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insight toward more effective cyber security governance frameworks globally.
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I. Introduction

Every forty seconds, a business somewhere falls victim to a cyber attack. Legal entities
now face constant digital threats that target their data, operations, and reputation. Cyber
security is no longer just a technical concern; it is now legal. Companies must comply with
data protection laws, contractual duties, and regulatory standards. Courts increasingly hold
organizations accountable for weak security practices and data breaches. Legal frameworks
struggle to keep pace with fast-changing cyber threats and criminal methods. This gap
creates confusion about liability, responsibility, and enforcement across borders. Weak legal
protection increases losses and damages public trust. Regulators globally are proposing
stricter cyber security compliance rules. Businesses need clear legal guidance to manage cyber
risks effectively. Lawmakers face pressure to update regulations for emerging technologies
and threats. Legal entities also need practical solutions to strengthen compliance and reduce
legal exposure. This article examines these challenges and explores workable legal solutions
for organizations (Kshetri, 2021).

Cyber security law began as a narrow technical field decades ago. Early regulations
focused mainly on network protection and government systems. Legal entities received little
formal guidance on cyber risk management. Over time, digital transactions expanded rapidly
across global markets. Companies started storing sensitive data on interconnected computer
systems. This shift created new legal questions about liability and accountability.
Governments responded slowly, often lagging behind emerging cyber threats. Many
jurisdictions still lack unified cyber security legislation for legal entities. Existing laws address
data protection but ignore broader corporate responsibility. Scholars have studied cyber
security mainly from technical and policy angles. Legal analysis of corporate cyber
obligations remains comparatively underdeveloped. Cross-border regulatory differences
complicate compliance for multinational legal entities. Researchers continue debating how
liability should be assigned after breaches. International organizations now propose
voluntary frameworks to guide global cyber security compliance efforts further. This
background reveals the complex evolution of cyber security legal frameworks (Coche, 2024).

Legal entities operate daily within a hostile digital environment. Cyber attacks
trequently exploit weak internal controls and outdated legal frameworks. Existing corporate
laws rarely define clear cyber security obligations for organizations. Many companies treat
cyber security as a technical department problem alone. This narrow view ignores broader
legal and financial consequences. Data breaches expose businesses to lawsuits, penalties, and
reputational damage. Current regulations often fail to specify liability standards cleatly.
Courts apply inconsistent standards when assigning responsibility for security failures. This
inconsistency leaves legal entities uncertain about compliance requirements. Existing
scholarship identifies these problems but offers limited legal solutions. Practitioners request
clearer statutory guidance on liability allocation. Few studies examine how legal entities can

ISSN: 3005-2289 2



International Journal of Law and Policy Volume 4, Issue 10 | October 2026

reduce their exposure. This research addresses that specific problem directly and
systematically. It asks how legal frameworks can better govern corporate cyber security

responsibility. Clarifying this issue will help organizations manage cyber risk more effectively
(Das Chowdhury & Christianson, 2010).

Recent scholarship examines cyber security challenges within financial technology
sectors closely. Legal entities operating in face unique regulatory pressures and risks. Rapid
digital innovation often outpaces existing cyber security legislation and enforcement
mechanisms. Financial institutions handle sensitive data requiring strict legal protection
standards. Regulatory frameworks wvary significantly across different jurisdictions and
tinancial markets globally. This inconsistency creates compliance challenges for multinational
financial technology companies. Researchers highlight gaps between technical security
measures and legal accountability structures. Companies frequently implement security tools
without corresponding legal risk assessments. This mismatch increases vulnerability to both
cyber attacks and regulatory penalties. Legal entities need integrated approaches combining
technical security with legal compliance. Recent findings show inadequate collaboration
between legal and technical departments. Effective cyber security governance requires clear
communication across organizational functions and roles. Financial entities also require
updated contractual clauses addressing cyber risk allocation. These findings demonstrate the
urgent need for comprehensive legal reform efforts (AlBenjasim, 2024).

Another important study explores cyber insurance as a legal risk tool. Cyber insurance
helps legal entities transfer financial risk from breaches. However, insurers face challenges
accurately assessing organizational cyber security posture and risk. Inconsistent risk
assessment methods complicate insurance pricing and policy coverage decisions. Legal
entities often lack standardized metrics for measuring cyber security performance levels. This
absence creates disputes between insurers and organizations after security incidents occur.
Researchers propose integrated security roadmaps combining technical controls with legal
insurance requirements. Such roadmaps could improve consistency across cyber security
insurance markets and claims processes. Legal entities benefit from clearer documentation
linking security practices to coverage terms. Insurance contracts increasingly require specific
cyber security certifications before granting full coverage protection. This trend pressures
organizations to adopt recognized security standards proactively. Courts increasingly
examine insurance disputes involving unclear cyber security compliance obligations. These
findings reveal a growing intersection between cyber security practice and insurance law

(Dambra et al., 2020).

The reviewed literature reveals significant gaps in legal cyber security scholarship.
Most studies focus heavily on technical solutions rather than legal remedies. Few researchers
examine how liability should be assigned after breaches. Existing insurance and studies rarely
address broader corporate obligations. Scholars have not fully explored cross-border
enforcement challenges for entities. Current research also overlooks how contracts can
allocate cyber risk. Reputational damage following breaches remains understudied from a
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legal perspective. Future research often calls for clearer regulatory harmonization across
jurisdictions. However, few studies propose concrete mechanisms achieving this
harmonization goal. Existing frameworks fail to connect technical standards with legal
accountability. This research addresses that gap by examining legal solutions directly. It
explores how legal entities can reduce liability through better frameworks. Filling this gap
will strengthen legal protection for organizations. This study offers fresh legal insight into
corporate cyber security accountability, structure, and shared organizational responsibility

(Chen & Jai, 2021).

To examine the legal obligations of legal entities under current cyber security
frameworks.

To identify gaps in existing regulations governing corporate cyber security liability.
To propose legal solutions that strengthen cyber security compliance for legal entities.

How can legal frameworks be reformed to clearly define and strengthen cyber security liability and
compliance obligations for legal entities?

This research is necessary because cyber security threats continue increasing rapidly.
Legal entities face growing pressure to comply with fragmented regulations. Current legal
literature offers limited practical solutions for corporate cyber security governance. Without
clear legal standards, organizations struggle to manage cyber risk effectively. Inconsistent
enforcement across jurisdictions further complicates compliance for multinational entities.
This creates urgent need for unified legal guidance addressing these challenges directly.
Information sovereignty concerns also raise complex legal questions for corporations. Legal
entities must protect data while respecting varying national sovereignty requirements. This
tension justifies deeper legal examination of cross-border cyber security obligations.
Addressing this problem will help organizations reduce legal and financial exposure. It will
also support policymakers drafting more effective cyber security legislation. Legal
practitioners will gain clearer guidance for advising corporate clients. This research therefore
fills a genuine and timely gap in scholarship. Its findings carry real-world value for legal
entities facing digital threats (Aristova, 2025).

II. Methodology

This research adopts a qualitative research method for its design. Qualitative analysis
suits legal research examining complex legal frameworks and gaps. This study explores laws
related to cyber security across multiple jurisdictions carefully. Relevant laws include
Uzbekistan’s Cyber security Law and comparable international cyber security legislation.
Researchers used specific keywords to locate scholarly data and legal regulations. Keywords
included cyber security law, corporate liability, data breach, and legal entities. These
keywords guided systematic searches across legal databases and scholarly journals. Official
government websites provided authentic legal texts and regulations directly. Researchers
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accessed Uzbekistan’s official legal portal for verified legislative texts specifically. This
approach ensured legal sources remained accurate, current, and officially recognized.
Scholarly literature was retrieved from recognized academic databases and law journals
directly. Combining qualitative analysis with keyword-based searching produced a focused,
reliable research foundation. This ensures thorough legal source coverage. This methodology
supports rigorous examination of contemporary cyber security legal challenges effectively.

This research uses doctrinal legal analysis combined with document analysis
techniques. The population consists of cyber security laws and regulations across various
jurisdictions. The sample focuses specifically on Uzbekistan’s Cyber security Law and related
provisions. Data collection relied entirely on secondary sources rather than primary
interviews. Researchers gathered scholarly articles, legal texts, and regulatory documents
systematically. Instruments included academic databases such as recognized international law
journals. Official legal portals provided authoritative regulatory texts for direct analysis.
Validity was ensured by selecting only recent publications within five years. Reliability
depended on using peer-reviewed journals with verified scholarly credibility. Researchers
verified that cited materials remained currently applicable under existing law. Sources came
only from authors holding recognized academic or professional legal standing. Doctrinal
analysis examined legal texts, principles, and their practical application directly. Document
analysis compared multiple sources for consistency and interpretive accuracy. This combined
approach strengthens the credibility of the presented research findings.

Ethical considerations guided every stage of this legal research process. This research
used only documents available within the public domain. Researchers cited every scholarly
source used throughout the entire study. This citation practice credits original authors for
their intellectual contributions properly. The researcher maintained no conflict of interest
throughout this research process. This study was conducted solely for academic and research
purposes only. Delimitations include focusing specifically on Uzbekistan’s cyber security
legal framework directly. The research also delimits its scope to recent scholarly publications
specifically. Limitations include the rapidly evolving nature of cyber security technology and
policy. Laws and regulations can change at any time without warning. This creates potential
limitations regarding the long-term applicability of findings. The research assumes that cited
scholarly sources reflect accurate, honest reporting. It also assumes selected literature
remains representative of broader legal scholarship. These assumptions support reasonable
confidence in this research’s conclusions.

ITI. Results

This research asked how legal frameworks govern corporate cyber security
responsibility. It examined liability standards, duty of care, and contractual risk allocation.
The study also explored enforcement mechanisms and cross-border regulatory coordination
gaps. Findings emerged from analyzing existing legal literature and comparative regulatory
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tframeworks. Legal entities face significant uncertainty when managing cyber security
obligations across jurisdictions. Courts, regulators, and companies each interpret cyber
security responsibility differently within current systems. These inconsistencies create
practical challenges for legal compliance and risk management. This section presents results
addressing the research objectives and central question directly. Each result highlights a
specific legal weakness identified through this analysis. Together, these findings reveal
patterns affecting legal entities across multiple regulatory environments. Corporate cyber
security performance often reflects these underlying legal gaps and inconsistencies.
Understanding these patterns helps explain why compliance outcomes vary significantly
between organizations. The following results build a foundation for meaningful legal reform
recommendations. International legal evidence confirms these patterns extend beyond any

single jurisdiction (Dos, 20206).

Legal entities across jurisdictions face inconsistent liability standards for cyber security
tailures. Courts apply different tests when assigning responsibility after data breaches. Some
jurisdictions require proof of negligence, while others apply strict liability. This inconsistency
creates uncertainty for organizations operating across multiple legal systems. Companies
struggle to predict potential legal consequences following cyber incidents. Regulatory bodies
rarely coordinate to harmonize these differing liability approaches. Legal entities therefore
face unpredictable exposure depending on jurisdiction and applicable law. This
unpredictability discourages proactive cyber security investment among smaller legal entities.
Larger corporations absorb legal uncertainty more easily than smaller businesses can.
Inconsistent standards also complicate insurance underwriting and risk assessment. Insurers
cannot accurately price cyber risk without predictable liability frameworks. Legal entities
need a shared capability-based approach rather than fragmented compliance rules.
Coordinated legal reform across jurisdictions would reduce this persistent uncertainty. Cyber
security should move from a narrow utility view toward inclusive corporate capability (Das

Chowdhury et al., 2022).

Most existing legal frameworks lack a clearly defined duty of care. Corporate law
traditionally focuses on financial and fiduciary responsibilities alone. Cyber security
obligations often appear only within sector-specific regulations. This fragmented approach
leaves general corporate law without cyber security duty provisions. Legal entities outside
regulated sectors face minimal statutory cyber security requirements. Courts must therefore
infer duty of care from general negligence principles. This judicial inference produces
inconsistent outcomes across similar cyber security breach cases. Legal entities cannot rely
on predictable statutory guidance for compliance planning. Absence of clear duty provisions
also weakens deterrence against poor security practices. Technical tools alone cannot
substitute for clear corporate legal accountability structures. Real-time monitoring systems
highlight risks but do not assign legal responsibility. Organizations face limited legal
consequences when duty remains vaguely defined. This gap particularly affects small and

ISSN: 3005-2289 6



International Journal of Law and Policy Volume 4, Issue 10 | October 2026

medium-sized legal entities lacking resources. Statutory duty provisions must therefore
complement existing technical security mechanisms (Diamantaris et al., 2019).

IV. Discussion

A. Legislative Amendment for Uzbekistan’s Cyber security Law (ZRU-764)

Uzbekistan’s current Cyber security Law lacks clear corporate governance obligations
for legal entities. This proposed amendment introduces mandatory cyber incident reporting
requirements for all corporations. Legal entities would need to report breaches within a fixed
timeframe. Clear reporting deadlines would improve transparency and regulatory response
speed significantly. Corporate boards would gain specific legal responsibility for cyber
security oversight functions. This shift moves cyber security from a technical issue toward
genuine corporate governance. Many countries have recently strengthened similar reporting
obligations within corporate legal frameworks. Uzbekistan can align its law with these
emerging international governance standards. Mandatory reporting also helps regulators
identify patterns across multiple cyber security incidents nationally. This visibility supports
better policy responses to evolving cyber threats. Legal entities benefit from clearer
expectations regarding breach disclosure timelines and procedures. Investors and
stakeholders gain confidence through improved corporate transparency requirements. This
amendment therefore strengthens accountability throughout Uzbekistan’s corporate
governance structure (Ecabert, 2024).

The amendment further proposes explicit cyber security responsibilities for corporate
boards of directors. Currently, Uzbekistan's law does not assign clear board-level cyber
security accountability. Board members would gain formal oversight duties regarding
organizational cyber resilience planning. This change reflects a broader global shift toward
board-level cyber security governance. Directors would need documented cyber security risk
assessments within regular governance reporting cycles. Legal entities would also require
designated cyber security oversight committees within larger corporate structures. This
structural change ensures cyber security receives consistent attention at senior decision-
making levels. Smaller legal entities could appoint a single director for this oversight role.
Clear board responsibilities also improve accountability when cyber security failures
eventually occur. Courts would gain clearer standards for evaluating director conduct during
litigation. This amendment moves Uzbekistan toward comprehensive cyber resilience
governance frameworks. Corporate boards worldwide increasingly treat cyber security as a
core governance priority. Uzbekistan’s legal entities would benefit from this clearer
governance direction (Galle, 2025).

This amendment also proposes mandatory cyber security disclosure requirements for
publicly listed entities. Legal entities would need to disclose material cyber security risks
within financial reporting. This requirement mirrors recent disclosure rules adopted in other
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major jurisdictions. Investors would gain better information for assessing corporate cyber
security risk exposure. Companies would need to describe their cyber security governance
practices within annual reports. This transparency helps investors compare cyber security
preparedness across different legal entities. Disclosure requirements also create market
incentives for stronger cyber security investment decisions. Legal entities ignoring cyber
security risks would face reputational consequences from public disclosure. Regulators
would gain additional tools for monitoring corporate cyber security practices nationally. This
amendment strengthens market discipline alongside traditional regulatory enforcement
mechanisms. Clear disclosure standards also reduce ambiguity during cyber security-related
shareholder litigation. Uzbekistan’s capital markets would benefit from improved cyber
security risk transparency overall. This proposed change aligns domestic law with evolving
international disclosure expectations (Ehret, 2023).

Small and medium-sized legal entities require simplified cyber security compliance
pathways under this amendment. Current cyber security obligations often burden smaller
companies disproportionately compared to larger corporations. This amendment proposes
tiered compliance requirements based on organizational size and risk. Smaller legal entities
would face proportionate obligations matching their actual cyber security risk levels. This
approach reduces unnecessary compliance costs while maintaining meaningful security
standards. Similar tiered approaches have proven effective within other data protection legal
frameworks. Simplified compliance pathways would encourage smaller entities toward
genuine cyber security improvement efforts. Regulatory guidance documents would help
smaller companies understand simplified compliance requirements clearly. This amendment
also proposes practical compliance templates for smaller legal entities specifically. These
templates would reduce legal costs associated with cyber security compliance planning.
Smaller entities often lack dedicated legal or technical cyber security expertise internally.
Proportionate obligations would therefore support broader cyber security compliance across
Uzbekistan’s economy. This change reflects lessons learned from other jurisdictions' data
protection compliance experiences (Freitas & Mira da Silva, 2018).

The amendment introduces a strategic oversight framework for corporate cyber
security governance structures. Legal entities would need documented cyber security
strategies aligned with organizational risk profiles. This framework connects cyber security
planning directly to broader corporate governance objectives. Regulatory authorities would
provide guidance for developing appropriate oversight framework structures. Legal entities
would benefit from clearer expectations regarding strategic cyber security planning
requirements. This approach moves beyond reactive compliance toward proactive cyber
security risk management practices. Strategic oversight frameworks help legal entities
anticipate emerging cyber security threats more effectively. Companies adopting structured
oversight approaches often demonstrate stronger cyber security performance outcomes. This
amendment therefore encourages legal entities toward more mature cyber security
governance practices. Regulatory authorities could periodically review oversight framework
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implementation across regulated legal entities. This review process ensures ongoing
compliance rather than one-time regulatory assessment. Legal entities gain long-term
benefits from integrating cyber security into strategic governance planning. This proposed
tramework reflects contemporary approaches toward comprehensive cyber security
oversight strategies (Harel, 2025).

This amendment also encourages legal entities toward adopting privacy enhancing
technologies voluntarily. Privacy enhancing technologies help organizations reduce cyber
security risks alongside compliance obligations. The amendment proposes regulatory
incentives for legal entities adopting these protective technologies. Legal entities
implementing privacy enhancing technologies could receive simplified compliance reporting
requirements. This incentive structure encourages proactive technical investment rather than
purely reactive compliance. Privacy enhancing technologies also support broader data
protection objectives beyond cyber security alone. Legal entities benefit from reduced breach
likelihood through stronger technical protection measures. Regulatory authorities would
develop guidance identifying recognized privacy enhancing technology standards. This
guidance helps legal entities select appropriate technologies for their specific circumstances.
Smaller legal entities could access simplified technology adoption pathways under this
amendment. This approach connects technical innovation directly with practical legal
compliance benefits. Legal entities adopting these technologies demonstrate stronger overall
cyber security compliance culture. This proposed change reflects growing regulatory interest
in technology-driven compliance solutions (Hasani et al., 2023).

Finally, this amendment recommends specific baseline security measures for all legal
entities. Current law lacks clear minimum technical security standards for corporate
compliance. This amendment proposes establishing baseline measures reducing common
cyber-incident and breach risks. Legal entities would need documented security controls
matching these baseline requirements. Regulatory authorities would publish updated
technical guidance reflecting current cyber security best practices. This approach ensures
baseline measures remain relevant against evolving cyber threat landscapes. Legal entities
implementing baseline measures would demonstrate reasonable cyber security diligence
under law. This standard helps courts evaluate corporate conduct during cyber security-
related legal disputes. Smaller legal entities benefit from clear, achievable baseline security
expectations under this framework. Baseline measures also support insurance underwriting
through standardized risk assessment criteria. This amendment therefore combines technical
guidance with meaningful legal compliance standards. Uzbekistan’s legal entities would gain
practical direction for reducing cyber security risk exposure. This proposed amendment
completes a comprehensive legal framework addressing Uzbekistan’s cyber security
governance gaps (Kikuchi et al., 2021).

B. Comparing Current Law and Proposed Amendment Cyber security Law (ZRU-
764)
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The current Cyber security Law contains no mandatory breach reporting timeline for
corporations. Legal entities currently decide when, or whether, to report incidents. This
discretion creates delayed responses and inconsistent regulatory awareness nationally. The
proposed amendment fixes a specific reporting deadline for all entities. This clear
requirement replaces vague expectations with an enforceable legal standard. Current law also
lacks defined consequences for failing to report incidents. The amendment introduces
accountability by linking reporting timelines to legal consequences. Many jurisdictions have
recently tightened similar reporting rules following major corporate breaches. This
amendment brings Uzbekistan closer to those stricter international reporting standards.
Current gaps often leave regulators unaware of breach patterns until significant damage
occurs. Fixed deadlines would allow faster regulatory response after incidents happen. This
difference represents a clear shift from passive to active legal oversight. The amendment
therefore closes a specific, previously unaddressed gap in current law (Kim et al., 2017).

Current law assigns no specific cyber security duties to corporate boards of directors.
Boards currently delegate cyber security entirely to technical departments without formal
oversight requirements. This absence leaves senior leadership legally disconnected from
cyber security governance decisions. The proposed amendment creates explicit board-level
responsibility for cyber security risk oversight. Directors would need documented
involvement in cyber security governance under this new provision. Current law provides no
mechanism for evaluating director conduct after cyber incidents. The amendment establishes
clearer standards courts could apply during related litigation. This shift mirrors recent
governance reforms adopted across several international jurisdictions recently. Current legal
entities often treat cyber security as purely operational rather than governance-related. The
amendment repositions cyber security as a core board-level responsibility instead. This
difference significantly raises expectations placed on corporate leadership structures. Legal
entities would need updated governance policies reflecting this expanded board role. The
amendment therefore fundamentally changes how accountability flows within corporate
structures (Lending et al., 2018).

Current law does not require legal entities to disclose cyber security risks publicly.
Investors currently receive limited information about a company’s cyber security
preparedness or exposure. This gap leaves markets without meaningful tools for assessing
corporate cyber risk. The proposed amendment introduces mandatory disclosure within
standard financial reporting documents. Legal entities would need to describe cyber security
governance practices transparently under this rule. Current law offers no comparable
transparency requirement anywhere within existing provisions. This difference significantly
increases corporate accountability toward shareholders and market participants. Similar
disclosure rules have recently expanded within other major regulatory jurisdictions
wotldwide. The amendment therefore aligns Uzbekistan with this broader international
regulatory trend. Current legal entities face no reputational consequence for weak cyber
security practices specifically. Public disclosure under the amendment would create genuine
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market-based accountability pressure. This represents a meaningful shift from private
compliance toward public transparency. The amendment closes a disclosure gap entirely
absent from current legal provisions (Knight, 2020).

Current law applies uniform cyber security obligations regardless of organizational
size or resources. Smaller legal entities currently face compliance burdens identical to large
corporations. This uniformity often overwhelms smaller companies lacking dedicated legal
or technical resources. The proposed amendment introduces tiered obligations matching
organizational size and risk level. Smaller legal entities would face proportionate, more
manageable compliance requirements instead. Current law provides no simplified
compliance pathway for resource-limited organizations specifically. The amendment adds
practical templates designed specifically for smaller legal entities. This difference directly
addresses a burden previously ignored by existing legal provisions. Current uniform
requirements sometimes discourage genuine cyber security investment among smaller
companies entirely. Proportionate obligations under the amendment encourage rather than
discourage meaningful compliance efforts. This shift reflects lessons learned from similar
tiered approaches used elsewhere. Legal entities of all sizes would gain clearer, more
achievable compliance pathways. The amendment therefore corrects a structural fairness gap
within current legal requirements (Martinez, 2020).

Current law contains no requirement for documented cyber security strategic planning
within corporations. Legal entities currently address cyber security reactively rather than
through structured planning processes. This reactive approach often leaves organizations
unprepared for emerging cyber security threats. The proposed amendment requires
documented cyber security strategies aligned with organizational risk profiles. Legal entities
would need proactive planning connected directly to broader governance objectives. Current
law offers no mechanism encouraging this kind of strategic foresight. The amendment
introduces regulatory guidance supporting structured oversight framework development
specifically. This difference moves legal entities from reactive compliance toward genuine
risk anticipation. Current gaps leave organizations vulnerable to threats they could otherwise
have anticipated. Strategic planning requirements under the amendment would reduce this
identified vulnerability significantly. Regulatory review processes would ensure ongoing
rather than one-time strategic compliance efforts. This represents a substantial shift in
regulatory philosophy toward proactive governance. The amendment therefore introduces
planning discipline entirely missing from current legal provisions (Liu, 2026).

Current law provides no incentives encouraging legal entities toward adopting
protective technologies. Companies currently invest in privacy enhancing technologies
purely through voluntary business decisions. This absence of incentive leaves technology
adoption inconsistent across different legal entities. The proposed amendment introduces
regulatory incentives rewarding entities adopting recognized protective technologies. Legal
entities implementing these technologies could receive simplified compliance reporting
requirements specifically. Current law treats all legal entities identically regardless of technical
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protection measures. This difference creates meaningful regulatory recognition for proactive
technical investment decisions. Similar incentive-based approaches have recently gained
attention within broader data protection discussions. The amendment therefore connects
technical innovation directly with tangible legal compliance benefits. Current gaps leave
many entities uncertain whether technology investment offers legal advantages. Clear
incentives under the amendment would encourage broader adoption across Uzbekistan’s
economy. This shift represents a more collaborative regulatory approach than current legal
provisions offer. The amendment therefore introduces a genuinely new dimension absent
from existing law (Masuch et al., 2021).

Current law establishes no baseline technical security standards for legal entities
generally. Companies currently determine their own security measures without clear
regulatory minimum requirements. This absence leaves significant variation in security
quality across different organizations. The proposed amendment establishes specific baseline
measures reducing common cyber-incident risks. Legal entities would need documented
security controls matching these clearly defined requirements. Current law offers no standard
courts could reference when evaluating corporate conduct. The amendment provides exactly
this reference point for future legal disputes. This difference gives both regulators and courts
clearer, more consistent evaluation criteria. Current inconsistency often complicates
insurance underwriting and risk assessment processes significantly. Baseline standards under
the amendment would support more accurate insurance risk pricing. Individual responsibility
currently falls disproportionately on affected organizations after incidents occur regardless.
Clear baseline standards would distribute responsibility more fairly across regulatory and
corporate roles. The amendment therefore fills perhaps the most fundamental gap within
current legal provisions (Liao & Fite, 2021).

C. Implementation Challenges for Uzbekistan’s Cyber security Law (ZRU-764)

Enforcing timely security patching remains a significant practical challenge for
regulators. Many legal entities lack resources for consistent vulnerability management and
disclosure practices. Smaller organizations particularly struggle meeting strict technical
patching deadlines under new obligations. Regulatory authorities may lack sufficient staff for
monitoring widespread compliance across sectors. This capacity gap could weaken
enforcement despite clear statutory requirements existing formally. Legal entities operating
outdated systems face higher costs achieving required security standards. Transitioning
legacy infrastructure toward compliant systems demands significant financial and technical
investment. Some organizations may delay compliance, citing resource constraints or
technical limitations honestly. Regulators must balance strict enforcement against genuine
capacity limitations facing smaller entities. Phased implementation timelines could help
organizations gradually meet new technical obligations. Without adequate support
mechanisms, smaller legal entities risk falling behind larger competitors. This challenge
highlichts the gap between legislative intent and practical implementation capacity
(Maurushat, 2022).
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Healthcare and other sensitive sectors face particularly complex compliance
challenges under this law. These sectors handle highly sensitive personal data requiring
specialized security mechanisms. Existing security infrastructure within many healthcare
organizations remains outdated and vulnerable currently. Implementing new legal
requirements demands significant sector-specific technical and procedural adjustments
immediately. Healthcare entities often operate with limited budgets allocated specifically
toward cyber security improvements. Balancing patient care priorities against cyber security
investment creates genuine organizational tension internally. Regulatory authorities may need
sector-specific guidance addressing these unique implementation challenges directly. Generic
compliance requirements might not adequately address specialized sector vulnerabilities and
risks. This mismatch could reduce overall effectiveness of uniform legal cyber security
requirements. Tailored regulatory approaches for high-risk sectors would improve practical
implementation outcomes significantly. Without sector-specific consideration, healthcare
entities risk superficial rather than genuine compliance. This challenge demonstrates why
uniform legal frameworks sometimes require sector-specific implementation flexibility

(Nemec Zlatolas, 2024).

Establishing reliable breach reporting systems presents significant data management
challenges for regulators. Uzbekistan currently lacks comprehensive infrastructure for
collecting and analyzing breach reports systematically. Building this infrastructure requires
substantial technical investment and specialized regulatory expertise. Legal entities may also
struggle providing standardized, accurate breach information consistently across reports.
Inconsistent reporting formats complicate regulatory analysis and cross-entity pattern
identification significantly. International experience shows building comprehensive breach
databases involves considerable legal and technical obstacles. Data quality issues often
undermine even well-intentioned breach reporting requirements initially. Legal entities might
underreport incidents, fearing reputational damage despite mandatory reporting obligations
existing. Regulators need robust verification mechanisms ensuring reported information
remains accurate and complete. Without reliable data systems, reporting requirements risk
becoming largely symbolic rather than functional. This challenge highlights infrastructure
gaps standing between legislative text and practical implementation. Building effective
reporting systems requires sustained investment beyond initial legislative enactment alone

(Novaes Neto et al., 2021).

Insurance market readiness presents another significant challenge for implementing
new legal requirements. Uzbekistan’s cyber insurance market remains relatively
underdeveloped compared to other regions. Insurers may struggle accurately pricing cyber
risk without sufficient historical claims data. This uncertainty could limit availability of
affordable cyber insurance for smaller entities. Legal entities facing new compliance
obligations may find insurance costs prohibitively expensive. Limited insurance options
could discourage smaller companies from purchasing adequate risk protection. International
cyber insurance markets have faced similar challenges during their own early development
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stages. Regulatory authorities might need temporary measures supporting insurance market
development alongside new legal requirements. Without adequate insurance infrastructure,
legal entities bear disproportionate financial risk following cyber incidents. This gap between
legal obligation and market capacity could undermine overall policy effectiveness.
Developing insurance market readiness requires coordination between regulators and
financial sector participants. This challenge illustrates interconnected relationships between
legal reform and broader market conditions (Palsson et al., 2020).

Determining appropriate cyber insurance requirements creates additional complexity
for legal entities and regulators. Current insurance markets lack standardized approaches for
evaluating corporate cyber security risk profiles. Legal entities may struggle understanding
which insurance products satisfy new regulatory expectations adequately. Insurers
themselves face challenges assessing evolving cyber threats within rapidly changing technical
environments. This uncertainty complicates both compliance planning and effective
insurance product development simultaneously. Regulatory authorities might need clearer
guidance connecting legal compliance standards with insurance requirements specifically.
Without this clarity, legal entities risk purchasing inadequate or mismatched insurance
coverage. International markets continue debating best practices for cyber insurance
regulation and standardization. Uzbekistan could learn from these ongoing international
discussions while developing domestic regulatory approaches. Legal entities need practical
guidance bridging compliance obligations with available insurance market options. This
challenge reflects broader global uncertainty surrounding effective cyber insurance regulation
currently. Coordinated regulatory and industry effort would help address this persistent
implementation gap (Panda et al., 2021).

Placing cyber security responsibility primarily on individual legal entities raises
important fairness questions. Smaller organizations often lack resources matching
obligations designed for larger, well-resourced corporations. This responsibilization
approach may inadvertently disadvantage smaller legal entities lacking adequate technical
capacity. Critics question whether shifting responsibility entirely toward individual entities
represents fair regulatory policy. Systemic cyber security threats sometimes originate beyond
any single organization’s reasonable control or capacity. Regulators must therefore balance
individual accountability against broader systemic cyber security challenges affecting
everyone. Excessive burden on individual entities without adequate support could prove
counterproductive ultimately. Effective implementation likely requires combining individual
accountability with collective industry support mechanisms. Government-supported
resources could help smaller entities meet reasonable cyber security expectations more
effectively. Without this balance, implementation risks becoming punitive rather than
genuinely protective for entities. This challenge raises fundamental questions about
appropriate  distribution of cyber security responsibility generally. Thoughtful
implementation must consider these fairness concerns alongside straightforward legal
compliance goals (Renaud et al., 2018).
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Pricing corporate cyber risk accurately remains genuinely difficult for insurers within
emerging markets. Insurance carriers currently lack sufficient historical data for reliable
actuarial risk modeling. This challenge particularly affects newly developing markets like
Uzbekistan’s emerging cyber insurance sector. Without accurate pricing models, insurers
may either overprice or under price cyber risk coverage. Overpricing discourages legal
entities from purchasing necessary insurance protection against cyber security risks. Under
pricing threatens insurer financial stability following significant cyber security incidents or
widespread breaches. International insurance markets continue refining approaches for
accurately pricing corporate cyber security risk exposure. Uzbekistan’s regulators and
insurers could benefit from studying these international pricing methodologies carefully.
Developing reliable domestic pricing models requires accumulated claims data over extended
periods. This timeline creates a practical challenge for immediate implementation of
insurance-related legal requirements. Regulatory patience and support during this
development period would improve long-term market outcomes. This challenge
demonstrates why effective implementation often requires realistic timelines rather than
immediate expectations (Romanosky et al., 2019).

D. Recommendations for Implementing Uzbekistan’s Amended Cyber security
Law (ZRU-764)

Uzbekistan should adopt a phased implementation timeline for this cyber security
amendment. Phased rollout allows legal entities gradual adjustment toward new compliance
obligations. Regulators could prioritize larger corporations first, then extend requirements
toward smaller entities. This sequencing reduces immediate burden while maintaining clear
long-term compliance direction. International evidence shows phased approaches improve
overall effectiveness of cyber security legal frameworks. Legal entities benefit from
predictable timelines supporting realistic compliance planning and budgeting. Regulators
should also publish clear implementation milestones guiding entities through each
compliance phase. This transparency helps organizations track their own progress against
national requirements. Effective legal frameworks require this kind of structured, achievable
implementation pathway consistently. Without phased sequencing, sudden compliance
demands could overwhelm many legal entities immediately. Uzbekistan can study similar
phased frameworks adopted successfully within other developing markets. This
recommendation directly addresses implementation capacity concerns identified throughout

earlier research findings (Rusydi, 2024).

Regulators should establish sector-specific guidance addressing financial institutions
and other sensitive industries separately. Financial entities face unique cyber security risks
requiring specialized legal and technical requirements. Generic compliance rules often fail
adequately addressing sector-specific vulnerabilities and operational realities. Tailored
guidance would help financial institutions understand precisely which obligations apply
directly. This approach mirrors recent regulatory efforts strengthening cyber security
trameworks specifically within financial sectors. Sector regulators could collaborate with
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cyber security authorities developing coordinated, sector-appropriate compliance standards.
This collaboration ensures consistency between general cyber security law and sector-specific
financial regulations. Legal entities within regulated industries would benefit from this
coordinated regulatory approach significantly. Without sector-specific guidance, financial
institutions risk uncertain or inconsistent compliance interpretations. Clear sectored
trameworks also support more effective regulatory monitoring and enforcement efforts. This
recommendation strengthens practical implementation across Uzbekistan’s most cyber
security-sensitive economic sectors. Coordinated sectored guidance would improve overall
legal framework effectiveness nationally (Stoelczer, 2024).

Uzbekistan should support development of a domestic cyber insurance market
alongside legal implementation. Government incentives could encourage insurers toward
developing appropriate cyber risk products locally. Regulatory authorities might also facilitate
data sharing supporting more accurate insurance risk pricing. This support addresses
previously identified barriers limiting cyber insurance market development domestically.
International research identifies specific barriers preventing wider corporate adoption of
cyber insurance. Understanding these barriers helps regulators design more effective,
targeted market support policies. Legal entities need accessible, affordable insurance options
supporting their broader compliance efforts. Without adequate insurance market
development, compliance costs may become disproportionately burdensome for entities.
Regulatory coordination between insurance and cyber security authorities would strengthen
this market development effort. Uzbekistan could offer temporary incentives encouraging
insurer participation during initial market development phases. This recommendation
connects legal compliance requirements with practical market-based risk management
solutions. Supporting insurance market growth ultimately strengthens overall national cyber
security resilience meaningfully (Subramaniam et al., 2023).

Uzbekistan should establish clear whistleblower protections supporting cyber security
compliance and vulnerability reporting. Employees often possess valuable information
regarding organizational cyber security weaknesses or non-compliance practices. Without
legal protection, employees may hesitate reporting genuine cyber security concerns internally
or externally. Clear whistleblower provisions would encourage transparency supporting
broader cyber security compliance goals significantly. Recent international frameworks
increasingly connect whistleblower protection with corporate cyber security accountability
structures. Uzbekistan could incorporate similar protections directly within this cyber
security law amendment. This approach strengthens internal compliance mechanisms
alongside external regulatory enforcement efforts. Legal entities would benefit from earlier
identification of cyber security weaknesses through protected internal reporting. Regulators
would also gain valuable information supporting more effective enforcement and monitoring
activities. Without these protections, genuine compliance problems might remain hidden
until significant incidents occur. This recommendation strengthens accountability
throughout organizational structures beyond formal reporting requirements alone.
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Whistleblower protection represents an increasingly recognized component of
comprehensive cyber security legal frameworks (Teichmann, 2026).

Uzbekistan should clarify legal obligations specifically applicable to digital platforms
and intermediary entities. Digital platforms face distinct governance challenges compared to
traditional legal entities generally. Clear platform-specific obligations would address these
unique operational and technical characteristics directly. Recent international frameworks
increasingly distinguish platform governance requirements from general corporate cyber
security obligations. Uzbekistan could adopt similar distinctions within its amended cyber
security legal framework. This clarity helps digital platforms understand precisely which
obligations apply to their operations. Regulators should also consider platform size and user
base when defining specific requirements. Larger platforms handling significant user data
warrant stronger cyber security governance obligations accordingly. Smaller digital platforms
could receive proportionate requirements matching their actual operational risk profiles. This
differentiated approach ensures fair, practical implementation across diverse digital business
models. Without platform-specific clarity, digital entities risk uncertain or inconsistent
compliance interpretations. This recommendation strengthens Uzbekistan’s cyber security
tramework for its growing digital economy specifically.

Uzbekistan should develop clear technical standards for vulnerability disclosure
supporting practical legal compliance. Legal entities need specific guidance regarding
acceptable timeframes and disclosure procedures for vulnerabilities. Clear standards help
organizations distinguish compliant from non-compliant vulnerability management practices
confidently. Recent international discussions continue examining appropriate legal
trameworks for vulnerability disclosure obligations broadly. Uzbekistan can incorporate
lessons from these ongoing international regulatory discussions and developments.
Regulatory authorities should publish detailed technical guidance alongside the amended
legal text itself. This guidance bridges the gap between general legal language and practical
technical implementation. Legal entities would benefit significantly from concrete examples
illustrating acceptable compliance approaches directly. Without this technical clarity,
vulnerability disclosure obligations risk inconsistent organizational interpretation and
application. Clear standards also support more effective regulatory monitoring and
enforcement of compliance. This recommendation ensures legal requirements translate into
genuine, practical cyber security improvements nationally. Technical clarity remains essential
for effective implementation of any cyber security legal framework.

Uzbekistan  should establish an independent oversight body monitoring
implementation of this amended cyber security law. This body would coordinate
enforcement, guidance, and support across various regulatory functions centrally.
Centralized oversight prevents fragmentation between different regulatory authorities
addressing cyber security separately currently. Legal entities benefit from a single, clear point
of contact for compliance questions. This oversight body should regularly evaluate
framework effectiveness using international comparative benchmarks. International evidence
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emphasizes ongoing evaluation as essential for effective cyber security legal framework
performance. Regular assessment allows regulators identifying implementation gaps
requiring additional guidance or adjustment. This iterative approach ensures the legal
framework remains responsive to evolving cyber security challenges. Legal entities would
also benefit from consistent communication channels supported by this central body.
Without coordinated oversight, implementation risks becoming fragmented across multiple
disconnected regulatory functions. This recommendation ensures long-term, sustainable
implementation of Uzbekistan's amended cyber security legal framework. Centralized,
evidence-based oversight represents essential infrastructure supporting genuine cyber
security governance improvement nationally (AllahRakha, 2024).

E. Practical Implications of the Proposed Amendment to Uzbekistan's Cyber
security Law (ZRU-764)

This amendment carries significant practical implications for corporate governance
structures nationally. Legal entities must now integrate cyber security directly into formal
governance and reporting practices. Boards previously treating cyber security as purely
technical must adopt genuine oversight responsibilities. This shift requires new internal
policies connecting cyber security decisions with governance accountability structures.
Companies will need updated organizational charts reflecting clearer cyber security reporting
lines internally. Legal departments must also coordinate closely with technical teams under
these new obligations. This integration represents a substantial organizational change for
many existing legal entities. Smaller entities may need external consultants supporting this
governance transition initially. Larger corporations likely already possess some infrastructure
supporting faster amendment adoption comparatively. This practical implication ultimately
strengthens how organizations structure cyber security decision-making processes internally.
Legal entities adapting successfully will likely demonstrate improved long-term cyber security
resilience outcomes. A structured governance approach remains essential for genuine cyber
security compliance (Almarri, 2020).

The amendment also carries meaningful implications for corporate disclosure and
investor relations practices. Legal entities must now prepare cyber security disclosures within
standard financial reporting cycles regularly. This requirement demands closer collaboration
between legal, financial, and technical departments internally. Investor relations teams will
need training regarding new cyber security disclosure expectations specifically. Companies
must develop clear internal processes for gathering accurate cyber security risk information
consistently. This disclosure implication extends beyond compliance toward genuine
investor communication and trust-building efforts. Legal entities failing proper disclosure
risk both regulatory penalties and investor confidence damage. Markets will likely reward
companies demonstrating strong, transparent cyber security governance practices
increasingly. This implication connects legal compliance directly with broader corporate
reputation and market positioning. Smaller entities may find disclosure requirements
particularly demanding without dedicated compliance resources available. The time,
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disclosure practices will likely become standardized across Uzbekistan’s regulated business
sectors. Overlapping regulatory regimes make such disclosure obligations genuinely complex
tor legal entities (Gonzalez & Jasmontaite, 2023).

This amendment carries important implications for how boards approach technical
expertise and training. Directors without cyber security backgrounds must now develop
meaningful understanding of relevant risks. This requirement will likely increase demand for
cyber security training programs targeting corporate boards specifically. Companies may
need to recruit directors possessing relevant cyber security or technical governance
experience directly. This shift mirrors broader international trends connecting board
expertise with effective cyber security risk governance. Legal entities lacking board-level
technical expertise may face increased scrutiny during regulatory reviews. Training
obligations also create ongoing costs that organizations must incorporate into governance
budgets. This implication extends beyond initial compliance toward continuous professional
development requirements for directors. Smaller legal entities may struggle affording
specialized training compared to larger, resource-rich corporations. The time, this
requirement should improve overall board-level cyber security literacy across regulated
entities. This implication represents a long-term investment in stronger, more informed
corporate governance practices. Such training obligations reflect an evolving duty of care
owed by legal entities (Silva & Costa, 2024).

The amendment carries significant implications for how legal entities approach cyber
security incident response planning. Companies must now develop documented, actionable
plans addressing potential cyber security incidents systematically. This requirement moves
organizations from reactive crisis management toward proactive incident response
preparation. Legal entities will need designated incident response teams combining legal,
technical, and communication expertise. This cross-functional coordination represents a
significant organizational change for many existing entities. Companies must also establish
clear internal escalation procedures ensuring rapid incident identification and response. This
implication directly connects legal compliance obligations with practical organizational crisis
management capabilities. Legal entities without existing response frameworks face
substantial initial implementation costs and effort. Regular testing and updating of these
response plans becomes an ongoing organizational obligation. This implication ultimately
strengthens organizational resilience beyond mere regulatory compliance requirements alone.
Companies demonstrating strong incident response capabilities may also benefit through
improved insurance terms. Clear reporting obligations remain central to effective
multinational cyber security compliance frameworks (Ecabert, 2024).

This amendment carries broader implications for how legal entities categorize and
manage compliance frameworks internally. Companies must now map various cyber security
obligations across different regulatory and contractual requirements systematically. This
categorization helps organizations identify overlapping obligations and potential compliance
gaps efficiently. Legal entities operating internationally face particular complexity reconciling
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domestic requirements with foreign regulatory frameworks. This implication demands
stronger internal legal expertise capable of navigating multiple compliance frameworks
simultaneously. Companies may need specialized compliance software supporting systematic
tracking of various cyber security obligations. This organizational investment represents a
meaningful implication extending beyond simple legal text interpretation. Smaller entities
may struggle affording sophisticated compliance management systems compared to larger
organizations. The time, standardized compliance frameworks may emerge helping
organizations navigate these complex requirements more efficiently. This implication
highlights the growing complexity facing legal entities within evolving cyber security
regulatory environments. Effective framework categorization ultimately supports more
efficient, less burdensome regulatory compliance across organizations. Hidden compliance
risks often remain unmasked until organizations map these obligations carefully (Kianpour,

2024).

The amendment also carries implications extending toward broader business risk
management and strategic planning. Legal entities must now treat cyber security compliance
as a core business risk factor. This shift requires integrating cyber security considerations
directly into strategic planning and risk management processes. Companies previously
treating cyber security separately from business risk must adopt integrated risk management
approaches. This implication mirrors broader international recognition connecting privacy
and cyber security regulation with genuine business risk. Legal entities face potential financial
consequences extending well beyond direct regulatory penalties alone. Market positioning,
investor confidence, and customer trust all connect increasingly to cyber security governance
quality. This implication demands board-level strategic attention rather than purely
operational or technical consideration. Companies integrating cyber security into broader
risk management frameworks will likely demonstrate stronger overall resilience. This
implication represents a fundamental shift in how organizations conceptualize cyber
security’s business significance. Legal entities adapting successfully will likely gain
competitive advantages through demonstrated risk management maturity. Comparative legal
evidence confirms notification laws strengthen genuine corporate accountability outcomes

(Kumar & Singh, 2025).

This amendment carries implications for how organizations prepare for and respond
to worst-case cyber security scenarios. Legal entities must develop comprehensive plans
addressing severe incidents beyond routine security management practices. This preparation
requires coordination across legal, technical, communication, and executive leadership
functions simultaneously. Companies must establish clear protocols determining when
incidents require executive-level or board involvement directly. This implication extends
organizational preparedness beyond technical response toward comprehensive crisis
management capability. Legal entities lacking this preparation risk significant additional
damage during severe cyber security incidents. Regular scenario planning and simulation
exercises become important tools supporting this organizational preparedness. This
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implication ultimately determines how effectively organizations limit damage during
genuinely severe cyber security events. Companies demonstrating strong worst-case
preparedness likely recover faster with less lasting organizational damage. This final
implication represents perhaps the most consequential practical outcome of thorough
amendment implementation. Organizations treating this preparation seriously will be best
positioned for genuine cyber security resilience. This implication completes a comprehensive
picture of how the amendment reshapes organizational cyber security practice (Allah Rakha,
2024).

Conclusion

Cyber security now sits firmly within the domain of corporate law and governance.
Legal entities face growing pressure to manage digital risks responsibly. This matters because
breaches threaten financial stability, public trust, and national security. Courts, regulators,
and businesses increasingly recognize cyber security as a legal obligation. Weak liability
standards and undefined duties leave organizations exposed to uncertainty. Contractual gaps
and inconsistent enforcement further complicate compliance across jurisdictions worldwide.
These challenges connect directly to broader questions about corporate accountability and
governance. Uzbekistan’s current legal framework reflects many of these unresolved global
tensions. Its Cyber security Law lacks clear provisions addressing corporate liability and
board responsibility. This gap leaves legal entities uncertain about their precise legal
obligations. Addressing this uncertainty strengthens both individual organizations and the
broader digital economy. Stronger legal clarity ultimately protects citizens, investors, and
national infrastructure alike. Legal reform therefore carries significance extending well
beyond individual corporate interests.

This research proposed specific amendments strengthening Uzbekistan’s existing
cyber security legal framework. Mandatory reporting timelines, board accountability, and
disclosure requirements address identified structural weaknesses directly. These proposals
draw support from comparative evidence across multiple international legal jurisdictions.
Countries adopting similar reforms report improved corporate governance and stronger
regulatory oversight. Tiered compliance obligations further ensure smaller legal entities
remain genuinely able to comply. Together, these measures build a more coherent and
enforceable legal structure. Real-world application extends across sectors handling sensitive
data, including finance and healthcare. Regulators, boards, and legal practitioners can apply
these findings within daily governance decisions. Insurance markets also benefit from clearer
legal standards supporting more accurate risk assessment. Businesses gain practical guidance
tfor reducing exposure while meeting new legal expectations. Policymakers gain a concrete
roadmap grounded in comparative legal analysis and evidence. These applications
demonstrate how legal reform translates directly into practical organizational benefit.
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Future researchers could examine how these proposed amendments perform after
actual implementation. Empirical studies measuring compliance rates would strengthen
understanding of practical legal effectiveness. Comparative research could also track how
neighboring countries address similar cyber security governance gaps. Questions remain
regarding how smaller economies balance strict compliance with limited resources. Further
work could explore whether insurance markets develop as anticipated under reform.
Researchers might also study how whistleblower protections influence internal cyber security
reporting behavior. Practical next steps include pilot programs testing tiered compliance
requirements within smaller entities. Regulators could gather feedback directly from legal
entities implementing new obligations gradually. This ongoing dialogue between law,
practice, and research remains essential for lasting improvement. Cyber security threats will
continue evolving alongside technology and corporate digital dependence. Legal frameworks
must therefore remain adaptable, evidence-based, and responsive to genuine organizational
needs. This research offers one meaningful step toward that continuing, necessary legal
evolution.
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