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Abstract. The article presents a comprehensive philosophical analysis of the
transformation of the category of justice in the context of globalization and the digital
transformation of contemporary society. The study aims to identify structural changes
in the normative foundations of justice under conditions of transnational economic
processes, increasing global interdependence, and the expansion of algorithmic
governance mechanisms. The research is based on a comparative-philosophical,
normative, and analytical methodology, complemented by a hermeneutic interpretation
of classical and contemporary theories of justice. Particular attention is paid to key issues
such as algorithmic justice, the digital divide, data concentration, and the transformation
of subjects of responsibility in digital environments. The findings demonstrate that
classical theories of justice, developed within the nation-state paradigm, are insufficient
for explaining emerging forms of social inequality in global and digital contexts. It is
shown that digital infrastructures generate new forms of power asymmetry and resource
redistribution, which require a fundamental rethinking of normative frameworks.

The scientific novelty of the study lies in the integration of global and technological
dimensions into a unified theoretical model of justice and in substantiating the need
to expand the normative paradigm beyond the limits of the nation-state. The study
concludes that contemporary conceptions of justice must incorporate principles of global
responsibility, transparency of algorithmic decision-making, and the protection of human
dignity in conditions of technological modernization. The practical significance of the
research lies in its potential application for the development of normative frameworks for
digital governance and social policy regulation.
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Introduction

The category of justice occupies a central position in philosophical reflections
on social order and political organization. Throughout the history of philosophy,
justice has functioned as a fundamental normative principle regulating the distribution
of resources, power, rights, and responsibilities. From classical antiquity to modern
political theory, justice has been conceptualized as the cornerstone of legitimate social
arrangements and institutional stability. Classical philosophical traditions, beginning
with Plato’s conception of justice as harmony within the state [1, p. 112-120], and
later developed in modern political philosophy, including liberal distributive models
[2, p. 3-10], conceptualized justice primarily within relatively stable and territorially
bounded political communities, most notably the nation-state.

Within this classical paradigm, justice presupposed a centralized and coherent
normative space in which institutional actors were identifiable, political authority
was formally structured, and mechanisms of redistribution operated within stable
governance frameworks. Justice was therefore closely associated with juridical order,
political sovereignty, and institutional legitimacy.

However, contemporary transformations driven by globalization and
digitalization challenge the adequacy of these traditional models. Globalization
intensifies transnational economic flows, political interdependence, and cross-
border institutional interactions, thereby weakening the exclusivity of state-centered
normative frameworks. Economic and informational power increasingly operates
beyond territorial boundaries, complicating traditional assumptions about distributive
responsibility and political accountability. Contemporary debates on global justice
highlight these transformations [3, p. 169-175; 4, p. 20-25; 5, p. 122-130; 6, p. 45-52].

At the same time, digital transformation introduces algorithmic governance,
artificial intelligence systems, platform economies, and large-scale data infrastructures
that mediate decision-making processes and influence access to opportunities. These
developments do not merely modify administrative techniques but fundamentally
reshape the conditions of social coordination and normative evaluation. As
contemporary research in information ethics indicates, digital infrastructures function
not only as technical systems but also as normative environments that structure social
interaction, redistribute informational power, and redefine institutional practices [8, p.
134-140; 9, p. 230-240].

Furthermore, the expansion of platform-based economies and data-driven
governance systems generates new forms of asymmetry in power and resource
distribution. Algorithmic systems influence access to employment, financial services,
and public goods, while data concentration creates new forms of structural inequality
[10, p. 1-10; 11, p. 75-90; 12, p. 12-20; 13, p. 35-45].

The choice of this research topic is determined by the existence of a conceptual
gap in contemporary philosophical discourse. While numerous studies address global
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justice, digital ethics, and algorithmic governance separately, there remains a lack of a
unified theoretical framework that integrates globalization and digital transformation
within a comprehensive model of justice. This fragmentation necessitates a systematic
philosophical synthesis.

The relevance of the study is determined by the growing global interdependence,
the intensification of transnational processes, and the increasing role of digital
infrastructures in political, economic, and administrative practices. The object of the
research is the concept of justice within contemporary social transformations, while
the subject of the study is the transformation of its normative foundations under
conditions of globalization and digitalization. The aim of the study is to demonstrate
that justice in the twenty-first century must extend beyond the nation-state paradigm
and incorporate both global and technological dimensions.

Methodology

The present study is based on a theoretical and conceptual analysis of justice
as a dynamically transforming normative category under conditions of globalization
and digital transformation. Justice is approached not as a fixed moral principle, but as
a historically evolving normative architecture shaped by institutional configurations,
political sovereignty, socio-economic structures, and technological mediation. This
perspective enables the analysis of justice as a structural element of social order
embedded in broader relations of power, legitimacy, and institutional design.

The research is grounded in a corpus of more than forty scholarly sources
selected for their theoretical relevance to the transformation of justice. The corpus
includes classical philosophical works [1; 2; 14; 15], major contributions to global
justice theory [3-6], and contemporary interdisciplinary studies addressing digital
governance, artificial intelligence, data ethics, and platform economies [8—13]. The
selection of sources was guided by the following criteria:

- conceptual relevance to justice theory;

- engagement with globalization or digital transformation;

- contribution to normative and structural analysis rather than purely technical
description.

The methodological framework combines comparative-philosophical analysis,
conceptual analysis, and normative theory construction. Elements of hermeneutic
interpretation are applied to reconstruct classical and contemporary theories of justice.
This methodological approach is justified by the nature of the research object: the study
focuses on transformations in normative presuppositions, structures of legitimacy, and
forms of responsibility rather than on empirical measurement or statistical evaluation.

A central methodological step consist in distinguishing between two historically
differentiated normative configurations of justice:

— justice within territorially bounded sovereign political communities;

— justice within transnational, digitally mediated, and algorithmically structured
environments.
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In classical frameworks, justice is associated with centralized institutional
authority, clearly defined structures of responsibility, and legal regulation within
sovereign states. This model presupposes stable governance structures and predictable
mechanisms of accountability [ 1; 2]. In contrast, contemporary global-digital conditions
are characterized by the redistribution of normative authority across multiple levels,
including supranational institutions, transnational actors, digital platforms, and
algorithmic infrastructures [10—13].

Digital transformation introduces algorithmic mediation as a key factor shaping
access to resources, opportunities, and decision-making processes. In this context,
justice becomes embedded in technological infrastructures and data-driven systems
that influence social coordination and institutional practices [8—9; 13]. The emergence
of platform economies and data concentration further contributes to new forms of
structural inequality and asymmetry of power [9—11].

To structure this comparative analysis, the study employs an analytical matrix
distinguishing differences in spatial organization, authority structures, modes of
mediation, forms of agency, and the core focus of justice. This matrix functions as
an analytical tool that allows the identification of structural transformations in key
normative categories such as responsibility, legitimacy, and distribution.

The central research question guiding the study is: how do globalization and
digital transformation reshape the normative architecture of justice? The working
hypothesis posits that these processes generate new forms of structural inequality and
normative complexity that cannot be adequately explained within traditional nation-
state-centered frameworks.

The research is conducted in four stages:

- reconstruction of classical justice paradigms;

- analysis of globalization as a transformation of distributive space and political
authority;

- examination of digital transformation and algorithmic governance; and

- conceptual synthesis into an expanded model of justice incorporating global and
technological dimensions.

The interdisciplinary dimension of the methodology allows the integration of
political philosophy, global ethics, digital governance studies, and socio-technical
theory. At the same time, the study maintains a normative orientation, focusing on
justice as a principle of legitimacy and social regulation.

The novelty of the methodological approach lies in interpreting justice
transformation as a shift in normative architecture rather than as a simple extension
of distributive theory. The main limitation of the study is its conceptual nature, as
empirical validation of digital inequalities and algorithmic effects lies beyond its
scope. Nevertheless, the proposed framework provides a theoretical basis for further
empirical research.

This methodological approach ensures the coherence of theoretical reconstruction
and allows for a systematic comparison of normative transformations across different
historical and socio-technical contexts.
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Main Part (Results and Discussion)

The main part of the study integrates theoretical review and analytical discussion
and is structured into several subsections reflecting key dimensions of justice
transformation in the context of globalization and digitalization.

1. Classical and Modern Theories of Justice

The philosophical discourse on justice has historically evolved through several
normative paradigms, each reflecting specific institutional, economic, and socio-
political configurations. Classical philosophy conceptualized justice as a principle of
structural harmony and proportionality within a well-ordered political community. In
Plato’s account, justice is understood as harmony between parts of the soul and the
state, emphasizing internal coherence and functional differentiation [1, p. 120-125].
Aristotle further refined this conception by distinguishing between distributive and
corrective justice, thereby introducing proportional equality as a criterion for fair
allocation within a bounded polity [14, p. 95-105].

Modern political philosophy rearticulated justice within the framework of
individual autonomy, legal rationality, and universal moral law. Kant grounded justice
in rational autonomy and juridical universality, linking it to the legitimacy of legal
institutions [15, p. 45-60]. In the twentieth century, Rawls reformulated justice as
fairness, introducing the “veil of ignorance” as a mechanism ensuring impartiality in
institutional design [2, p. 3—10]. Rawls’s model presupposes a relatively closed and
self-sufficient society and therefore situates justice within the institutional structure
of the nation-state. While this theory remains foundational for liberal distributive
justice, its limitations become evident under conditions of global interdependence and
technological mediation.

2. Global Justice and Transformation of Normative Frameworks

The intensification of globalization in the late twentieth and early twenty-first
centuries has fundamentally transformed the normative conditions under which justice
operates. Economic interdependence, transnational institutions, and global flows of
capital, labor, and information have challenged the assumption that justice can be
confined within territorially bounded political communities.

Pogge argues that global institutional arrangements contribute to structural
injustice by perpetuating economic inequalities between developed and developing
societies [3, p. 169—175]. Sen, in contrast, shifts attention from ideal institutional
design to comparative assessments of capabilities and freedoms, thereby expanding
the evaluative framework of justice [4, p. 20-25]. Fraser introduces the concept
of “scales of justice,” emphasizing that globalization destabilizes the traditional
Westphalian model and requires a multi-level approach to redistribution, recognition,
and representation [5, p. 122-130].

Nagel highlights the tension between state-based justice and global moral
obligations, arguing that principles of distributive justice presuppose shared political
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authority [6, p. 45-52]. Ypi further develops this discussion by examining the limits of
global political responsibility and the challenges of extending justice beyond national
frameworks [7, p. 60—70].

Together, these approaches demonstrate that globalization leads to the de-
territorialization of justice and necessitates the development of multi-scalar normative
frameworks capable of addressing transnational inequalities.

3. Digital Ethics and Algorithmic Governance

Alongside globalization, digital transformation introduces new dimensions to the
discourse on justice by embedding decision-making processes within technological
systems. Digital infrastructures, artificial intelligence, and platform economies reshape
both procedural and distributive aspects of social organization.

Floridi conceptualizes the “infosphere” as a normative environment in which
informational processes shape moral agency and institutional responsibility [8, p.
134-140]. Nissenbaum’s theory of contextual integrity emphasizes that information
flows are governed by context-dependent norms, which are often disrupted by digital
technologies [9, p. 230-240].

Pasquale highlights the problem of algorithmic opacity, describing contemporary
society as a “black box” in which decision-making processes are not transparent to
affected individuals [10, p. 1-10]. Zuboff’s concept of surveillance capitalism further
demonstrates how data extraction and behavioral prediction generate new forms of
economic and informational power asymmetry [11, p. 75-90].

Crawford examines the material and political costs of artificial intelligence
infrastructures, revealing their dependence on global resource extraction and labor
exploitation [12, p. 12-20]. Eubanks, in turn, shows how automated decision-making
systems can reinforce social inequalities, particularly in public administration and
welfare systems [13, p. 35-45].

These contributions indicate that digital transformation does not merely introduce
new tools but fundamentally reconfigures the normative conditions of justice by
embedding it within technological and infrastructural systems.

4. Structural Transformation of Justice in the Global Digital Context

The combined effects of globalization and digitalization result in a structural
transformation of the normative architecture of justice. This transformation is not
limited to the expansion of existing frameworks but involves a qualitative shift in the
way justice is conceptualized and operationalized.

In classical models, justice is grounded in sovereign institutional structures
characterized by centralized authority, clearly defined responsibility, and legal
accountability. In contrast, contemporary global-digital conditions produce a
redistribution of normative authority across multiple actors, including states,
transnational corporations, digital platforms, and algorithmic systems.

This shift indicates not only a quantitative expansion of normative space but
also a qualitative transformation of justice as a regulatory principle. Justice becomes
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increasingly dependent on infrastructural mediation, where technological systems
structure access to resources, opportunities, and information.

Algorithmic governance introduces hybrid forms of agency in which human
decision-making is intertwined with automated processes. As a result, responsibility
becomes distributed and often difficult to attribute, while transparency is replaced by
epistemic opacity. Justice must therefore address not only institutional arrangements
but also the design and regulation of technological infrastructures.

The structural transformation of justice also entails a reconfiguration of the
relationship between power and normativity. In classical frameworks, power is
institutionally bounded and normatively regulated through legal mechanisms. In
contrast, within global digital environments, power is increasingly embedded in
infrastructural systems that operate beyond traditional legal oversight. This shift results
in the emergence of new forms of “infrastructural power,” where control over data
flows, algorithmic design, and platform governance directly influences the distribution
of opportunities and social outcomes. Consequently, justice must be reconceptualized
not only as a normative principle but also as a regulatory response to technologically
mediated power structures.

5. Case Study: Digital Transformation and Justice in Kazakhstan

The Kazakhstani case provides an illustrative example of how global and digital
transformations interact within a transitional governance model. Digital modernization
policies have led to the widespread implementation of e-government systems,
significantly increasing access to public services and administrative efficiency.

These developments should be interpreted not merely as empirical indicators
but as manifestations of deeper structural transformations in governance. Digital
platforms reduce bureaucratic barriers and enhance procedural accessibility, aligning
with classical principles of administrative justice.

However, the expansion of digital services does not automatically ensure
substantive justice. Regional disparities in technological infrastructure, differences
in digital literacy, and unequal access to digital resources produce new forms of
inequality. Justice thus becomes contingent upon conditions of technological inclusion
and digital competence.

Unlike models of surveillance capitalism dominated by private corporations [11],
Kazakhstan demonstrates a hybrid system in which state institutions play a central
role in coordinating digital infrastructures. This configuration modifies the distribution
of normative responsibility and raises new questions concerning accountability, data
governance, and institutional transparency.

In addition, the rapid digitalization of public administration in Kazakhstan raises
important questions regarding long-term institutional sustainability and normative
legitimacy. While digital platforms enhance efficiency and accessibility, they also
create dependencies on technological infrastructures that may be vulnerable to systemic
risks, including data breaches, algorithmic errors, and governance centralization.
These risks highlight the necessity of developing regulatory frameworks that ensure
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not only technological efficiency but also social trust, accountability, and inclusiveness
in digital governance systems.

These considerations indicate that the Kazakhstani case should be understood not
only as an example of digital modernization but also as a context in which new forms of
normative complexity emerge. This provides a valuable basis for comparative analysis
of justice models across different socio-political and technological environments.

6. Comparative Analysis of Justice Models

A comparative analysis of classical, global, and digital models of justice reveals
fundamental transformations in key normative dimensions. Classical justice is grounded
in territorially bounded sovereignty, centralized authority, and institutionally defined
accountability. In this framework, justice operates within stable legal systems where
responsibility is clearly attributed to state institutions and distributive mechanisms
function within a coherent political order.

However, processes of globalization significantly expand the normative space of
justice beyond national borders. Transnational economic relations, global governance
structures, and supranational institutions reshape the distribution of responsibility
and introduce multi-level accountability systems. Justice in this context becomes
de-territorialized and operates across overlapping normative frameworks, requiring
coordination between national and global actors.

Digital transformation further intensifies these shifts by embedding justice within
technological infrastructures. Algorithmic governance, platform economies, and data-
driven systems restructure access to resources, opportunities, and decision-making
processes. As a result, justice increasingly depends on infrastructural conditions,
including data availability, algorithmic transparency, and technological accessibility.
This transformation introduces new forms of inequality, such as digital exclusion, data
concentration, and algorithmic bias, which cannot be adequately addressed within
traditional distributive frameworks.

Moreover, the transition from institutional to infrastructural mediation
fundamentally alters the nature of accountability. While classical justice relies on
identifiable institutional actors, digital environments involve hybrid forms of agency
in which responsibility is distributed among state institutions, private corporations,
and technological systems. This diffusion of responsibility complicates the attribution
of accountability and challenges existing legal and normative frameworks.

The comparative perspective demonstrates that contemporary justice must be
understood as a multi-level and dynamically evolving normative system that integrates
distributive, procedural, and technological dimensions. These transformations also
reflect broader philosophical interpretations of justice as a historically evolving
and context-dependent concept context-dependent concept, as also discussed in
contemporary philosophical studies [17].
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Analytical Classical Model Global Context Digital Context
Dimension
Normative

Nation-state, Networked, platform-

. Transnational, multi-
Space territorially level - mu based
bounded
lized stat S tional .
Structu.re of Ceqtra ized state upranationa Hybrid (state + platforms
Authority institutions and distributed .
+ algorithms)
governance
Institutional oy
Mod.e Qf Feg.al gnd nstltutlgna and Algorithmic and
Mediation institutional transnational . L
L infrastructural mediation
procedures coordination
f E ic and . . . ..
Form o conomic an Global inequality and | Digital divide,
Inequality distributive .
. . uneven development | data concentration,
inequality

algorithmic bias

Mechanism of | State regulation

Governance and legal Multi-level Algorithmic governance
' frame\%vorks governance systems and data-driven
regulation
Accountability | Clear m~St-1t}lt10nal Shared and diffused .
responsibility responsibility Hybrid and opaque

accountability structures

Table 1. Transformation of Justice Models
Source: compiled by the author.

The table illustrates that the transformation of justice is not merely an expansion
of existing principles but a structural reconfiguration of its normative foundations. The
shift from territorially bounded governance to transnational and digitally mediated
environments requires a rethinking of justice as a principle capable of addressing
complex interdependencies between institutions, technologies, and global processes.

Thus, justice in the contemporary global-digital context emerges as a
multidimensional concept that must reconcile sovereignty shift, infrastructural
mediation, and global interdependence. This reconceptualization provides a theoretical
basis for developing normative frameworks capable of responding to the challenges of
digitally mediated social order.

Importantly, the comparative analysis also demonstrates that no single model
provides a universally adequate framework for addressing contemporary challenges.
Instead, the transformation of justice necessitates a flexible and context-sensitive
approach that accounts for variations in political structure, technological development,
and socio-economic conditions. This implies that normative theory must move beyond
universalist abstractions toward more adaptive and multi-level frameworks capable of
responding to complex and evolving social realities.
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Thus, Table 1 functions not merely as a descriptive summary but as an analytical
instrument for identifying structural transformations in justice theory. It reveals
that the evolution of justice is characterized by increasing complexity, hybridity,
and interdependence, requiring a rethinking of core concepts such as responsibility,
legitimacy, and fairness. In this sense, the comparative perspective provides a crucial
foundation for developing a more comprehensive and integrated understanding of
justice in the global digital era.

Conclusion

The purpose of this study was to examine the transformation of the normative
foundations of justice in the context of globalization and digital transformation and
to substantiate the necessity of expanding classical justice paradigms beyond the
nation-state framework. Through comparative-philosophical analysis, conceptual
reconstruction, and normative synthesis, the research has demonstrated that justice
in the twenty-first century cannot be adequately conceptualized within territorially
bounded and institutionally centralized models.

The findings confirm the central hypothesis that globalization and algorithmic
governance generate structural asymmetries and reconfigure the normative architecture
of justice. The transition from sovereignty-centered distributive frameworks toward
multi-level, transnational, and technologically mediated environments fundamentally
alters the conditions under which justice is articulated and institutionalized. Justice no
longer operates exclusively within identifiable institutional hierarchies but increasingly
within infrastructural systems that mediate access, visibility, participation, and
opportunity.

The analysis of classical, global, and hybrid governance models has made it
possible to identify several key dimensions of this transformation:

- Spatial reconfiguration of justice. Globalization destabilizes the territorial
confinement of justice and necessitates a multi-scalar understanding of distributive
responsibility extending beyond national borders.

- Emergence of infrastructural mediation. Digital transformation embeds
normative decisions within algorithmic and data-driven systems, shifting justice from
institutional procedures toward infrastructural architectures.

- Diffusion of normative authority. Responsibility for just outcomes is increasingly
distributed among state institutions, transnational actors, and technological systems,
requiring a reconsideration of traditional models of accountability.

- Rise of epistemic opacity. Algorithmic governance introduces new asymmetries
in knowledge and control, challenging classical assumptions of transparency and
rational deliberation.

- Contextualization in hybrid governance systems. The Kazakhstani case
demonstrates that digital modernization within transitional institutional frameworks
simultaneously produces procedural efficiency and new normative tensions,
highlighting the importance of context-sensitive philosophical analysis.

The study contributes to contemporary political philosophy by integrating global

www.alfarabijournal.org ISSN 1999-5911 (Print)
116 os-®apabu | Tom 25 2(94) 2026 ISSN 2960-2173 (Online)



Kiyekenova B.B., Nurmukhametova K.Sh., Bolyssova K.M. Justice in the

justice theory with digital governance analysis within a unified conceptual framework.
By conceptualizing justice as a transforming normative architecture shaped by
sovereignty shift, mediated agency, and infrastructural power, the research provides
a more comprehensive understanding of justice in technologically mediated societies.

Importantly, the transformation identified in this study does not imply the
obsolescence of classical justice principles. Rather, it underscores the necessity of
their reinterpretation under new structural conditions. Fair distribution, institutional
accountability, and moral autonomy remain foundational values; however, they
must be applied within global networks and algorithmically mediated environments.
Justice must therefore integrate distributive, procedural, technological, and epistemic
dimensions into a coherent normative model.

The practical implications of this research relate to the development of normative
frameworks for digital governance, artificial intelligence regulation, platform
accountability, and socially balanced public policy. Digital infrastructures should be
understood not as neutral tools but as constitutive elements of normative order. Ensuring
justice in digital societies requires regulatory approaches that address transparency,
accessibility, inclusion, and structural equality in an integrated manner.

Future research may proceed in several directions. First, empirical investigations
of algorithmic governance across specific policy domains would deepen understanding
of infrastructural justice. Second, comparative studies across diverse governance
models could clarify how digital transformation interacts with different institutional
traditions. Third, further philosophical inquiry into epistemic justice and technological
mediation may refine and expand the theoretical framework proposed in this study.

Taken together, the analysis demonstrates that justice in the era of globalization
and digital transformation emerges as a multi-dimensional normative principle
requiring the reconciliation of sovereignty shift, infrastructural mediation, and global
interdependence. The central philosophical task is not merely to extend classical
distributive theory but to reinterpret justice as a structurally adaptive concept capable
of addressing the complexities of contemporary socio-technical order. The present
study represents a step toward such a reconceptualization.

Moreover, the transformation of justice in the global digital era underscores
the need for interdisciplinary approaches that integrate philosophy, political theory,
technology studies, and governance research. Only through such integration can
justice be adequately understood as a dynamic and context-dependent principle
capable of addressing the complexities of contemporary socio-technical systems. This
perspective reinforces the importance of developing flexible normative frameworks
that remain responsive to ongoing global and technological transformations.
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Kuexenosa b.b., Hypmyxamerosa K.I1I., BoabicoBa K.M.
Kahannany koHe uHUPPIBIK TpaHchopManusa KAFAAMBIHAAFBI JAIIETTUIIK
(punocodpusiabik TaIAY)

Anoamna. Maxanana xkahanmaHy jkoHe Ka3ipri KOFAMHBIH MA(PIBIK TpaHCHOPMATIHASCHI
KarmalblHAA OMAUIETTLTK KaTETOPHSACBIHBIH ©3repyl KemieHIi (MIocopUsIbIK TYpFBIIaH
TalgaHanbl. ¥ITTBIK-MEMJICKSTTIK I1apajurmMa IIeHOepiHAe KaJbIITacKaH KIaCCHKAJIBIK
OMINETTUNIK Teoprsuiapbl skahaHIOBIK >KOHE HUQPIBIK KEHICTIKTE Naifma OOmbIm KaTKaH
QIIEYMETTIK TEHCI3MIKTIH aHa (opMamapblH TYCIHAIPYTE JKETKUTIKCI3 eKeHIIri HeTizemneni.
3epTTey TPaHCYITTHIK SKOHOMHKAIBIK YACPICTePAiH KYIIerol, skahaHBIK e3apa TOYSNIUTIKTIH
apTybl KOHE aJNTOPUTMIIK Oackapy MeXaHH3MICPIHIH KEHEol jKarmaibIHAa ONUIETTUTIKTIH
HOPMAaTHUBTIK HETi3epiHAeri KyphUIBIMABIK ©3repicTep/i aHbIKTayFa OarpITTanrad. Makanana
ANTOPUTMIIK OMUICTTUTIK, MU(PIBIK admaKTHIK MOceNeci, JepeKTepAiH IIOFBIPIaHyhl KOHE
KayanmKepIIiik cyObeKTUIepiHIH KYPBUIBIMABIK ©3repicTepi KaH-KaKThl KapacThIPBLIAJBL.
3epTTeyniH OIiCHaMaNBIK HETI3iH CaIBICTBIPMATBI-(PUIOCOPHUSIIBIK, HOPMATHUBTIK KOHE
AQHATMTHKAIBIK TOCUIIEP, COHMA-aK KITaCCHKANBIK KOHE 3aMaHayH oIIICTTLTIK TeOpHsIapbIH
TePMEHEBTHKAIIBIK TaIJay Kypaipl.

3epTTeyniH FBHUIBIMHA JKaHAJNBIFBl — OMIICTTUTIKTIH >XKahaHABIK XOHE TEXHOJIOTHSIBIK
enmeMIepiH OIpiKTIpeTiH TYTac TEOPHSUIBIK YITiHI YCBHIHY jKOHE HOPMATHBTIK IapaJuTMaHbI
YITTBIK MEMIIEKeT IIeHOepiHeH ThIC KEHEWTy KaXKeTTIriH Heri3aey Oonbim TaObLIambl.
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Kiyekenova B.B., Nurmukhametova K.Sh., Bolyssova K.M. Justice in the

Kympicta mudpaslk nHOPAKYPBUTBIMIAPABIH OWITIK aCHMMETPHUSACHIHBIH KOHE PECypCTapisl
KalTa OenyiH jkaHa (opMaJapblH KaJBIITAaCTHIPATHIHBI KOpCceTiieni. 3epTTey HOTIKECiHIe
Ka3ipri 3aMaHFBl ONIICTTUNIK TYXKBIPBIMAAMachl jxahaHIBIK JKayamKepIIiIiK, aJrOPHTMIIK
HIeTITIMICP/IH AIIBIKTHIFBI )KOHE TEXHOIOTHSUIBIK JKAaHFBIPY KaFalbIHIA afaM KaJaip-KacHeTiH
KOpray KaruJaJapblH KaMTybl THIC IEreH KOPBITBIHIBI jKacalambl. 3epTTey HOTHIKeNepi
IUQPABIK OpPTAaHBl PETTEYNiH HOPMATHUBTIK MEXaHH3MIIEPIH JKOHE OJIEYMETTIK CasicaTThl
o3ipieyae KOIJaHbUTybl MYMKiH.

Tyiiin ce30ep: omineTTiNIK; >kahaHmaHy; THQPIBIK TpaHchOpManys; aITOPUTMIIK
OMINETTLNIK; skahaHIBIK JKayarmKepIIiTiK.

Kuexenosa b.b., Hypmyxamerosa K.I11., boasicoBa K.M.
CopaBeqIMBOCT, B YCJAOBHAX IIo0anu3auuu u HuppoBoii TpaHchopManuu
(punocodpckuii anaaus)

Annomayua.BcraThenpencTaBIeHKOMIUIEKCHBIHN hrtocodekuiiaHam3 TpaHCcGOopMaIiH
KaTeTOPUX CIPABEIIMBOCTH B YCIOBHAX TiobOamm3anuu W Ou(POBOH TpaHChHopManun
coBpeMeHHOro obmiectBa. OOOCHOBBIBAETCS MOJIOKEHUE O TOM, YTO KIACCHUECKHE TCOPUH
CHPaBENINBOCTH, C(HOPMUPOBAHHBIE B paMKaxX HAI[MOHAJIbHO-TOCYIAPCTBEHHON IapagurMbl,
OKAa3bIBAIOTCSI HEJOCTAaTOYHBIMH JJIsI OOBSICHEHUS HOBBIX (JOPM COLMAIBLHOTO HEPABEHCTBA,
(dopMupyIOIIHXCS B TI00aTFHOM U IU(PPOBOM MIPOCTpaHCTBE. MccnenoBaHme HalIpaBIeHO Ha
BBISIBJICHHE CTPYKTYPHBIX U3MEHEHNI HOPMAaTHBHBIX OCHOBaHMH CIPABEUIMBOCTH B YCIOBHAX
TPAHCHAMOHATIM3ALNH YKOHOMUYECKUX MIPOIIECCOB, pOCTa ITI00aTbHON B3aNMO3aBUCUMOCTH 1
pacIpoCcTpaHeHHs AITOPUTMHIECKUX MEXaHI3MOB yIipaBieHus. Oco0oe BHUMaHHE YIEISIeTCs
aHAIM3Y AJITOPUTMHUYECKON CIPaBeNTMBOCTH, IpodiIeMe u(POBOro pa3phiBa, KOHIECHTPALUH
JAHHBIX M TpaHC(HOPMAIUU CTPYKTYPbl CyOBEKTOB OTBETCTBEHHOCTH. METOMOIOTNYECKYIO
OCHOBY PabOTBI COCTABIISIIOT CPABHUTEIBHO-(PUIOCO(CKIH, HOPMATUBHBIN U aHATMTHYECKUH
MIOAXO/bI, @ TAKXKE 3JIEMEHTHl TePMEHEBTHUECKOTO aHAIN3a KJIACCHYECKHUX M COBPEMEHHBIX
TEOPU CIIPABEITIMBOCTH.

Hayunas HOBHM3HA WCCIIEOBAaHMS 3aKIIOYAe€TCsl B  HMHTErpalMu  NI0OAIBLHOTO
U TEXHOJOTMYECKOr0 H3MEPEHHH B EAMHYI0 TEOPETHYECKYI0 MOJAEIbh IOHUMAHHA
CIPaBEVIMBOCTH U B 000CHOBAHUH HEOOXOMMOCTH PACIIMPEHNSI HOPMaTUBHOM ITapaurMbl 3a
TIpe/ieNbl HAalMOHAJIBHOTO TocyaapeTBa. B pabore mokaszaHo, 4To 1ugpoBbie HHPACTPYKTYPHI
¢dopMupytor HOBbIE (OPMBI ACHMMETPHM BIACTH U TIEPEPACHPENICNICHNsI PECYpPCOB,
Tpelyromue punocopckoro ocMpicieHus. OO0CHOBBIBAETCS BBIBOA O TOM, YTO COBPEMEHHAS
KOHIICTIWS CIPAaBEAIMBOCTH JOJDKHA BKIFOYATh MPHUHIMIIBI TI0OATBLHOM OTBETCTBEHHOCTH,
MIPO3PAYHOCTH AJITOPUTMHUYECKUX PEIICHWI W 3aIUThl YEJIOBEYECKOTO JIOCTOMHCTBA B
YCIIOBUSIX TEXHOJOTHYECKOH MozaepHu3aunu. IlpakTndeckass 3HAUMMOCTb pE3yJIbTaTOB
CBSI3aHA C BO3MOXXHOCTBIO MX HCIIOJIB30BAaHMS TP Pa3pabOTKE HOPMATHUBHBIX MEXaHH3MOB
perynupoBaHus HU(POBOI Cperbl U COIMATBHOMN TTOIUTHKH.

Knrwouegvle cnosa: cripaBeynBOCTh; Diodanu3anus; IudpoBas TpaHchopManus;
ITOPUTMHUYECKAsl CIPaBENINBOCTD; III00AIbHAsT OTBETCTBEHHOCTb.
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