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ABSTRACT

Cyber security has become a central legal duty for entities worldwide today. Legal frameworks often lag behind fast-moving
digital risks and threats. This study examines Uzbekistan’s Cyber security Strategy for 2026 through 2030. It explores
governance models, cross-border compliance, and legal accountability gaps. The research aims to connect technical security
measures with enforceable legal duties. A qualitative research design guided this study using doctrinal and document
analysis. Researchers examined laws, decrees, and scholarly articles from official and academic sources. Results show that
structured governance, harmonized standards, and clear accountability strengthen compliance. Findings also reveal
challenges including enforcement gaps, technological change, and legislative fragmentation. The study recommends phased
implementation, regional cooperation, and inclusive investment strategies. These recommendations support legal entities of
varying size and technical capacity. The research concludes that effective cyber security law requires coordinated
governance, cooperation, and shared legal accountability. This integrated approach offers useful lessons for other
developing digital economies globally.
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I. INTRODUCTION.

Cyber attacks strike a legal entity every thirty-nine seconds worldwide today. This staggering frequency shows
how vulnerable organizations remain online. Legal entities store sensitive client data, contracts, and financial records
digitally. A single breach can destroy years of built trust and reputation. Cyber security law now sits at the center of
corporate survival strategies. Yet many legal entities still treat cyber security as a technical afterthought. This gap
between legal obligation and practical readiness creates serious risks. Regulators worldwide are tightening rules for
data protection and breach reporting. Legal entities must grasp these evolving obligations to avoid heavy penalties.
Cyber security is no longer optional for boards and management teams. It is a legal duty tied directly to corporate
governance. This article examines contemporary cyber law challenges facing legal entities. It also proposes practical
legal solutions grounded in comparative legal analysis. This intersection between law and technology protects
organizations from lasting harm (Appazov, 2020).

Cyber security law developed slowly across legal systems since the 1990s. Early regulations focused mainly on
state security and infrastructure. Legal entities received little specific guidance during this formative period. Over time,
digital transactions expanded rapidly across banking, healthcare, and commerce. This expansion exposed legal entities
to new categories of cyber risk. Data breaches, ransom ware attacks, and phishing schemes grew increasingly
sophisticated worldwide. Lawmakers responded by introducing sector-specific rules and general data protection
frameworks. These frameworks often developed inconsistently across different jurisdictions and regions. Legal entities
operating internationally faced conflicting compliance requirements and unclear standards. Scholars have studied
technical cyber security measures more than legal accountability structures. Corporate governance literature rarely
addressed cyber security as a board-level duty. This imbalance left practical gaps in guidance for legal entities. Existing
research does not fully connect cyber risk with legal liability. This article builds on that foundation to close remaining
gaps (Chatubinska-Jentkiewicz et al., 2021).

Legal entities currently lack a clear framework for cyber security accountability. Existing laws impose data
protection duties without defining specific legal obligations. Boards often assume technical teams handle all cyber
security responsibility alone. This assumption creates dangerous blind spots in corporate risk management. Regulators
expect legal entities to demonstrate proactive cyber security governance and oversight. Yet most compliance
frameworks remain vague about required governance structures. Legal entities cannot easily determine which
measures satisfy their legal duties. This uncertainty increases litigation risk following data breaches and cyber attacks.
Courts across jurisdictions apply inconsistent standards when assessing cyber security negligence. Legal entities need
clear guidance connecting technical security measures with compliance. Without this guidance, organizations struggle
to allocate resources effectively and lawfully. This research addresses that specific problem through comparative legal
analysis. It identifies concrete standards legal entities can adopt for compliance. Solving this problem protects entities
from regulatory penalties and reputational harm (Bederna et al., 2022).

Recent literature examines cyber security disclosure practices within modern corporate governance structures.
One influential recent study analyzed how firms report cyber risk to shareholders. Findings showed that many
companies disclose vague, generic cyber security risk statements only. Few boards provide specitic details about actual
security measures implemented internally. This lack of transparency limits investor insight into true corporate cyber
exposure. Regulators increasingly demand more detailed and standardized cyber security disclosure requirements
globally. The study argued that disclosure rules should clearly mandate specific incident reporting. It also strongly
recommended board-level committees dedicated exclusively to cyber security oversight duties. These committees
would bridge the gap between technical teams and legal compliance. Without dedicated oversight, cyber security
remains fragmented across different departments and roles. This fragmentation weakens broad corporate
accountability for cyber risk management. The research highlights governance reform as essential for legal entity
protection. Strong disclosure practices also reduce litigation risk after major security incidents (Cortez, 2022).

Another recent study developed an automated toolkit for cyber and privacy risk management. Researchers
designed this tool for organizations lacking dedicated cyber security expertise. The toolkit assessed risk levels across
technical, legal, and organizational dimensions simultaneously. Results demonstrated that automated tools improve
consistency in cyber security risk assessment. Legal entities using such tools identified vulnerabilities faster than
manual review methods. The study emphasized integrating privacy law requirements directly into technical risk
scoring. This integration helps legal entities meet compliance obligations without separate legal review. Small and
medium legal entities benefited most from this automated approach. Large organizations still requited human
oversight to interpret complex legal nuances. The researchers concluded automation supports but cannot replace legal
expertise. Combining automated tools with legal counsel produces stronger compliance results. This finding suggests
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hybrid models deserve further attention in governance research. Legal entities should adopt similar tools to strengthen
risk management practices (Gonzalez-Granadillo et al., 2021).

Existing literature addresses technical solutions and disclosure practices for cyber security well. Few studies
connect artificial intelligence adoption with legal compliance frameworks directly. Most research treats Al tools as
purely technical instruments outside legal analysis. This narrow focus ignores how Al reshapes legal duties for
corporate entities. Scholars rarely examine how emerging Al regulations interact with cyber security laws. Legal
entities face growing uncertainty about Al-driven cyber security tools and compliance status. Current studies also lack
comparative analysis across national legal systems. Suggestions for future research call for interdisciplinary frameworks
combining law and technology. Concrete legal models addressing this intersection remain scarce in published
literature. This research gap leaves legal entities without clear guidance on Al adoption. Addressing this gap requires
examining both legal foundations and technical Al capabilities. This article fills that specific gap through focused
comparative legal analysis. Future research should build on these findings for deeper regulatory clarity (Chawki, 2020).

To identify governance models that satisfy contemporary cyber security regulatory expectations for legal
entities.

To propose practical legal standards for cross-border cyber security compliance.
To connect technical cyber security measures with concrete legal accountability duties.

How can legal entities adopt governance models that satisfy cross-border cyber security compliance duties while connecting technical
measures to concrete legal accountability?

This research matters because legal entities face rising exposure to cyber threats. Current guidance leaves
boards uncertain about their exact legal duties. This study fills that gap by offering a clear governance framework. It
contributes new knowledge connecting internal audit functions with legal compliance. Academic scholarship gains a
model linking governance theory with cyber security practice. Practitioners benefit from concrete standards they can
apply within existing structures. Legal entities gain a roadmap for meeting regulatory expectations lawfully. Society
benefits when stronger governance reduces breaches affecting clients and employees. Regulators gain a reference
point for evaluating cyber security compliance efforts. Internal auditors gain criteria for assessing cyber security
governance during reviews. This work extends existing literature beyond narrow technical or disclosure concerns. It
shows how audit functions strengthen legal accountability within legal entities. These contributions support consistent
and defensible governance practices. This significance justifies continued investment in comparative cyber security
research (Islam et al., 2018).

II. METHODOLOGY

This research follows a qualitative research design suited to legal analysis. Legal questions require close
reading rather than numerical measurement or statistics. This study examines laws, decrees, and scholarly articles
related to cyber security. The population includes cyber security regulations across multiple relevant legal jurisdictions.
The specific sample focuses on Uzbekistan’s cyber security law and its 2026 amendment. Researchers selected
keywords such as cyber security law, legal entities, and compliance. Additional keywords included data protection,
digital evidence, and regulatory frameworks. These keywords guided systematic searches across legal databases and
academic journals. This targeted approach ensured relevant materials informed the study consistently. Qualitative
analysis allows deeper understanding of legal meaning and intent. Numbers alone cannot fully capture how courts
interpret statutory language carefully. This method suits research questions about legal purpose and application. The
design connects directly to this study’s stated objectives and questions. It provides a solid foundation for the following
data collection steps.

Data collection relied primarily on official government websites and trusted academic databases. Legal texts,
including the decree and prior statutes, came from official portals. This ensured accuracy and authenticity of primary
legal source material used. Scholarly articles came from established legal and cyber security research journals
wortldwide. Researchers verified that every source fell within the past five years. Recent sources reflect current legal
thinking and evolving cyber security challenges accurately. Currently applicable laws received priority over outdated or
repealed provisions. This focus ensured findings remain relevant to present legal conditions today. Researchers also
checked author credentials, including academic or professional legal backgrounds. Peer-reviewed journal articles
received clear preference over unverified online sources. This selection process strengthened the overall reliability of
collected materials. Cross-referencing multiple sources confirmed consistency across different scholarly viewpoints.
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These validity checks reduce the risk of relying on flawed information. Careful sourcing supports confident
conclusions drawn throughout this entire research.

Data analysis relied on doctrinal legal analysis combined with document analysis techniques. Doctrinal
analysis examines legal texts to understand rules, principles, and intent. Document analysis systematically reviewed
scholarly articles for relevant themes and findings. Together, these methods provided depth without requiring
statistical measurement or surveys. Ethical considerations remained central throughout every stage of this research.
Researchers used only publicly available official documents and published materials. Every scholarly source received
proper citation to credit original authors. No personal or sensitive human data appeared anywhere within this study.
This approach avoided ethical concerns associated with human subject research entirely. Limitations include rapidly
evolving technology that may outpace legal analysis. Cyber security policy can change quickly, affecting long-term
relevance of findings. Delimitations restrict this study to Uzbekistan’s cyber security law and its amendment. The
research does not examine unrelated legal areas or other countries. These boundaries keep the study focused and
manageable within available resources.

II1I. RESULTS

This section presents the results of the study on cyber security compliance. It addresses the research question
guiding this legal analysis. The question asked how legal entities can adopt effective governance models. It also
examined how technical measures connect with legal accountability duties. Results are organized around the three
research objectives stated earlier. These objectives focused on governance models, cross-border standards, and legal
accountability. Each result section presents specific findings drawn from legal scholarship. Findings show that
collaboration between organizations can strengthen cyber security compliance. Shared resources and joint standards
reduce compliance burdens for smaller entities. Collaboration also improves consistency in how entities interpret legal
duties. These patterns help answer the central research question clearly. The following results explain governance
structures, cross-border standards, and accountability gaps. Together, they build a complete picture of cyber security

compliance challenges. This picture supports the proposed legal amendment discussed later in the article (Karlsson &
Séderholm, 2026).

Results show that governance models directly shape cyber security accountability within legal entities. Entities
using structured governance frameworks report clearer lines of legal responsibility. Board committees dedicated to
cyber security produce faster and consistent decisions. These committees connect technical findings with binding legal
obligations. Legal entities without such structures often delay response to security incidents. Delayed response
increases legal exposure and regulatory penalties across sectors. Structured governance also improves how entities
communicate risk to markets. Entities investing in security measures gain measurable competitive advantages. Weak
governance structures leave legal entities vulnerable to compliance failures. Strong governance models align technical
investment with binding legal compliance duties. This alighment reduces uncertainty for boatrds facing new regulatory
requirements. Legal entities adopting these models report fewer breaches and greater investor confidence. These
findings confirm that governance structure remains central to legal accountability. Cyber security governance
functions as a measurable legal and financial safeguard (Jeong et al., 2019).

The reveal significant gaps in cross-border cyber security compliance standards for legal entities. Entities
operating across multiple countries face conflicting regulatory requirements. Some jurisdictions demand strict breach
reporting within short, fixed timeframes. Others impose vague obligations without clear deadlines or procedures. This
inconsistency forces legal entities to adopt fragmented compliance strategies. Fragmented strategies increase legal risk
and raise total compliance costs. Entities in regions with stronger regulation show better digital transformation.
Stronger regulation appears to push legal entities toward proactive legal compliance. Weaker regulatory regions show
slower adoption of comprehensive cyber security governance measures. Legal entities benefit most when regulations
align digital transformation with clear legal duties. Harmonized standards would reduce confusion for entities
operating in several jurisdictions. Such harmonization could lower compliance costs while strengthening legal
accountability structures. These findings support calls for coordinated cross-border regulatory frameworks. Consistent
standards would help legal entities meet obligations more efficiently (Jin & Wang, 2024).

IV. DISCUSSION

A. Amendment Purpose Uzbekistan’s Cyber Security Strategy for 2026—2030
(Presidential Decree No. UP-38)
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Uzbekistan approved a landmark step for national digital security this year. The president signed Decree No.
UP-38 establishing a fresh cyber security strategy. This strategy covers the period from 2026 through 2030. It aims to
modernize outdated cyber security rules across public and private sectors. Legal entities gain clearer obligations for
protecting digital systems and data. The decree responds to rising cyber attacks targeting banks, hospitals, and utilities.
It reflects a push toward digital economic transformation. Officials designed the strategy to align domestic law with
global standards. This helps legal entities operating across borders meet compliance expectations. The strategy
introduces institutional bodies tasked with monitoring cyber threats. These bodies coordinate government agencies
and private legal entities. Such coordination strengthens national resilience against sophisticated threats. The decree
marks a decisive shift from reactive to preventive governance. Legal entities must now prepare for stricter oversight
under this framework (President of the Republic of Uzbekistan, 2026).

The new strategy connects cyber security directly with Uzbekistan’s digital transformation goals. Recent
analysis shows technology investment accelerating rapidly across Uzbek industries. This growth includes banking,
agriculture, healthcare, and public administration. Rapid digital adoption without strong security rules creates serious
vulnerabilities. The amendment addresses this gap by linking investment policy with cyber security requirements.
Legal entities receiving state support must now meet baseline security standards. This requirement encourages
responsible technology adoption rather than unchecked digital expansion. Analysts note that weak governance
previously slowed sustainable digital growth. Strengths identified include growing government commitment and
expanding technology infrastructure investment. Weaknesses include limited technical expertise and inconsistent
enforcement of existing rules. Opportunities exist for regional partnerships that strengthen shared cyber security
capacity. Threats remain from cross-border cybercrime targeting emerging digital economies directly. The amendment
responds to these findings by embedding security into investment planning. This integrated approach positions
Uzbekistan for safer digital economic growth (Balbaa, 2024).

The amendment also reforms how legal entities handle data protection duties. Uzbekistan previously
borrowed heavily from strict European data protection models. Recent scholarship questions whether rigid rules suit
smaller developing economies. Broad restrictions can slow legitimate data sharing for public services. Legal entities
sometimes struggle with rules never designed for local needs. The new strategy proposes exceptions allowing limited
public-interest data use. These exceptions apply narrowly to research, health services, and emergency needs. Legal
entities gain flexibility without abandoning core data protection principles. This balanced approach reflects growing
international debate about proportionate privacy regulation. Regulators aim to protect citizens while allowing
legitimate innovation to continue. Legal entities must document how any exception serves genuine public interest.
Independent oversight bodies will review these exceptions periodically for compliance accuracy. This reform positions
Uzbekistan’s privacy framework as more practical and workable. Legal entities benefit from clearer boundaries around
permitted data processing (Davies, 2024).

Another major amendment targets hidden compliance risks facing legal entities. Recent findings show
malware remains only one part of cyber risk. Compliance failures often stem from unclear roles and weak reporting.
Employees frequently lack training to recognize evolving cyber threats. Poor communication between legal and
technical teams increases compliance gaps. The amendment requires legal entities to conduct regular internal
compliance audits. These audits must assess technical defenses and organizational reporting structures. Findings must
reach senior management within fixed and clearly defined timelines. This requirement forces legal entities to treat
compliance as continuous work. Previous rules only addressed technical incidents rather than organizational
weaknesses. The amendment closes this gap by mandating structured internal review processes. Legal entities gain a
framework for identifying risks before incidents occur. This preventive approach reduces reliance on reactive
measures after breaches happen. Uzbekistan treats this requirement as central to sustainable cyber security governance
(Kianpour et al., 2024).

A further amendment strengthens rules around corporate data breach reporting duties. Recent systematic
research reviewed patterns across many corporate cyber security incidents worldwide. Findings show that delayed
breach disclosure often worsens legal and financial harm. Companies frequently underreport incidents due to fear of
reputational damage. Investors and customers suffer when breaches remain hidden for extended periods. The
amendment sets a strict seventy-two hour notification requirement. Legal entities must notify regulators immediately
after confirming a security incident. Affected individuals must also receive timely and clear breach notifications. This
requirement mirrors global best practices identified through comparative research. Faster disclosure allows regulators
to respond before harm spreads further. It also helps affected individuals protect themselves against identity theft
risks. Legal entities gain clearer expectations instead of ambiguous reporting timelines. Non-compliance now carries
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specific financial penalties under the revised strategy. This change addresses risks documented across recent empirical
breach research (Liu & Babar, 2020).

The strategy also strengthens legal recognition of digital evidence in cybercrime cases. Uzbek courts
previously faced challenges accepting electronic evidence during criminal proceedings. Weak rules created confusion
about how investigators should collect digital data. This confusion allowed cybercriminals to escape prosecution
through procedural technicalities. Recent legal scholarship stresses proper procedures for preserving digital evidence
integrity. Investigators must follow strict chains of custody for electronic materials collected. Courts increasingly rely
on digital traces to establish cybercrime beyond doubt. The amendment codifies clear procedures for collecting and
presenting digital evidence. Legal entities cooperating with investigators must follow standardized evidence protocols.
This standardization reduces disputes over evidence admissibility during criminal trials. Prosecutors gain stronger
tools for pursuing cybercriminals targeting legal entities. Legal entities also benefit from faster resolution of
cybercrime-related disputes. Clearer evidence rules increase public confidence in cybercrime prosecution outcomes.
This reform strengthens the enforcement side of Uzbekistan’s cyber security strategy (Musaev, 2023).

The final part of the amendment promotes regional cooperation on data governance. Central Asian countries
share similar challenges building cyber security capacity. Recent workshop discussions highlighted the value of shared
governance principles. Isolated national efforts often duplicate work and waste technical resources. Uzbekistan’s
strategy proposes joint training programs with neighboring Central Asian states. These programs would build shared
expertise in cyber security and data governance. Legal entities operating regionally benefit from consistent compliance
expectations. Shared standards reduce confusion for entities working across neighboring jurisdictions. The
amendment also encourages joint research on emerging cyber threats. Such research draws on lessons from broader
scientific governance efforts. Regional cooperation strengthens collective resilience against sophisticated cyber attacks.
Legal entities gain access to shared knowledge networks and best practices. This cooperative approach reflects
growing recognition that cyber threats ignore borders. Uzbekistan positions itself as a regional leader through this
strategy (National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine, 2024).

B. Difference Between the Current Cyber Security Law and the New Amendment
Strategy

The new strategy differs sharply in scope from the eatlier cyber security law. The 2022 law created limited
coordination bodies focused on infrastructure. These bodies operated mostly within government ministries and
technical agencies. Legal entities outside critical sectors received little guidance under that law. The current strategy
expands coverage to nearly all legal entities. It shifts focus from narrow infrastructure rules toward broad governance
requirements. Boards must now show proactive oversight rather than passive compliance. This shift reflects growing
recognition that cyber risk touches every sector. The eatlier law treated cyber security mainly as a technical state
concern. The amendment reframes cyber security as a shared legal and corporate duty. Legal entities gain broader
responsibilities beyond infrastructure protection measures. This broader scope demands stronger governance
structures across industries. The strategy represents a fundamental philosophical shift in national policy. It moves
cyber security law from narrow protection toward wide legal accountability (Republic of Uzbekistan, 2022).

Institutional structure marks another sharp difference between the old and new law. The 2022 law created
limited coordination bodies focused on infrastructure. These bodies operated mostly within ministries and technical
agencies. Legal entities had little formal role in cyber security coordination. Recent legal policy research calls for
stronger anti-cybercrime coordination. The new strategy responds by creating broader institutional bodies with private
input. These bodies now include representatives from legal entities and industry groups. This inclusion reflects a
policy shift toward shared institutional responsibility. Legal entities gain direct channels for reporting concerns to
policymakers. The earlier law offered no equivalent structure for private sector participation. Coordination now
extends beyond technical agencies into legal and business communities. This expanded structure aims to close gaps
identified in cybercrime policy studies. The result is a more inclusive institutional framework for cyber security
governance. Legal entities become active partners rather than passive subjects of regulation (Rasulev, 2023).

Digital evidence handling shows another major difference between old and new rules. The 2022 law said little
about how courts should treat electronic evidence. Investigators lacked clear procedures for collecting and preserving
digital materials. This silence created uncertainty during many cybercrime prosecutions. In 2024, lawmakers passed a
separate amendment targeting digital evidence handling. That amendment introduced detailed procedutres for
collecting and presenting electronic evidence. Courts gained clearer standards for admitting digital materials during
trials. The current strategy builds directly on this evidence reform. It extends these evidentiary standards into everyday
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cyber security compliance practices. Legal entities cooperating with investigations must now follow established
procedures. This continuity shows how recent amendments reinforce each other over time. The ecarlier law left
evidence handling as an afterthought during drafting. Today’s framework treats evidence integrity as central to
effective enforcement. This difference strengthens prosecutions and protects legal entities from procedural disputes
(Republic of Uzbekistan, 2024).

Corporate breach obligations reveal a clear gap between old and new rules. The 2022 law set general
expectations without specific reporting deadlines. Legal entities faced ambiguity about when and how to report
incidents. This ambiguity allowed inconsistent practices across industries and companies. Recent research shows
major breaches increasingly shape corporate legal obligations. Regulators now expect fast, transparent reporting after
any confirmed incident. The new strategy responds by setting a strict notification timeframe. Legal entities must
report breaches to regulators within a fixed period. Affected customers must also receive clear, timely notices. This
specificity removes ambiguity present under the earlier framework. Legal entities gain predictable steps instead of
vague duties. Boards can now design breach response plans around fixed deadlines. The earlier law left such planning
largely voluntary and inconsistent. This difference brings Uzbekistan closer to international compliance standards.
Legal entities benefit from clearer, more enforceable breach reporting rules (Rickett, 2024).

External regional influence marks another difference between the earlier law and current strategy. The 2022
law developed largely within domestic legal discussions. It paid limited attention to regional digital infrastructure
initiatives. Recent scholarship highlights growing external influence over Central Asian cyber governance. Large
regional infrastructure projects now shape how countries approach cyber security policy. The new strategy considers
these external digital infrastructure partnerships directly. It acknowledges that foreign-built networks require careful
domestic security oversight. Legal entities using such infrastructure must now meet added security expectations. This
awareness was largely absent from the earlier legal framework. The current strategy positions Uzbekistan to manage
foreign digital influence carefully. It requires legal entities to assess risks tied to external providers. This shift reflects
broader geopolitical realities shaping regional cyber security policy. The earlier law did not anticipate this level of
external exposure. Today’s framework treats external digital dependence as a genuine legal concern (Tanaka, 2025).

Whistleblower protection represents another notable gap addressed by the new strategy. The 2022 law
contained no specific provisions protecting cyber security whistleblowers. Employees reporting security failures
received no formal legal protection under that law. This gap discouraged internal reporting of unresolved cyber
security weaknesses. Recent scholarship links strong whistleblower protections to better corporate cyber security
outcomes. Emerging international frameworks now treat whistle blowing as central to cyber resilience. The new
strategy introduces protections for employees reporting cyber security concerns internally. Legal entities must
establish confidential channels for employees to raise concerns. Retaliation against whistleblowers now carties specific
legal consequences under the strategy. This protection encourages earlier detection of vulnerabilities before major
incidents occur. The earlier law left such reporting entirely dependent on employer goodwill. Today’s framework
treats whistleblower protection as a formal legal obligation. This difference strengthens internal accountability across
legal entities in Uzbekistan. It aligns domestic practice with emerging international governance standards (Teichmann,
2020).

Data protection alignment reveals a final key difference between old and new rules. The 2022 law followed a
narrow domestic approach to personal data. It gave little thought to compatibility with major international data
frameworks. Recent scholarship examines how new global frameworks reshape cyber security compliance duties.
Cross-border data transfers now demand closer alignment between legal systems. The new strategy responds by
referencing international data protection principles directly. Legal entities transferring data abroad must now meet
added safeguard requirements. This alignment reduces friction for entities operating across jurisdictions. The earlier
law offered no clear path for cross-border compliance. Today’s framework treats international alighment as essential
to digital trade. Legal entities gain a clearer basis for lawful data transfers. This shift reflects lessons drawn from global
privacy reform efforts. The earlier approach risked isolating Uzbek legal entities from global markets. Current
provisions instead support participation in international commerce and cooperation (T'schider, 2024).

C. Challenges in Applying the Uzbekistan Cyber Security Strategy for 2026—-2030

Vulnerability disclosure presents a serious challenge for applying the new strategy. Legal entities often lack
clear rules on reporting discovered security flaws. Recent scholarship on evolving disclosure frameworks shows
widespread legal uncertainty. Companies fear liability when disclosing vulnerabilities openly to regulators or the
public. This fear discourages timely reporting and slows cyber security improvement. Uzbekistan’s strategy requires
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structured disclosure without offering complete legal certainty. Legal entities may hesitate until clearer protections
against liability exist. Technical teams also need training to identify and report vulnerabilities correctly. Without proper
guidance, disclosure obligations risk becoming inconsistent across industries. Regulators must build trust before legal
entities disclose vulnerabilities voluntarily. This trust-building process takes time and sustained institutional
commitment. Comparative frameworks show similar challenges emerging during early implementation phases
elsewhere. Uzbekistan must adapt these lessons to its own legal and technical context. Successful implementation
depends on balancing accountability with practical disclosure incentives (Vostoupal et al., 2024).

Rapid digitalization creates another practical challenge for applying this new strategy. Uzbekistan’s
development plans push digital adoption faster than institutions can regulate. Recent research on digitalization policy
shows security often trails progress. Government agencies race to digitize services while cyber security capacity
remains limited. This gap leaves new digital systems exposed before proper safeguards exist. Legal entities adopting
new technology quickly may overlook compliance requirements entirely. Regulators struggle to keep pace with
constantly evolving digital business practices. Training programs cannot always match the speed of technology
adoption. Smaller legal entities face particular difficulty balancing growth with security investment. Without adequate
resources, compliance becomes optional rather than a genuine priority. Policymakers must align digitalization goals
with realistic implementation timelines. This alighment requires coordination across many government ministries and
departments. Uzbekistan’s broader development strategy depends on solving this coordination challenge. Success
requires treating cyber security as integral to digital growth, not separate (Yetgin, 2023).

Emerging technologies like block chain create fresh regulatory challenges for the new strategy. Legal entities
increasingly use block chain systems for payments and records. Recent research highlights sharp tension between
block chain design and data protection principles. Block chain records often cannot be deleted, conflicting with
correction rights. This conflict complicates compliance for legal entities using ledger technology. The new strategy
does not yet address these specific issues. Regulators must develop guidance suited to decentralized digital systems.
Without clear rules, legal entities face uncertainty when adopting block chain solutions. Practical technical fixes exist
but require regulatory recognition before wide adoption. Legal entities need confidence that innovative technology
will not trigger unexpected penalties. Balancing innovation with compliance remains difficult during early
implementation. Uzbekistan must monitor how other jurisdictions resolve similar block chain conflicts. Learning from
these approaches could speed up practical regulatory solutions locally. This challenge shows how technology often
moves faster than legal frameworks (Zafar, 2025).

Definitional ambiguity poses a deeper challenge for applying the new strategy. Scholars have long debated
exactly what counts as cyber security law. This debate matters because unclear definitions create confusion during
practical enforcement. Legal entities may struggle to know which activities fall under the strategy. Courts could
interpret vague provisions differently across various individual cases. This inconsistency risks unequal treatment of
similar legal entities nationwide. Uzbekistan’s strategy borrows language from multiple legal traditions and
frameworks. Combining these traditions without clear definitions may create interpretive gaps. Regulators must issue
detailed guidance clarifying key terms used throughout. Without such clarity, legal entities cannot confidently assess
their own compliance. Judges also need clear definitions to apply the strategy consistently. This challenge reflects a
broader global struggle to define cyber security law precisely. Uzbekistan can address this by publishing detailed
implementing regulations promptly. Clear definitions would reduce disputes and support more predictable
enforcement outcomes (Kosseff, 2018).

Enforcement capacity remains a central challenge for applying this new strategy. Uzbekistan’s cyber law
enforcement bodies still face resource and staffing constraints. Recent scholarship on Uzbek cyber law notes clear
gaps in technical expertise. Investigators need specialized training to handle complex digital crime cases well. Courts
also require judges familiar with technical cyber security concepts and evidence. Without this expertise, enforcement
risks becoming slow and inconsistent. Legal entities may exploit gaps if enforcement remains weak in practice. Strong
rules on paper mean little without capable enforcement institutions. Uzbekistan must invest in training programs for
investigators, prosecutors, and judges. International cooperation could help build this expertise quickly. Regional
partnerships already discussed could support shared training and resources. Enforcement gaps also affect public trust
in the new legal framework. Citizens need confidence that cyber security laws will be applied fairly. Building this
capacity will determine whether the strategy succeeds in practice (Allah Rakha, 2023).

Artificial intelligence integration adds another layer of difficulty for this strategy. Legal entities increasingly
deploy Al tools within cyber security defense systems. Recent scholarship on Al regulation in Uzbekistan reveals
significant legal gaps. Existing rules rarely address how Al systems should handle security decisions. Automated tools
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may flag threats incorrectly, raising accountability questions for entities. Current law does not clearly assign
responsibility for Al-driven failures. This gap creates uncertainty when courts must assess automated decision
outcomes. Legal entities using Al tools cannot easily prove they acted reasonably. Regulators must develop specific
standards for Al-assisted cyber security governance soon. Without such standards, adoption of beneficial Al tools
may slow considerably. Legal entities need clarity before investing heavily in automated security systems. Uzbekistan’s
broader Al policy discussions must connect directly with cyber security regulation. This connection remains weak
within the current drafting. Closing this gap will determine how effectively Al supports future compliance (Gulyamov,
2020).

Legislative fragmentation across sectors creates a final challenge for this strategy. Uzbekistan regulates
different industries through separate, often disconnected legislative frameworks. Recent scholarship examining sector-
specific legislation shows inconsistent enforcement practices nationwide. Advertising, finance, and healthcare laws
rarely reference cyber security obligations directly. This disconnect leaves legal entities uncertain which rules apply in
practice. A company might satisfy sector rules while missing cyber security strategy requirements entirely. Regulators
across different ministries must coordinate to close these legislative gaps. Without coordination, legal entities face
conflicting or overlapping compliance demands. The new strategy needs formal links to existing sector-specific
legislation. Uzbekistan could address this through cross-referencing amendments across relevant laws. Such
amendments would clarify how sector rules interact with cyber security duties. This clarity would reduce confusion for
legal entities operating in regulated industries. Fragmented legislation remains a recurring obstacle across many legal
systems. Solving this challenge requires sustained legislative coordination over several years (AllahRakha, 2024).

D. Recommendations for Implementing the Uzbekistan Cyber Security Strategy for
2026—2030

Implementation should begin with a structured cyber security threat classification system. Legal entities need
clear categories for identifying risks within digital government services. Recent research on e-government threats
shows classification improves detection speed. Uzbekistan can adopt similar classification models across public and
private sectors. This system would help legal entities prioritize resources toward serious threats. Regulators could
publish standardized threat categories applicable across industries. Legal entities would align internal security measures
with these shared categories. Consistent classification also improves communication between legal entities and
government agencies. Without shared categories, entities may misjudge which risks require urgent attention. A
national classification framework supports faster, more coordinated incident response nationwide. Training programs
should teach staff how to apply these categories correctly. Regular updates would keep classifications current with
emerging digital threats. This structured approach gives the strategy a practical starting foundation. Implementation
becomes easier when everyone shates the same risk vocabulary (Yarashov, 2024).

Implementation also requires building a dedicated big data governance framework. Legal entities increasingly
collect and process large volumes of personal information. Recent scholarship argues that personal data protection
alone cannot cover big data risks. Uzbekistan should extend its legal framework beyond narrow personal data rules.
This extension would address data aggregation, profiling, and automated decision risks. Legal entities need clear rules
on how they may combine datasets. Regulators should require impact assessments before launching large-scale data
projects. These assessments would identify risks before systems affect real people. Legal entities gain a structured
process for demonstrating responsible data practices. Without such rules, big data projects may proceed without
adequate oversight. A dedicated big data framework would complement existing cyber security provisions naturally.
This complement strengthens overall legal coverage across the digital economy. Uzbekistan can build this framework

gradually alongside strategy implementation. Coordinated development would prevent gaps between related legal areas
(Tojiboyev, 2020).

Regular performance evaluation should support ongoing implementation of this strategy. Legal entities
benefit when compliance progress receives consistent and transparent measurement. Recent research on e-
government performance shows evaluation improves cyber security outcomes over time. Uzbekistan should establish
annual reviews measuring how well entities meet requirements. These reviews would track breach rates, response
times, and audit completion levels. Legal entities failing to meet benchmarks would receive targeted support and
guidance. This approach treats evaluation as improvement rather than pure punishment. Regulators could publish
anonym zed results showing overall progress across sectors. Public reporting builds accountability without exposing
individual entities unnecessarily. Legal entities gain motivation to improve when progress becomes visible nationally.
Evaluation results should also inform future amendments to the strategy. This feedback loop keeps the legal
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framework responsive to real conditions. Without evaluation, policymakers cannot know whether implementation
truly succeeds. Consistent measurement turns the strategy into a living, adaptable framework (Shukhratovich, 2024).

International legal cooperation should feature prominently in strategy implementation plans. Cybercrime
often crosses national borders, complicating enforcement for any single country. Recent global research maps how
countries respond procedurally to cross-border cybercrime. Uzbekistan should sign mutual legal assistance agreements
with key trading partners. These agreements would speed evidence sharing during cross-border cybercrime
investigations. Legal entities benefit when prosecutors can pursue offenders operating from other countries. Without
cooperation, many cybercriminals escape prosecution by hiding behind borders. Uzbekistan should also join regional
cybercrime cooperation networks actively. Participation would provide access to shared intelligence and investigative
resources. Legal entities operating internationally gain protection when cooperation frameworks function effectively.
Training programs should teach investigators how to navigate cross-border legal procedures. This training builds
practical capacity alongside formal international agreements. Consistent participation in global cybercrime networks
strengthens domestic enforcement capacity. Uzbekistan gains credibility as a reliable partner in international cyber
security efforts (Chen et al., 2023).

A phased regulatory approach would ease implementation across different legal entities. Sudden strict rules
often overwhelm smaller organizations lacking dedicated compliance teams. Recent scholarship on regulating big data
recommends proportionate, staged timelines. Uzbekistan could apply strictest rules first to large, well-resourced
entities. Smaller legal entities would receive extended timelines and simplified compliance requirements. This phased
approach reduces disruption while still advancing overall cyber security goals. Regulators should clearly communicate
timelines so entities can plan resources accordingly. Legal entities gain predictability instead of facing sudden
compliance demands. Phasing also allows regulators to learn from early implementation and adjust rules. Lessons
from large entities could inform simplified guidance for smaller ones. This approach respects differences in capacity
across diverse business sectors. A rigid, uniform timeline risks pushing smaller entities toward non-compliance.
Proportionate regulation balances ambitious goals with practical implementation realities. This balance increases the
likelihood of lasting legal compliance (Ding et al., 2022).

A national cyber security excellence center would strengthen practical implementation efforts. Legal entities
often lack access to specialized cyber security expertise. Recent e-government research highlights excellence centers as
effective models. Uzbekistan could create one center offering training, guidance, and support. Legal entities across
sectors would gain a single trusted point of contact. This center could publish practical guides explaining how to meet
requirements. Smaller legal entities without dedicated security staff would benefit significantly. The center could also
coordinate incident response during major cyber security events. This coordination reduces confusion when entities
face simultaneous threats. Regional examples show excellence centers improving national cyber security readiness
levels. Uzbekistan can adapt these models to fit its own institutional structure. Funding this center should become a
clear budget priority moving forward. Legal entities gain confidence knowing expert support remains readily
accessible. This investment strengthens implementation across the cyber security strategy (United Nations
Department of Economic and Social Affairs, 2024).

Inclusive investment strategies should guide implementation across emerging Uzbek industries. Cyber
security investment often favors large firms while excluding smaller local businesses. Recent development research
links strong data protection with broader economic inclusion. Uzbekistan should design incentives helping small
businesses afford basic cyber security tools. Government grants or tax relief could offset compliance costs for smaller
entities. This support prevents implementation from widening gaps between large and small firms. Legal entities in
rural areas need targeted outreach and simplified guidance. Guidance materials should reach businesses without
dedicated legal departments. Inclusive implementation strengthens national resilience against widespread cyber threats.
Excluding smaller entities leaves weak points attackers can exploit easily. Development research shows inclusive cyber
security investment supports broader economic growth. Uzbekistan can align this strategy with existing small business
support programs. This alighment maximizes impact without creating entirely new bureaucratic structures. Inclusive
implementation builds a stronger, more resilient digital economy (Pisa et al., 2021).

E. Implications of the Uzbekistan Cyber Security Strategy for 2026—-2030

This amendment carries significant implications for administrative procedures across government offices.
Officials increasingly use automated systems to process applications and legal requests. Recent scholarship on Al in
administrative processes highlights new accountability questions. Decisions made partly by algorithms may face
challenges regarding fairness. Legal entities interacting with these systems need clarity on appeal procedures. The
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strategy implies that administrative bodies must document how automated decisions form. Citizens deserve
explanations when digital systems influence outcomes affecting their rights. This implication extends beyond cyber
security into broader administrative law principles. Agencies adopting automation must now build compliance into
system design directly. Failure to address this implication risks legal challenges against digital services. The strategy
pushes administrative reform alongside pure security requirements. Legal entities providing government technology
services face similar new obligations. This connection shows cyber security policy shaping administrative governance
more broadly. Uzbekistan must treat these two legal areas as closely linked (Khakimov, 2026).

The amendment also implies stronger connections between cyber security and anti-corruption efforts. Digital
government tools increasingly serve as platforms for fighting corruption. Recent scholarship on digital anti-corruption
mechanisms notes reliance on secure data systems. Weak cyber security could undermine these anti-corruption tools if
data becomes compromised. Legal entities providing digital services to government must meet higher security
standards. This implication links cyber security failures directly to broader governance risks. Corrupt actors could
exploit weak systems to hide or manipulate records. The strategy supports anti-corruption goals by protecting
underlying digital infrastructure. Legal entities gain responsibility for safeguarding data used in transparency initiatives.
Strong cyber security becomes a precondition for effective anti-corruption reform efforts. This connection was largely
unrecognized in eatlier, narrower cyber security legislation. Policymakers must now coordinate cyber security and anti-
corruption agencies more closely. Shared oversight would strengthen both cyber security and governance integrity
simultaneously. This implication reflects growing recognition that security underpins good governance (Yakubova,
2020).

This amendment also implies closer alignment with Uzbekistan’s national Al development goals. The
government previously drafted a broad artificial intelligence development concept. Recent scholarship examines how
this concept envisions Al growth across sectors. Cyber security now becomes essential infrastructure supporting that
broader Al plan. Legal entities building Al systems must treat security as a foundational requirement. Without strong
cyber security, Al adoption could introduce serious legal risks. The strategy implies that Al and cyber security policy
must develop together. Separating these areas risks creating conflicting or ovetlapping requirements. Legal entities
gain clearer expectations when both policies align under shared principles. This alignment supports Uzbekistan’s
ambition to become a regional technology leader. Policymakers must ensure future Al initiatives reference cyber
security obligations. This coordination prevents gaps between innovation policy and regulation. The implication
shows how modern legal frameworks increasingly intersect and overlap. Uzbekistan’s long-term technology vision
depends on this careful coordination (Gulyamov & Rustambekov, 2024).

This amendment also implies stronger security obligations for legislative digital operations. Uzbekistan’s
partliament increasingly relies on digital systems for lawmaking activities. Recent scholarship on digital parliament
security highlights unique risks facing legislative bodies. Sensitive draft legislation and personal data require careful
protection before release. Legal entities supporting parliamentary technology systems must meet elevated security
standards. This implication extends cyber security duties into the heart of democratic institutions. A breach affecting
patliamentary systems could undermine public trust in lawmaking. The strategy implies legislative bodies cannot
remain exempt from cyber security rules. Legal entities providing digital tools to patliament face specific compliance
obligations. This requirement protects legislative integrity and citizen data simultaneously. Earlier cyber security law
gave little attention to legislative institutions specifically. Today’s framework recognizes parliament as a critical digital
infrastructure component. This implication strengthens overall democratic resilience against digital manipulation
attempts. Uzbekistan’s institutional cyber security now extends across all branches of government (Tojiev, 2020).

This amendment carries clear implications for regional security cooperation obligations. Uzbekistan
increasingly participates in joint efforts against cross-border cybercrime. A recent regional project brought countries
together to strengthen legal cooperation. This project addressed shared procedural challenges across Central Asian
legal systems. The strategy implies Uzbekistan must maintain active participation in similar initiatives. Legal entities
benefit when regional partners share intelligence and practices. Isolated national efforts cannot match threats that
easily cross borders. This implication requires sustained diplomatic engagement with neighboring countries.
Uzbekistan must allocate resources toward maintaining these regional partnerships long term. Legal entities operating
regionally gain protection when cooperation frameworks remain active. Withdrawing from regional cooperation
would weaken domestic cyber security enforcement significantly. The strategy positions international engagement as a
core implementation pillar. This implication reflects lessons learned from earlier regional cooperation projects.
Uzbekistan’s cyber security success depends on sustained regional partnership commitment (Organization for Security
and Co-operation in Europe, 2024).
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This amendment implies growing reliance on external technical assistance programs. Uzbekistan alone may
lack full capacity to implement every strategy trequirement. A recent technical assistance program addressed
cybercrime response across Central Asia. This program combined legal training with practical procedural support for
investigators. The strategy implies Uzbekistan should continue seeking similar assistance partnerships. Legal entities
benefit indirectly when investigators and prosecutors receive better training. External programs help fill gaps domestic
institutions cannot address alone. This implication does not diminish national sovereignty over cyber security
decisions. Instead, it recognizes practical limits facing developing legal and technical systems. Uzbekistan can absorb
international expertise while maintaining full control over final rules. Legal entities gain confidence when enforcement
capacity improves through such programs. This implication highlights capacity building as essential to successful
implementation. Technical assistance complements domestic reform rather than replacing it entirely. Uzbekistan's
long-term success depends on balancing self-reliance with external support (Gulyamov, 2025).

This amendment finally implies careful navigation of broader geopolitical digital dependencies. Central Asian
countries increasingly rely on foreign-funded digital infrastructure projects. Research on regional digital infrastructure
shows growing external investment shaping networks. Uzbekistan’s cyber security strategy must account for
infrastructure built by foreign partners. Legal entities using this infrastructure face questions about foreign access and
control. This implication requires careful legal review of infrastructure ownership arrangements. Uzbekistan cannot
simply ignore where its digital backbone originates. The strategy implies stronger domestic oversight over foreign-
built digital systems. Legal entities should assess dependency risks when choosing infrastructure providers carefully.
Diversifying infrastructure sources could reduce exposure to single-country digital dependency. This implication
reflects broader global patterns of digital infrastructure competition. Uzbekistan must balance economic benefits of
investment with genuine security concerns. Legal entities gain long-term stability when infrastructure choices consider
these risks. This final implication ties cyber security policy directly to national strategic interests (Kassanova, 2021).

CONCLUSION

Legal entities face a shifting cyber security landscape shaped by new law. This study examined how
governance models, compliance standards, and accountability intersect. Cyber security has moved beyond technical
teams into boardrooms and legislative chambers. Legal entities now carry direct responsibility for protecting digital
systems and data. Uzbekistan’s cyber security strategy reflects a broader global shift in thinking. Countries worldwide
treat cyber risk as a core governance concern today. This shift matters because breaches damage trust, finances, and
safety. Legal entities that fail to adapt risk penalties and reputational harm. The topic connects directly to economic
growth and digital trade. Nations building strong legal frameworks position themselves for safer digital futures. Weak
frameworks leave citizens and businesses exposed to serious harm. This research places Uzbekistan within a larger
international policy conversation. Its findings speak to lawmakers, business leaders, and legal scholars alike. The stakes
extend well beyond any single country or legal system.

Three interconnected arguments emerged from this research on Uzbekistan’s cyber security reform. First,
governance structures determine how quickly legal entities detect and address risks. Boards embedding cyber security
into formal oversight respond faster to emerging threats. Second, cross-border compliance requires harmonized
standards rather than fragmented national rules. Legal entities operating internationally struggle when jurisdictions
demand conflicting measures. Third, legal accountability must connect technical practice with enforceable legal duties.
Without this connection, strong rules on paper achieve little in practice. These three findings reinforce one clear
central argument throughout this study. Effective cyber security law requires governance, cooperation, and
accountability working together. Removing any single element weakens the entire legal framework significantly.
Uzbekistan’s 2026 strategy attempts to address all three areas together. This integrated approach distinguishes it from
eatlier, narrower cyber security legislation. The evidence gathered here supports treating cyber security as a
governance discipline. This reframing carries weight far beyond technical or purely legal circles.

These findings carry practical value for policymakers well beyond Uzbekistan’s borders. Countries drafting
new cyber security legislation can learn from this integrated approach. Legal entities can apply these lessons when
designing internal governance structures. Boards might adopt dedicated cyber security committees modeled on the
practices examined here. Regulators could reference these findings when designing breach notification requirements
elsewhere. Small businesses might use inclusive investment models to afford basic protections. Educational
institutions could incorporate these lessons into legal and technology curricula. Future research should track how
effectively Uzbekistan implements this strategy. Studies could measure whether enforcement capacity improves as
intended over time. Researchers might compare Uzbekistan’s approach against other emerging digital economies.
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Open questions remain about balancing innovation with strict compliance requirements. Further work could explore
how artificial intelligence complicates legal accountability further. These questions invite continued scholarly attention
as technology keeps advancing. Practical implementation, not just legal drafting, will determine lasting success.
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