (ETS) credibility, and enforcement capacity
shape the translation of climate pledges into measurable low-carbon outcomes.

Methodology — The paper employs comparative institutional analysis, combining policy document review,
case-based evidence, and secondary statistical data. It compares Kazakhstan and the United Kingdom across a
governance pathway linking climate targets, legal frameworks, policy instruments, monitoring, reporting and
verification systems, enforcement mechanisms, and emissions trajectories.

Originality/value of the research — The study contributes to comparative climate-governance literature by
shifting attention from climate ambition to implementation capacity. It extends the implementation-gap per-
spective to decarbonization as a governance challenge, particularly for resource-rich economies exposed to
fossil-fuel dependence, carbon-intensive exports, and external climate-trade pressures such as Carbon Border
Adjustment Mechanism (CBAM).

Findings — The analysis shows that Kazakhstan’s implementation gap is shaped by weak legal anchor-
ing, fragmented policy instruments, limited ETS effectiveness, uneven Monitoring, Reporting and Verification
(MRV) capacity, and limited enforcement credibility. The UK case demonstrates how legally binding carbon
budgets, independent oversight, coherent instruments, credible carbon pricing, and MRV systems can narrow
the gap between pledges and delivery.

Keywords: decarbonization, governance, policy implementation, Kazakhstan, United Kingdom, energy
transition.

INTRODUCTION

Reconciling decarbonization with continued dependence on hydrocarbon wealth is among the most de-
manding policy challenges facing resource-rich states. These economies are expected to accelerate the low-
carbon transition while simultaneously safeguarding growth, fiscal stability, export competitiveness, and social
resilience [1; 2; 3]. The difficulty is not only technological or financial; it is also institutional. Announcing am-
bitious climate targets is comparatively straightforward, but converting those targets into measurable emissions
reductions depends on legal frameworks, policy instruments, and enforcement systems that many resource-
dependent economies have not yet fully developed. Examining how, and how far, such economies translate
climate ambition into measurable outcomes is therefore both analytically important and policy relevant.

Kazakhstan exemplifies this challenge. It has pledged carbon neutrality by 2060 and introduced a growing
number of institutional reforms to strengthen environmental governance, yet it remains a hydrocarbon-reliant,
export-oriented economy in which decarbonization has so far been expressed more through strategic commit-
ments than through measurable change. Climate targets are embedded largely in strategies and government
concepts rather than in binding law, and the systems required to make them credible, in particular monitoring,
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reporting, and verification (MRV), remain unevenly developed. These weaknesses are no longer only a matter
of reputation. Under the European Union's Carbon Border Adjustment Mechanism (CBAM)), the credibility of
a country's emissions measurement and carbon pricing increasingly shapes the competitiveness of its exports.
The World Bank estimates that Kazakhstan could lose more than USD 250 million a year in export earnings
under CBAM, with these losses potentially rising toward USD 1.5 billion should the mechanism be extended
to oil and gas [2]. For a carbon-intensive exporter, the distance between stated climate ambition and actual
implementation therefore carries a direct and growing economic cost.

The United Kingdom provides a useful contrasting benchmark because it combines a history of North
Sea hydrocarbon production with a mature climate-governance architecture, including legally binding carbon
budgets, independent oversight, and a functioning carbon-pricing regime. The comparison is not intended to
present the UK as a directly transferable model for Kazakhstan. Rather, it uses the UK as a governance bench-
mark to identify which institutional mechanisms help convert climate ambition into measurable decarboniza-
tion outcomes. Both Kazakhstan and the United Kingdom are parties to the Paris Agreement and have adopted
long-term net-zero or carbon-neutrality commitments: the UK has legally committed to net-zero greenhouse-
gas emissions by 2050, while Kazakhstan has adopted a national strategy to achieve carbon neutrality by
2060 [3; 4; 5; 6]. Yet the two countries occupy opposite ends of the resource-transition spectrum. Kazakhstan
remains highly dependent on fossil fuels, with oil and gas central to export revenues and coal accounting for
around half of total energy supply and more than 60% of electricity generation [2; 7]. By contrast, the UK has
substantially reduced the role of fossil fuels in electricity generation and expanded renewable electricity, with
renewables accounting for just over half of UK electricity generation in 2024 and low-carbon sources reaching
nearly two-thirds of generation [8; 9]. This contrast allows the paper to examine which fiscal, regulatory, and
governance mechanisms help accelerate decarbonization in fossil-fuel-dependent economies.

In Kazakhstan, policy ambition often collides with governance gaps, including shortfalls in rule clarity,
monitoring, reporting and verification (MRV), enforcement, administrative capacity, data transparency, sanc-
tion credibility, and investor standards [10; 11; 12]. In this setting, the quality of governance determines wheth-
er exporters sustain competitiveness as carbon costs are increasingly priced into cross-border trade [1; 13].
By contrast, the United Kingdom is often cited as a paradigmatic case of “governance-led” decarbonization.
Since 1990 it has roughly halved its territorial greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions while sustaining economic
growth, largely through power-sector decarbonization and a dense web of climate-policy instruments. The Cli-
mate Change Act introduced legally binding carbon budgets and established the independent Climate Change
Committee (CCC), while the UK Emissions Trading Scheme (UK ETS), Contracts for Difference (CfD) for
low-carbon power and sector-specific regulations have created a relatively predictable environment for inves-
tors and regulated entities [14; 15; 16; 17].

This study addresses the following research question: How do governance mechanisms shape the decar-
bonization implementation gap between climate ambition and observed emissions outcomes in resource-rich
economies? We address this question through a structured comparison of Kazakhstan and the United Kingdom.
Kazakhstan represents a resource-rich economy facing the challenge of translating long-term climate ambi-
tion into implementation, while the United Kingdom serves as a contrasting governance benchmark where
legally anchored targets, independent oversight, and mature policy instruments have helped narrow the im-
plementation gap. This paper situates Kazakhstan’s decarbonization efforts within the broader comparative
political-economy literature on resource wealth, institutional quality and climate policy. Building on work on
the resource curse [18; 19; 20] and on national institutions and corporate environmental performance [21; 22;
23], we argue that governance structures and policy instruments condition the translation of climate pledges
into outcomes.

Existing scholarship on Kazakhstan's low-carbon transition has concentrated on renewable-energy poten-
tial and technical mitigation scenarios, leaving decarbonization largely untreated as a problem of institutional
implementation; comparative climate-governance research, in turn, has rarely examined how external carbon-
border measures interact with weak domestic governance. Addressing these gaps, this paper makes three con-
tributions. First, it extends the implementation-gap perspective — developed in research on policy implemen-
tation, organizational decoupling, and climate-pledge delivery — to resource-rich economies, a setting where
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it has not previously been applied and where fiscal dependence on carbon-intensive sectors gives the gap
distinctive political-economy roots. Second, it develops a governance-pathway framework that decomposes
the gap into three observable stages — legal anchoring, policy-instrument coherence, and MRV and enforce-
ment credibility — and applies it comparatively to two economies at opposite ends of the resource-transition
spectrum, converting a diffuse gap between ambition and delivery into a stage-by-stage diagnostic transferable
to other cases. Third, it reconceptualizes an external trade instrument — the EU's CBAM — as a de facto enforce-
ment mechanism: by attaching a material cost to weak domestic carbon pricing and unverifiable emissions
data, CBAM compresses an implementation gap that, in a purely domestic setting, could remain low-cost and
largely symbolic. Together, these contributions reframe decarbonization in resource-rich economies as a ques-
tion of institutional credibility, not climate ambition alone.

Literature review. Resource wealth and decarbonization constraints

Resource-rich economies face distinctive decarbonization constraints because climate transition affects not
only energy systems but also fiscal revenues, export structures, industrial policy, and state—business relations.
Hydrocarbon dependence can slow decarbonization by creating fiscal reliance on fossil-fuel rents, strengthen-
ing incumbent interests, and increasing the political cost of rapid transition. In such contexts, the problem is
not only whether renewable technologies are available, but whether institutions can manage the distributional
and fiscal consequences of moving away from carbon-intensive development. Kazakhstan exemplifies these
constraints. Its economy remains strongly connected to fossil-fuel production, carbon-intensive electricity
generation, and export structures exposed to changing global climate-trade rules. This makes decarbonization
a governance challenge as much as a technological or investment challenge.

International research highlights that hydrocarbon wealth and institutional quality jointly shape the pace
and direction of decarbonization. Studies on the “resource curse” show how oil and gas dependence interacts
with governance to generate Dutch-disease effects, fiscal volatility and political obstacles to reform [18; 24].
Recent cross-country evidence further suggests that oil-rich countries are, on average, less inclined to adopt
and implement stringent climate-change policies than more diversified economies, even when vulnerability to
warming is high [20]. Together, this literature implies that technology and income levels are not sufficient to
explain decarbonization trajectories; the structure of state—business relations and the distribution of resource
rents are critical. Complementary research on the integration of artificial intelligence into renewable-energy
deployment in Kazakhstan further shows that technological potential alone is insufficient without supportive
institutional capacity, data infrastructure, and governance coordination [25].

A second strand of work examines border carbon adjustments (BCAs) as a response to carbon leakage
under unilateral climate policy. Model-based simulations and meta-analyses indicate that BCAs can reduce
leakage and competitiveness losses for carbon-constrained economies, but they also redistribute adjustment
costs toward trading partners and raise complex legal and administrative questions [26; 27; 28]. For exporters
of emissions-intensive goods, the design of BCAs such as the EU’s CBAM therefore represents both an envi-
ronmental and a trade policy shock, especially when domestic MRV systems and carbon-pricing regimes are
weak or poorly aligned with international standards.

Climate pledges and the implementation gap

A growing body of climate-governance research shows that national climate pledges do not automatically
produce emissions reductions. Many governments announce net-zero targets, a nationally determined contri-
butions, and sectoral strategies, but implementation depends on the institutions that translate ambition into
binding commitments, incentives, monitoring systems, and enforcement. The idea that formally adopted com-
mitments need not translate into corresponding practice is well established across several literatures. Research
on policy implementation has long examined the implementation gap between legislated intent and adminis-
trative delivery [29]. Institutional scholarship analyzes the same phenomenon as decoupling — the separation
of formal policy from operational practice — and distinguishes policy-practice decoupling from means-ends
decoupling [30; 31]. In climate governance, the distance between pledges and delivery is tracked as an imple-
mentation or ambition gap [32; 33]. The decarbonization implementation gap used here builds directly on these
traditions; its contribution is not the general idea of a gap, but its operationalization for resource-rich econo-
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mies and its connection to the external enforcement pressure exerted by carbon-border measures. We define the
decarbonization implementation gap as the distance between formally stated climate ambition and observed
emissions outcomes, conditioned by the institutional mechanisms that translate targets into enforceable policy,
investment incentives, and behavioral change.

For Kazakhstan, a growing literature documents the technical and economic potential of renewable energy
and the barriers to its deployment. Reviews of the national energy system highlight high carbon intensity,
dependence on ageing coal-fired power plants and significant wind and solar potential [34; 35; 36]. Scenario
analyses and policy simulations show that substantial emission reductions would require large-scale invest-
ment in low-carbon generation and stronger regulatory signals, including more predictable carbon pricing and
support schemes [2; 3; 37]. Other studies emphasize governance constraints in the renewable-energy sector,
such as unstable support instruments, complex permitting and weak coordination across ministries and regions
[11; 12; 38]. In the Kazakhstani context, prior research on innovative economic policy suggests that transition-
oriented reforms require coordinated institutional support rather than isolated policy instruments [39].

Institutional and management research reinforces the salience of governance quality. Work on emerging
markets stresses how institutional voids, political uncertainty and corruption affect investment and corporate
social performance [21; 22; 40; 41]. Studies of Kazakhstan link corporate-governance reforms and disclosure
practices to improvements in environmental, social and governance (ESG) outcomes [23] and highlight persis-
tent challenges of “bad enough governance” in post-Soviet regimes [42]. Research on global supply chains and
private regulation shows that codes of conduct, third-party auditing and buyer pressure can complement state
regulation in driving environmental and labor-standard compliance [43; 44; 45; 46]. The implementation gap
is particularly salient in resource-rich economies because long-term climate targets often coexist with fossil-
fuel dependence, carbon-intensive exports, and fragmented administrative capacity. In such contexts, climate
ambition may be politically attractive at the level of strategy, but difficult to operationalize through binding
rules, credible instruments, and firm-level compliance.

Governance mechanisms that narrow the gap

A rich literature evaluates climate policy instruments in advanced economies, including the UK. Analyses
of carbon taxes and emissions trading schemes find that well-designed price-based instruments can reduce
emissions without large competitiveness losses and can stimulate low-carbon innovation [15; 16; 17; 47]. The
UK’s framework of legally binding carbon budgets, independent oversight by the Climate Change Committee
and long-term contracts for low-carbon power (Contracts for Difference) is widely regarded as an institutional
model for embedding climate targets into policy processes [14; 48; 49; 50]. More broadly, research on inno-
vation and regulatory ecosystems suggests that sustainable transition requires not only new technologies or
financial instruments, but also governance arrangements capable of balancing innovation, oversight, market
development, and public-interest objectives [51].

There is also an extensive institutional literature on how national governance systems shape corporate
environmental and social performance [22; 23; 52]. This work shows that transparency requirements, en-
forcement capacity and civil-society pressure can complement formal climate policy in steering firms toward
lower-carbon practices. Studies of private regulation and global supply chains - codes of conduct, third-party
auditing and disclosure mandates - reinforce the idea that “governance” encompasses both state and non-state
instruments [43; 45; 46; 53].

Kazakhstan, CBAM, and external pressure

CBAM has moved beyond proposal and transition. Its transitional, reporting-only phase ran from October
2023 to December 2025, and its definitive regime began on 1 January 2026. Ahead of that phase the EU ad-
opted a simplification ('Omnibus') amendment — Regulation (EU) 2025/2083, in force from October 2025 —
which introduced a single mass-based de minimis threshold of 50 tonnes per importer per year (replacing the
former €150 value exemption), postponed the purchase and surrender of CBAM certificates to February 2027,
and reduced quarterly compliance obligations. Although certificate purchases are deferred, financial liability
accrues for goods imported from January 2026 [54].

CBAM creates an external test of domestic decarbonization governance because it links trade exposure
to the credibility of emissions measurement, carbon pricing, and sectoral transition policies [28; 55]. For ex-
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porters such as Kazakhstan, the issue is not only whether national climate targets exist, but whether domestic
carbon-pricing, MRV, and sectoral decarbonization systems are credible enough to be recognized by external
markets [2; 3; 13]. In this sense, CBAM transforms domestic implementation weaknesses into trade-competi-
tiveness risks, especially for emissions-intensive exporters whose market access increasingly depends on veri-
fiable carbon performance [27; 28; 55]. Where MRV systems are weak, exporters may struggle to demonstrate
product-level emissions performance, and where carbon-pricing systems are unstable or poorly aligned with
international standards, domestic climate effort may not translate into reduced CBAM exposure [3; 13; 33].
CBAM therefore increases the cost of the implementation gap by linking export competitiveness to verifiable
emissions governance [55; 56]. For Kazakhstan, this is especially important because EU-bound exports remain
concentrated in carbon-intensive sectors, while CBAM-covered products such as aluminum, iron and steel cre-
ate concentrated regulatory risk despite representing a smaller share of total export value [57; 58]. Even where
CBAM-covered sectors represent a limited share of total export value, they expose firms and policymakers to
a new form of regulatory pressure: climate credibility becomes a condition of market access [2; 3; 59].

Viewed through the decoupling lens, symbolic climate commitments are sustainable mainly when they
are inexpensive and unverified: where no external actor prices or audits the gap between pledge and practice,
decoupling can persist [31]. CBAM removes both conditions. It attaches a material cost to weak domestic
carbon pricing and conditions market access on verifiable, product-level emissions data. In this sense CBAM
functions as an external enforcement mechanism for domestic decarbonization governance, compressing a gap
that domestic institutions alone have been unable, or unwilling, to close.

Research gap and analytical positioning

Building on this definition, the literature suggests that implementation gaps emerge when climate ambi-
tion is not matched by binding legal commitments, coherent policy instruments, credible MRV/enforcement,
and investment incentives capable of changing firm and sectoral behavior. Existing studies provide important
insights into Kazakhstan’s energy transition, resource dependence, and the UK’s climate-governance architec-
ture. However, existing work has not applied the implementation-gap lens to resource-rich economies through
a structured governance pathway, nor theorized how external carbon-border measures act as enforcement
mechanisms for domestic climate decoupling. This paper addresses that gap by examining how legal anchor-
ing, policy-instrument coherence, and MRV/enforcement credibility shape the translation of climate ambition
into observed decarbonization outcomes in a resource-rich economy. The UK is not used as a direct model
for replication, but as a contrasting governance benchmark that helps identify mechanisms through which the
implementation gap may be narrowed.

RESEARCH DESIGN

Governance pathway framework

To analyze decarbonization governance comparatively, we employed a five-stage pathway that links
high-level commitments to observable outcomes. Each stage is populated with country-specific institutions
and instruments (e.g. the Climate Change Act, CCC, UK ETS and CfDs in the UK; the Environmental Code,
KAZ ETS and renewable-energy auctions in Kazakhstan). This structure (Table 1) allows us to move beyond
a simple comparison of targets or emissions and instead diagnose where along the pathway implementation
gaps emerge.

Table 1 — Five-stage pathway for operationalizing the decarbonization implementation gap

Element of definition How this paper observes it

Formally stated climate ambition NDCs, net-zero pledges, national strategies

Institutional mechanisms Legal anchoring, policy instruments, MRV/enforcement, investment incentives

Firm and investment responses ETS participation, renewable-energy investment, sectoral policy response, CBAM
readiness

Observed emissions outcomes CO2/GHG trajectories, per-capita emissions, power-sector mix

Implementation gap Divergence between ambition and realized outcomes

Note — compiled by the authors
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Rather than testing pre-specified hypotheses, the comparative case design structures a disciplined, stage-by-
stage comparison of the two cases, from which a set of propositions is developed. The framework is informed
by classic institutional and organizational theories of implementation and isomorphism [60; 61; 62], as well
as by recent work on political and administrative capacity in post-Soviet settings [42] and on climate-policy
implementation in complex governance systems [12].

Each stage of the governance pathway was assessed qualitatively against the criteria set out in Table 2.
For each country, the governance dimensions — targets and strategy, legal anchoring, policy instruments and
coherence, carbon-price credibility, and MRV and enforcement — were classified as strong, partial, or weak
relative to the indicators in the rubric, drawing on the regulatory documents, independent scorecards, and sta-
tistical sources described above. To limit subjectivity, classifications were cross-checked against independent
third-party assessments — the ICAP ETS factsheets, Climate Action Tracker country assessments, and OECD
reviews — rather than resting on the authors' judgment alone. The coding is qualitative and interpretive; the
rubric is provided to make the basis of each classification explicit and the comparison replicable.

Table 2 — Criteria for assessing the governance pathway

Governance dimension

Indicators of strong governance

Indicators of weak governance

Targets & strategy

Long-term net-zero/neutrality target with bind-
ing or quasi-binding status; defined intermediate
milestones; sectoral decarbonization pathways

Long-term aspiration expressed in strategy or dec-
laration only; no enforceable intermediate mile-
stones; limited sectoral specification

Legal anchoring

Target and intermediate trajectories codified in
framework climate legislation; statutory indepen-
dent advisory/oversight body; mandatory, regular
progress reporting to the legislature

Targets located in strategies, government con-
cepts, or executive decrees rather than framework
law; no independent statutory oversight; reporting
ad hoc or discretionary

Policy instruments & coher-
ence

Carbon pricing, regulatory standards, and finan-
cial/support instruments form a mutually rein-
forcing package, coordinated across ministries,
with stable and predictable rules

Instruments fragmented or working at cross-pur-
poses; weak inter-ministerial coordination; fre-
quent, unpredictable changes to rules and support
schemes

Carbon-price (ETS) credibil-
ity

Tightening emissions cap; allowances allocated
by auctioning or stringent benchmarks; price
high and stable enough to influence investment;
broad sectoral coverage

Loose or frequently revised cap; largely free allo-
cation; low or volatile price with limited effect on
investment; narrow coverage

MRV & enforcement

Detailed MRV rules and technical guidance; in-
dependent accredited verification; complete reg-
istry; defined compliance cycles; proportionate
sanctions applied consistently; adequate regula-
tor capacity

MRV rules adopted but data reliability uncertain;
verification weak or not independent; enforcement
uneven across regions/sectors; sanctions weak or
inconsistently applied; limited administrative ca-

pacity

Note — compiled by the authors

Congruence is assessed as the degree of alignment across the pathway — between stated ambition, the institu-
tional mechanisms intended to deliver it, and observed outcomes. The implementation gap is judged large where
high ambition coexists with weak delivery mechanisms and outcomes diverge from the stated trajectory, and
small where ambition is matched by strong mechanisms and outcomes track the trajectory. The gap is therefore
read from the consistency between ambition, mechanisms, and outcomes, not from emissions levels alone.

Comparative case design and data

Empirically, we triangulate public regulatory documents, independent scorecards and international statis-
tical sources. On the regulatory side we review Kazakhstan’s 2021 Environmental Code, its implementing
by-laws and official MRV and ETS circulars, as well as UK climate legislation and guidance issued by the UK
ETS Authority and the Environment Agency and devolved administrations. These sources are complemented
by cross-national scorecards (International Carbon Action Partnership ETS factsheets; OECD and EU trans-
parency portals) and macroeconomic and trade datasets (IMF World Economic Outlook for fiscal buffers;
World Bank, IEA and Energy Institute data for emissions, energy use and carbon intensity; UN Comtrade and
UNCTAD for EU-bound exports in CBAM-covered HS chapters).
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Using these sources, we construct descriptive trajectories of total and per-capita CO2 emissions for Kazakh-
stan and the UK, compare national climate targets and recent emissions, and qualitatively code key governance
features including target-setting, legal anchoring, policy instruments, MRV/enforcement, and observed outcomes.
The analysis focuses on identifying congruence between targets, instruments, and outcomes, and on assessing
which elements of the UK governance model are plausibly adaptable to Kazakhstan’s institutional context.

We conceptualize decarbonization governance as a pathway that links high-level climate pledges to observ-
able outcomes through five stages: Targets and strategy — long-term climate goals, intermediate milestones
and sectoral transition strategies. Legal anchoring — the extent to which targets and mandates are codified in
binding legislation and enforceable rules. Policy instruments — the mix of carbon pricing, regulatory and fi-
nancial tools (e.g. ETS, taxes, feed-in tariffs, Contracts for Difference). MRV and enforcement — monitoring,
reporting and verification systems, sanctioning mechanisms and administrative capacity. Outcomes — realized
trajectories of emissions and the power-sector mix over time. This pathway serves as an a priori but provisional
framework [63]: it guides the comparison stage by stage without fixing the analysis in advance, and it is refined
in light of the case evidence. Because absolute emissions levels are shaped by income, economic structure, and
energy endowment, the analysis focuses on the mechanisms in the governance pathway rather than on the size
of the emissions gap itself; it asks whether each stage plausibly translates ambition into outcomes, not how
much of the observed gap governance explains.

[ Resource-rich constraints: fossil-fuel dependence, fiscal reliance, carbonrintensive exports, institutional inertia ]
Climate Legal Policy MRV & Observed
ambition anchoring coherence enforcement outcomes
Climate law, carbon . P Emissions reductions,
NDCS? net-zero pl.edges, budgets, independent ETS, a.ucnons.’ & eet} Da.ta, v erlﬂ(‘a“,o n power mix, investment
national strategies finance, industrial policy registries, sanctions

oversight credibility

Decarbonization implementation gap: distance between stated ambition and observed emissions outcomes

The gap widens when climate ambition is not supported by binding commitments, coherent
instruments, and credible MRV/enforcement.

CBAM as external pressure: converts domestic governance weaknesses into trade -
competitiveness risks by linking market access to verifiable emissions performance

P1 legal anchoring & oversight | P2 policy -instrument coherence | P3 MRV & enforcement credibility

Figure 1 — Decarbonization implementation gap framework
Note — compiled by the authors

The framework shows how resource-rich constraints widen the gap between climate ambition and observed
outcomes. Legal anchoring, policy coherence, and MRV/enforcement credibility operate as governance mech-
anisms that can narrow this gap, while CBAM increases external pressure by linking market access to verifi-
able emissions performance. Figure 1 sets out the five stages — targets and strategy, legal anchoring, policy
instruments, MRV and enforcement, and outcomes — and how differences in institutional design help explain
divergent decarbonization trajectories.

The two cases differ on dimensions other than governance, and these differences must be acknowledged.
The United Kingdom is a high-income, service-oriented economy whose post-1990 territorial emissions de-
cline was driven substantially by structural factors — the 1990s shift from coal to gas in power generation,
the long-term contraction of heavy industry and the offshoring of some emissions-intensive production, and
the decline of domestic coal — as well as by climate policy. Kazakhstan, by contrast, carries a post-Soviet
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inheritance of an energy-intensive, coal-dependent capital stock, a colder climate and larger distances, lower
income, and an economy structurally dependent on hydrocarbon extraction. The comparison therefore cannot
isolate the causal effect of governance on emissions outcomes; it is used to illustrate and refine governance
mechanisms, not to estimate their independent contribution.

RESULTS

The analysis follows the governance pathway, reporting for each country its stated ambition, the institu-
tional mechanisms intended to deliver it, and observed outcomes. Each governance dimension is classified as
strong, partial, or weak against the rubric in Table 2; the section closes by drawing these classifications together
into a summary of the implementation gap.

Stated climate ambition: targets and commitments

Both countries have adopted long-term net-zero or carbon-neutrality commitments alongside intermediate
reduction targets (Table 3). The difference lies less in the existence of targets than in their institutional status.
In the United Kingdom, the long-term target is set in primary legislation and underpinned by legally binding
interim carbon budgets. In Kazakhstan, climate ambition is expressed through a Nationally Determined Con-
tribution (NDC), strategic documents, and the 2060 carbon-neutrality strategy, but the legal and institutional
mechanisms for delivery are far less developed.

Table 3 — Comparative decarbonization targets, the United Kingdom and Kazakhstan (1990-2060)

Country Base Year Target Year Target Level
Economy-wide =~ GHG  reduction | > 68% below 1990
1990 2030 (NDC)
United Kingdom GHG reduction (NDC, submitted Jan | ~ 81% below 1990
1990 2035
2025)
1990 2050 Net-zero GHG (Climate Change Act) | Net Zero
1990 2030 Unconditional GHG reduction (NDC) |-15% below 1990
Kazakhstan Conditional GHG reduction (NDC, |-25% below 1990
1990 2030 A .
with international support)
- 2060 Carbon neutrality (national strategy) | Net Zero
Note — Compiled by the authors based on [5; 6; 33; 64].

Institutional mechanisms: legal anchoring, policy instruments, and MRV

Table 4 reports the governance pathway for both countries, with each dimension classified against the ru-
bric. The United Kingdom is rated strong at every stage. Kazakhstan is rated partial or weak throughout: targets
exist but are not anchored in framework law, the instrument mix is fragmented, and MRV and enforcement
remain uneven. The contrast is not one of ambition but of the institutional machinery that converts ambition
into enforceable obligation.

Table 4 — Governance pathway from decarbonization targets to outcomes in the United Kingdom and Kazakhstan

Pathway stage

United Kingdom

Kazakhstan

Targets & strategy

Strong — net-zero by 2050 in the Climate
Change Act; multi-decade pathway of five-
year carbon budgets advised by the indepen-
dent CCC.

Partial — NDC targets and a 2060 neutrality strategy
with sectoral "green economy" concepts, but mile-
stones set out in strategy rather than law.

Legal anchoring

Strong — Climate Change Act 2008 gives
legal force to the target and carbon budgets,
establishes the CCC, and requires reporting
to Parliament.

Weak — the 2021 Environmental Code regulates ETS
and MRV, but climate targets sit in strategies and de-
crees rather than framework climate law; no indepen-
dent statutory oversight.

Policy instruments & coher-
ence

Strong — UK ETS, Contracts for Difference,
carbon price support and efficiency standards
form a coordinated, predictable package.

Weak — KAZ ETS, renewable-energy auctions, green
finance and Best Available Techniques (BAT) obliga-
tions exist but are fragmented and not embedded in a
coherent cross-ministerial framework.
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Carbon-price (ETS) cred-
ibility

Strong — tightening cap, partial auctioning,
a price high enough to influence investment,
broad coverage.

Weak — generous free allocation, modest cap stringen-
¢y, low and volatile prices, narrow coverage.

MRV & enforcement

Strong — detailed MRV rules, accredited in-
dependent verifiers, electronic registry, clear
compliance cycles and credible penalties.

Partial — MRV rules updated under the 2021 Environ-
mental Code, but data reliability is uneven, enforce-
ment varies by region, and sanctions are weak or incon-
sistently applied.

Outcomes &

power mix)

(emissions

Territorial GHG emissions roughly half of
1990 levels; low-carbon sources about 65%
of electricity in 2024.

Emissions only modestly below 1990 levels; coal still
dominant; renewables about 5-6% of electricity in
2023-2024.

Note — compiled by the authors based on [13; 33; 48; 50; 64; 65].

A central difference lies not in the existence of emissions trading but in the credibility of the carbon-price
signal. Kazakhstan operates an ETS, but generous allowance allocation, modest cap stringency, low and unpre-
dictable prices, and limited sectoral coverage mean it has not yet created a strong incentive for firms to abate;
in rubric terms it is classified weak. The system therefore functions more as a formal instrument than as a
binding constraint on carbon-intensive producers. This bears directly on CBAM exposure: where the domestic
carbon price is weak, or not recognized as equivalent to external regimes, exporters remain liable for carbon
costs at the EU border.

Observed outcomes: emissions trajectories and power-sector transition

Table 5 reports total greenhouse-gas emissions per capita at selected years. Between 1990 and 2023, the
United Kingdom's per-capita emissions fell by about 58% (13.3 to 5.5 t CO-e); Kazakhstan's fell by about 21%
(21.0 to 16.6 t CO2¢) and remain well above the UK level.

Table 5 — Total greenhouse-gas emissions per capita in Kazakhstan and the United Kingdom (selected years,
1990-2023)

1990 (t COze per Change 1990-2023

Country capita) 2000 (tCO2¢) | 2010 (tCOsxe) 2023 (t COze) %
United Kingdom 13.3 11.7 9.3 5.5 -58.6
Kazakhstan 21.0 11.8 19.4 16.6 1.0

Note — Compiled by the authors based on [5; 33].

Figure 2 shows the continuous trajectory of carbon-dioxide emissions per capita and complements Table
5 by displaying the full 1990-2024 path. The per-capita values in Figure 2 are lower than those in Table 5
because Figure 2 reports carbon dioxide only [66], whereas Table 5 reports total greenhouse gases in CO»-
equivalent terms, including methane and other gases; the two series are therefore not directly comparable.
The figure shows a steady, sustained decline for the United Kingdom and a higher, slowly declining path for
Kazakhstan that remains close to its 1990 level.
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Figure 2 — Carbon-dioxide emissions per capita, Kazakhstan and the United Kingdom, 1990-2024.
Note — Compiled by the authors based on [66].
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Part of the UK's territorial decline reflects the contraction of heavy industry and greater reliance on im-
ported goods, so that some emissions were displaced abroad rather than eliminated; on a consumption basis,
UK emissions have fallen considerably less than the territorial figures suggest [4]. Read against the pathway,
both countries express clear ambition, but the United Kingdom's outcomes track its targets far more closely
than Kazakhstan's.

Trade exposure under CBAM

Table 6 reports Kazakhstan's goods exports to the EU by product group and their CBAM status. EU-bound
trade is overwhelmingly concentrated in fuels and mineral products, which are not directly covered by CBAM,
while the CBAM-covered sectors — aluminum, iron and steel, and fertilizers within chemicals — account for
a small share of export value. Their importance is disproportionate to that share: because CBAM liability de-
pends on verified, product-level emissions, exposure in these sectors concentrates regulatory risk on precisely
the governance weaknesses identified above — ETS credibility and MRV.

Table 6 - Kazakhstan’s exports to the European Union by main product group (goods, 2024)

EU imports from Approx. share of total

Product group (exports from Kazakhstan, 2024 | EU goods imports from

CBAM exposure status (definitive regime, from

Kazakhstan to EU) (EUR million) Kazakhstan (%) 2026)
Fuels and mineral products Not directly covered by CBAM, but strongly
31,800 ~95.0 . .
affected by EU climate and energy policy
Nqn-fenous metals (incl. alu- 410 12 Pgrtially covered (aluminum products, Harmo-
minum) ' nized System HS 76)
Iron and steel 204 ~0.6 Covered
Chemical products 667 ~2.0 Partially covered (fertilizers)
Other semi-manufactures 95 ~0.3 Not currently covered
Machinery and transport equip- 60 02 Not currently covered
ment

Note — Compiled by the authors based on [57; 58]. A December 2025 Commission proposal would extend CBAM to downstream
products from 2028; not yet adopted

Diagnosing the implementation gap

Drawing the classifications together, Figure 3 summarizes the implementation gap by pathway stage. The
United Kingdom is strong across all dimensions; Kazakhstan is partial on targets and MRV and weak on legal
anchoring, policy coherence, and ETS credibility. The gap is therefore widest at the stages that convert ambi-
tion into enforceable obligation — legal anchoring, instrument coherence, and carbon-price credibility — and
narrower, though still present, on target-setting and MRV.

@ nited Kingdom O Kazakhstan
Weak Partial Strong Gap
Targets & strategy C ‘ Moderate
Legal anchoring ‘ Large
Policy coherence ‘ Large
ETS credibility ® Lo
MRV & enforcement C @ Moderate

Figure 3 — The decarbonization implementation gap by governance pathway stage.
Note — compiled by the authors
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Figure 3 makes the pattern visible: the UK column sits flush at "strong" throughout, while Kazakhstan's
markers fall away in the middle three stages — legal anchoring, policy coherence, and ETS credibility — which
is exactly where the gap is widest. The two "moderate" stages (targets and MRV) bracket the three "large" ones,
so the figure shows that the gap is concentrated in the delivery mechanisms, not in ambition or measurement.

DISCUSSION

The comparative evidence points to a clear implementation gap in Kazakhstan's decarbonization strategy.
Despite adopting long-term neutrality goals and operating one of the first emissions trading systems in the
region, Kazakhstan has not yet achieved substantial reductions in either total or per-capita emissions [3; 33].
By contrast, the United Kingdom combines similar net-zero aspirations with an institutional architecture that
constrains short-term policy choices and investment decisions in line with long-term targets [14; 64]. Three
governance lessons emerge from the comparison.

Legal anchoring narrows the commitment gap

Legally binding carbon budgets and independent oversight help translate targets into credible commitments
[14]. In the UK, the Climate Change Act establishes multi-year carbon budgets that are set well in advance and
reviewed by an independent Climate Change Committee; government departments must prepare policies con-
sistent with these budgets, and periodic progress reports provide a transparent basis for course correction [64].
Kazakhstan's strategies and ETS caps are more discretionary and have been revised frequently, which weakens
expectations and hampers long-term planning by firms [13; 33]. Introducing medium-term emission-reduction
trajectories anchored in law, supported by an independent advisory body and regular public reporting, would
narrow the space between high-level goals and day-to-day decision-making. This reasoning — that binding
legal anchoring, medium-term carbon budgets, and independent oversight reduce the distance between stated
targets and day-to-day policy choices — is developed formally in Proposition 1, below.

Policy coherence narrows the investment gap

Kazakhstan's ETS should be treated as a central mechanism in narrowing the implementation gap, but at
present it does not yet provide a sufficiently credible carbon-price signal to drive large-scale decarbonization
[2; 13]. This creates a policy contradiction: Kazakhstan formally operates a domestic carbon-pricing instru-
ment, yet exporters may still face CBAM-related costs because the domestic system does not fully protect
them from external carbon-pricing pressure [28; 55]. In this sense, CBAM exposes the weakness of domestic
ETS implementation. It transforms what appears to be a domestic governance issue — weak caps, uncertain
prices, limited enforcement and uneven MRV — into an external competitiveness problem [27].

Coordination between climate policy, industrial policy and trade policy is therefore critical under CBAM
[28]. CBAM increases the cost of the implementation gap by linking export competitiveness to verified emis-
sions performance, so the issue for Kazakhstan is not only whether domestic climate targets are ambitious, but
whether MRV systems, carbon-pricing rules, and sectoral decarbonization policies are credible enough to be
recognized in external markets. The UK has linked its carbon-pricing regime to support instruments such as
Contracts for Difference, industrial decarbonization funds and innovation programs, thereby aligning incen-
tives for utilities, heavy industry and investors [47; 48]. Kazakhstan has launched important initiatives — the
Environmental Code, green-finance instruments and renewable-energy auctions — but they are not yet embed-
ded in a coherent cross-ministerial framework [11; 38; 65]. For a CBAM-exposed exporter, aligning climate
and industrial policy means prioritizing decarbonization in sectors covered by the mechanism (steel, alumi-
num, fertilizers, electricity), integrating MRV requirements into export strategies and using public finance to
de-risk low-carbon investment in these value chains. This contrast — between a coherent mix of credible carbon
pricing, sectoral support, and investment incentives and a set of fragmented, unstable instruments — provides
the basis for Proposition 2, below.

MRYV/enforcement narrows the credibility gap

Robust MRV and enforcement systems are central both to domestic credibility and to external recogni-
tion of climate effort. The UK's MRV framework rests on clear technical guidance, accredited verifiers and
proportionate but credible sanctions for non-compliance [49; 50]. Kazakhstan has made progress in updating
its MRV rules under the 2021 Environmental Code and subsequent regulations, yet implementation capacity
remains uneven across regions and sectors, and sanctions are often weak or inconsistently applied [33; 65; 67].

Ne3 (168) 17 Volume 3 No. 168




KAhAHIAHY XXOHE OPTAJIBIK A3U1A
GLOBALIZATION AND CENTRAL ASIA

Strengthening MRV institutions — through clearer guidelines, capacity-building for regulators and verifiers,
and a transparent registry of installations and emissions — would improve data quality, support the ETS and
facilitate the demonstration of CBAM-relevant performance to EU partners. This logic — that transparent MRV,
independent verification, and credible enforcement turn climate targets into operational constraints for firms
and regulators — is captured in Proposition 3, below.

Synthesizing the three governance mechanisms examined above, the comparison yields three propositions
that generalize beyond the two cases. Because they rest on a polar-type, two-country comparison, they are of-
fered as analytically grounded claims for testing on larger and more diverse samples [63].

Proposition 1. Legal anchoring and the commitment gap. Resource-rich economies that embed climate
targets in binding legal frameworks, medium-term carbon budgets, and independent oversight mechanisms
will experience a smaller decarbonization implementation gap than those relying primarily on non-binding
strategies or executive declarations.

Proposition 2. Policy coherence, ETS credibility, and the investment gap. Resource-rich economies that
align a credible ETS, renewable-energy support, industrial policy, and investment incentives into a coherent
policy mix will experience a smaller decarbonization implementation gap than those with fragmented instru-
ments, weak carbon-price signals, or unstable regulatory incentives.

Proposition 3. MRV/enforcement and the credibility gap. Resource-rich economies with transparent MRV
systems, independent verification, and credible enforcement mechanisms will experience a smaller decarbon-
ization implementation gap because climate targets become operational constraints for firms, regulators, and
investors.

The implementation gap is therefore visible not only in Kazakhstan's slower emissions decline, but also in
the limited credibility of the domestic instruments intended to translate ambition into behavioral and invest-
ment change — a pattern of policy—practice decoupling in which formal commitments are adopted without the
institutional capacity to enact them [30; 31]. Weak ETS effectiveness, uneven MRV, and limited enforcement
mean that CBAM functions as an external test of domestic implementation capacity [55]. These lessons need
to be adapted to Kazakhstan's political economy, fiscal constraints and administrative capabilities [42]. How-
ever, the comparison suggests that incremental improvements in governance — embedding binding budgets,
aligning policy instruments and upgrading MRV and enforcement — could have outsized effects on decarbon-
ization outcomes, even before large-scale technological shifts materialize.

For Kazakhstan, the comparison suggests several priorities:

1. Embedding medium-term emission-reduction trajectories in law, for example through carbon-budget-
like mechanisms, would narrow the gap between long-term neutrality targets and short-term decision-making.

2. Establishing or empowering an independent advisory and oversight body — perhaps anchored in an exist-
ing institution but with a clear mandate to assess progress and advise on policy adjustments — would strengthen
accountability.

3. Stabilizing and clarifying the ETS and renewable-energy policy frameworks, including predictable auc-
tion schedules and transparent allowance-allocation rules, would reduce regulatory risk and encourage low-
carbon investment.

4. Investing in MRV capacity and enforcement, particularly at regional level, would improve data quality
and send a clearer signal that environmental rules are not merely symbolic.

These steps do not require Kazakhstan to replicate the UK model wholesale. Rather, they involve adapting
core governance principles — binding commitments, transparency, independent scrutiny and policy coherence
— to Kazakhstan's constitutional structure, political economy and administrative capacity.

LIMITATIONS

This study has limitations. It compares two deliberately contrasting cases, which sharpens the governance
comparison but limits generalizability and means governance cannot be separated from co-varying differences
in income, economic structure, energy endowment, and historical starting point. The design supports no coun-
terfactual estimate of how Kazakhstan would have performed under different institutions. For these reasons,
the propositions are presented not as tested findings but as analytically grounded claims for assessment on
larger and more diverse samples.
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CONCLUSION

This paper has conceptualized Kazakhstan’s decarbonization challenge as an implementation gap between
climate ambition and observed emissions outcomes. Kazakhstan’s neutrality pledge and 2030 targets are
broadly in line with international expectations, yet they risk remaining aspirational unless embedded in bind-
ing medium-term commitments and associated with credible enforcement. Institutional architecture matters.
The UK experience suggests that combining framework legislation, independent oversight, robust instruments
(UK ETS, CfDs) and strong MRV can create a feedback loop in which climate policy is regularly assessed and
adjusted rather than episodic or symbolic. For Kazakhstan, the key challenge is not only to maintain climate
ambition, but to make domestic carbon pricing credible enough that CBAM does not function as an external
penalty for weak implementation. Strengthening institutional linkages, clarifying roles and enhancing account-
ability may deliver substantial emissions reductions at relatively low fiscal cost, particularly when combined
with international support for capacity-building and investment.

In this sense, CBAM does not simply impose an external trade cost; it reveals whether domestic climate-
governance systems are credible enough to translate pledges into measurable emissions performance. The
paper therefore contributes to comparative climate-governance research by showing how the implementation
gap in resource-rich economies is produced not by ambition alone, but by the credibility of the institutional
mechanisms that connect ambition to emissions outcomes.
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KA3AKCTAH DKOHOMUKACBIH JEKAPEOHU3ALIMSIIIAY: KJIUMATTHIK
MAKCATTAPIAH HAKTBI HOTH)KEJIEPTE JENIH

JI. Mepraauena'’, K. BexeroBa?, A. T'us3zaropa!
M. Oremicos arsinmarst barsic Kaszakcran ynusepcureti, Opan, Kazakcran
2KopkpIT Ata arsinaarsl Keisputopaa yausepeureTi, Keissinopaa, Kasakcran

AHIATIIA

Maxcamul — 3eptrey pecyperapra 0aii Kasakcranaarbl 1ekapOOHH3AMSHbI 1ICKE aChIPYIaFbl alIIIaKTHIKThI
Tajiayra apHaiFaH. BysanimakTeiK pecMu TYp/Ie JKapHsJIaHFaH KITMMATThIK MAKCATTap MEH IIbIFapbIHIbLIAP/IbIH
HaKThl KOPCETKIIITEpi apachlHAarbl albIpMallbUIBIK peTiHie TyciHineni. bipikken KopombJik KOHTPacTThIK
0ackapy 3TaJOHBI PETiH/JIE Tl lajlaHbLIa OTHIPBIN, MAKCATTAP/Ibl 3aHHAMAJIBIK OCKITY, cascaT KypaJiJapbIHbIH
YHIIeCIMITLTIT, MIBIFapbIHIBLIAPMEH cay/ia KYHECIHIH CeHIMILIIT )KOHE KYKBIK KOJIJIAHY 9JICYeTi KIMMATThIK
MIHJICTTEMENIeP/IiH OJIIIICHETIH TOMEH KOMIPTEKT] HOTHIKEJIEPre alHATYbIH Kajlai allKbIHIaHTHIHBI 3€PTTEIIC/I.

Qoicnamacsl — JKyMbICTa CaNBICTHIPMaJIbl MHCTUTYLIMOHAJIBIK TaJIJIay KOJIaHbLIAIbI; OJ1 OaFqapiaMaibik
JKOHE HOPMATHBTIK-KYKBIKTHIK KY)KaTTapJbl TaJJIay/bl, HAKTHI XKarjaiaapisl (KeHCTepi) 3epTTeyil KoHe
KaiiTajjaMa CTaTUCTHKAJBIK Jaepekrepai Oipikripeni. Kazakcran meH bipikken Koposbiik KIMMaTTBIK
MakcarTapibl, HOPMATHUBTIK-KYKBIKTBIK 0Oa3aHbl, cascaT KypajjapblH, MOHUTOPHHI, €CENTUIIK >KOHE
BepuUKaIIWs )KYHEJIePiH, KYKBIK KOJIaHy TeTIKTEePiH )KOHE IIBIFapbIHAbLIAp TUHAMUKACHIH OalIaHBICTHIPATHIH
0ackapy TPaeKTOPHUSCHI OOMBIHIIIA CAJIBICTHIPHLIAIBI.

Tynuyckanvievl/KyHObLIblebl — 3€PTTEY CAJIBICTBIPMANIbl KIMMATTHIK Oackapy cajachlHAarbl 9JIeOMETKe
yJiec Kocabl: OJI Ha3apbl KIMMATTHIK MaKcaTTap/aH oJjapiblH iCKE achIpbUTy QJICYETiHE aybICThIPAIbI KOHE
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iCKe achlpy ajJIIaKTBIFbl TYKbIPBIMAaMAChIH JIeKapOOHHU3AIMsFa, OHbI OacKapy MIHJETi peTiHAe KapacThipa
OTBIPBIN, KeHelTeni. By ocipece ka3zda OTbIHFA TOyeIJi, HKCIOPTHI KOMIPTETi CHIABIMABI )KOHE CBHIPTKBI
KIIMMaTThIK-cayJia KbICBIMBbIHA, atan aiTkanna Eypomansik omakTeiH [llekapanblk KOMIpTEKTI peTTey TeTiri
(CBAM) bIKnasibiHa YHIBIpaFaH pecyperapra 0ail SJKOHOMUKaIAp YIIiH MaHbI3/IbI.

Homuocenepi — Tannay Kazakcrannarbl icke achlpy alIaKTHIFBIHBIH KIMMATTBIK MakKcaTTapibl oJICi3
3aHHaMaJIbIK OCKITYMEH, CascaT KypasapblHbIH ObITHIPAHKBUIBIFEIMEH, HIbIFAPbIH/IBLIAPMEH Cay/la )KYUECIHIH
HIeKTEeYJ THIMIUTIrIMEH, MOHUTOPHUHT, €CENTIIIK KOHE TeKcepy KyHenepiHiH OipKenki JaMbIMaybIMEH KoHE
KYKBIK KOJITAaHY/IIH YKETKUIIKCI3 CEHIMIUIrIMEH alKbIHAAJIaThIHBIH Kepcereni. bipikkeH KopombIikTiH
TOXKIpUOEC] 3aHJbI TYP/AE MIHACTTCHTIH KOMIPTEK OOIKETTEpi, TOyelICi3 Kajuarajay, yiieciMIl Kypaiaap,
CeHIMJII KOMIPTEKTI Oarajnay »oHe MOHHMTOPHHI, €CENTUIIK IEH TEeKcepy Kyienepi MiHIETTeMelep MeH
oJIap/IbIH OPBIHAAYbBI apAChIHIAFbI AIIAKThIKTHI KbICKApTyFa KaJlall MYMKIHJIIK OepeTiHIH KepceTe/Ii.

Tytiin ce3dep.: nexkapOoHu3alus, Oackapy, cascarThl icke acwlpy, Kasakcran, bipikken Koposbuik,
SHEPTETHKAJIBIK KOIITY.

JEKAPBOHU3AILINSA DKOHOMUKHN KAZAXCTAHA:
OT KJIMMATUYECKHUX IEJEA K IPAKTUYECKHUM PE3YJIbTATAM

JI. Mepraauena'’, K. BekeroBa?, A. T'u33zaroBa!
13amaaHo-Kazaxcranckuii YauBepeuteT uMenun M.YTemrucoBa, Ypanbck, Kasaxcran
*KbI3bUTOpAMHCKHI yHUBEpCcUuTeT nMeHn KopkbIT ara, Kei3butopaa, Kasaxcran

AHHOTAIUSA

Lenv wuccnedosanus — Hacrosiee uccienoBaHUE IOCBAIIGHO aHAIM3y paspblBa B pealu3aluu
JekapOOHM3alMi B pecypcHo-obecrieueHHOM KaszaxcraHe, IOHMMAaeMOro Kak pPacXOKAEGHHE MEXKIy
ouIManTbHO NeKIapUPYEMbIMU KITMMATHYECKUMH LEISIMU U (DaKTHUECKOHM AMHAMHKOW BEIOPOCOB. Mcnonb3yst
CoennnénHoe KoponeBcTBO B KauecTBE KOHTPACTHOTO YIPABIEHUYECKOTO OPUEHTUPA, CTaThsl pACCMATPUBAELT,
KakuM 00pa3oM 3aKOHOJATEeNIbHOE 3aKpeIIeHHe KIMMAaTHUeCKHX 00s3aTeNbCTB, CONIACOBAHHOCTD
MOJMTUYECKUX WHCTPYMEHTOB, HaAEKHOCTh CUCTEMBI TOPTOBIIM BBHIOPOCAMH, a TaKKe WHCTUTYIMOHAIBHBIN
MOTEHIMA ONPEAENIAI0T CHOCOOHOCTh TOCYyNapcTBa TPaHC(HOPMHUPOBATh KJIMMATHYECKUE O0sS3aTeNbcTBa B
H3MEPUMbIE HU3KOYTJIEPOIHBIC PE3YIBTaTHI.

Memoodonoeuss — B wuccnenoBaHWM TPUMEHSIETCS CPaBHUTENLHBIA WHCTUTYIHMOHAIBHBIN —aHaJu3,
COYCTAIOIINI HW3y4YeHHE IMPOrPAMMHBIX W HOPMATHBHO-TIPABOBBIX JOKYMEHTOB, KeHC-OPHEHTHPOBAHHBIN
aHallM3 ¥ BTOPHYHBIE cTarucTHyeckue fAanuble. Kazaxcran u CoenunénHoe KoposeBCTBO COMOCTaBIISIOTCS
Yyepe3 Npu3My yIpaBIeHYECKOH TPAeKTOPHH, CBS3BIBAIOIICH KIMMAaTHYEeCKHUE IIeNTH, HOPMAaTHBHO-IIPABOBYIO
APXHUTEKTYPY, HHCTPYMEHTHI MOJUTHKH, CUCTEMbl MOHUTOPUHTA, OTYETHOCTH M BePU(PUKAIMH, MEXaHU3MBI
MPaBONPUMEHEHHS M (PaKTHUECKYIO JTMHAMHIKY BHIOPOCOB.

Opuzunanvrnocmu/yennocms uccredosanus—VYlccienoBanue BHOCUT BKJIa ] B CPaBHUTEIIbHBIE UCCIIEAO0BAHUS
KIIMMaTHYECKOTO YIPaBJICHHS, CMEIAs aHATUTUISCKUI aKIIEHT ¢ POPMYITMPOBAHHUS KITUMATHYECKUX LIeJIel Ha
WHCTUTYHOHAIBLHYIO CIIOCOOHOCTD K MX peann3alui. B craTbe KOHIENIUS pa3phiBa peann3aluy IPUMEHSeTCs
K JeKapOOHHM3alUK KaK K yIpaBIeHYECKOHl 3aj1ade, TpeOyIolel He TOIBKO CTPAaTerMYecKuX O0s3aTelbCTB,
HO U JICHCTBEHHBIX MPABOBBIX, PETYJISITOPHBIX U HHCTUTYIIMOHAIBHBIX MEXaHU3MOB. TaKkoi moaxon 0coOeHHO
3HAUYUM JIJIsl pECYPCHO-00eCIIeYeHHBIX IKOHOMUK, XapaKTePHU3YIOLINXCS BEICOKOH YTIIEPOJ0EMKOCTHIO SKCTIOpTa
W pacTyllMM BHEUIHUM JaBICHHEM CO CTOPOHBI KIMMAaTW4eCKH OPHEHTHPOBAHHOW TOPrOBOW IOJUTHKH,
BKJITO4asg MexaHu3M TPaHCTPAaHWYHOTO YIIIEPOAHOro peryaupoBanus EBporneiickoro coroza (CBAM).

Pe3ynomamul — AHAITN3 IOKA3bIBACT, UTO Pa3phIB B peanu3anuu Jexkapoonusanun B Kazaxcrane o0ycinosieH
HEIOCTaTOYHO TPOYHBIM 3aKOHOAATEIbHBIM 3aKPEIUICHUEM KIMMATHYeCKHX Lesed, (parMeHTapHOCThIO
MOJMTUYECKUX HMHCTPYMEHTOB, OTPaHMYCHHOW pe3yJbTaTHBHOCTBIO CHUCTEMbI TOPTOBIM BBIOpOCAMH,
HEpaBHOMEPHBIM Pa3BUTHEM CHUCTEM MOHHUTOpPHUHTra, OT4ETHOCTH W Bepudukanuu. OnbiT CoenuHEHHOTO
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KoponeBcTBa J1€MOHCTPUpYET, 4YTO FOPUAMYECKH O00s3aTeNbHBIC YIIEPOAHBIC OIOKETHI, HE3aBHCUMBIN
WHCTUTYIHOHAIBHBIN HaJ30p, COIIACOBAaHHBIE WHCTPYMEHTHI IMOJMTUKH, HAJAEKHOE LEHOOOpa3oBaHHE Ha
YIIEpoJ] U Pa3BUThIE CUCTEMbl MOHHTOPHHIA, OTUYETHOCTH M BEPU(PHKALIUK TIO3BOJSIOT COKPATUTH Pa3pbiB
MEX/1y 3asBI€HHBIMU 0053aTeIbCTBAMH U UX MPAKTUYECKUM BBIITOTHEHHEM.

Kurouesvle cnosa: nexapboHU3alMs, yIpaBleHUe, peanu3anus noauTnku, Kazaxcran, CoeanHEHHOE
KoponeBcTBo, 3HEepreTHueckuil mepexo/.
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