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Abstract: This article discusses the jurisdiction of electronic contracts in
cross-bordertourismbetween Chinaand Kazakhstan,and analyzes its theoretical
basis, practical difficulties, and breakthrough paths. The principles of freedom
of contract, closest connection, and party autonomy in private international
law provide theoretical support for cross-border contract jurisdiction, but
the differences between China and Kazakhstan in legal systems and industry
characteristics have led to intensified jurisdictional conflicts. In reality, the two
countries have significant differences in terms of the elements of electronic
contract formation, consumer protection, data sovereignty, fragmentation
of the place of performance, and identification of electronic evidence. To
break through the dilemma, this article proposes three paths: international
commercial arbitration, adjustment of domestic judicial interpretations and
optimization of bilateral judicial cooperation, including measures such as
promoting the alignment of judicial interpretations, establishing a system for
mutual recognition of electronic evidence, strengthening the binding force of
model contracts, innovating dispute resolution mechanisms and introducing
third-party guarantee mechanisms. Through collaborative governance, China
and Kazakhstan can build stable and efficient jurisdiction rules to provide legal
guarantees for the healthy development of cross-border tourism.

Keywords: Cross-border tourism electronic contracts, jurisdictional conflicts,
bilateral judicial cooperation, digital economy, and legal coordination

Introduction

With the deepening of economic and trade cooperation between China and Kazakhstan, cross-
border tourism has become an important link for economic and cultural exchanges between the
two sides.
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The application of electronic contracts in cross-border tourism is becoming more and more
widespread, but their virtuality and borderlessness have also raised complex jurisdiction issues.

Today, “the traditional legal application rules applied by the international community have
been unable to effectively resolve cross-border tourism disputes in the network environment”
[1]. The differences in the legal systems of China and Kazakhstan make it more difficult to
determine the jurisdiction of electronic contracts in cross-border tourism disputes, which
not only increases the cost of consumer rights protection but also affects the commercial
efficiency of enterprises. Properly handling the conflict and choice of jurisdiction of cross-
border electronic contracts will help enhance legal exchanges and cooperation between China
and Kazakhstan in the field of cross-border tourism and also provide beneficial legal support
for consumer rights protection and the improvement of commercial efficiency. The “Belt and
Road” initiative provides enormous space and opportunities for the development of cross-
border e-commerce. While bringing diversified choices of goods and services to consumers in
countries along the route, it also promotes operators in countries along the route to explore
international markets and expand overseas marketing channels” [2]. Solving legal issues such
as the jurisdiction of electronic contracts will provide solid legal protection for the sustained
and healthy development of cross-border tourism between China and Kazakhstan.

Methodology

This paper applies the literature analysis method and the comparative method to analyze
the jurisdiction of electronic contracts in cross-border tourism between China and Kazakhstan.

Literature analysis method - Through reading relevant literature, this article fully analyzes
the differences and conflicts in the legal mechanisms for protecting the rights of cross-border
tourists between China and Kazakhstan, and points out the resolution mechanism.

Comparative analysis method - This article compares the protection mechanisms and
backgrounds of tourists’ rights in China and Kazakhstan, then points out the cultural differences
between the two countries, and finally draws a more reasonable conclusion by coordinating the
common factors of the two countries.

Discussion

The theory of contractual jurisdiction in the context of private international law is based on
three major legal principles: the principle of freedom of contract builds the basis of rights, the
principle of closest connection provides a value balance, and the principle of party autonomy
forms an effectiveness guarantee. The three together construct the institutional framework for
cross-border contract dispute resolution.

1. The foundation of the principle of freedom of contract

Article 305 of the German Civil Code (1896) was the first to codify the principle of freedom of
contract, granting parties the substantive right to choose the applicable law and the jurisdiction
of the court. This principle has been widely recognized in the international arena. Article 5
of the Hague Convention on Choice of Court Agreements (2005) adopts the “jurisdiction
priority of agreement” rule, which elevates the parties’ agreement to the level of transnational
judicial cooperation. In the cross-border tourism electronic contract scenario, this principle is
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reflected in the legal basis for platform operators and consumers to agree on dispute resolution
institutions through clickwrap contracts.

2. Equitable supplement to the closest connection principle

As a theoretical supplement to the principle of freedom of contract, the Center of Gravity
Theory, created in Article 188 of the Second Restatement of the Laws of Conflict of Laws of
the United States (1971), realizes the dynamic configuration of jurisdiction by analyzing
the substantial connection between contract elements and legal jurisdictions. Article 41 of
China’s Law on the Application of Law to Foreign-Related Civil Relations further refines the
“characteristic performance” standard, which is embodied in cross-border tourism service
contracts as follows: when Chinese tourists book a special homestay through a Kazakhstan
tourism platform, if the core elements such as payment behavior, service delivery, and data
storage are distributed in different legal jurisdictions, the quality and density of each connection
point must be comprehensively evaluated.

3. Strengthening the effectiveness of party autonomy

Article 25 of the EU’s “Brussels Regulation I” (revised version) raises the legal effect of the
parties’ agreement to the supranational level through the “absolute priority of jurisdiction by
agreement” rule. In international commercial arbitration, “an arbitration agreement that exists
in accordance with the law and is truly valid is almost the only source of the arbitral tribunal’s
jurisdiction” [3]. Article 8 of the “Interpretation of the Supreme People’s Court of China on
Several Issues Concerning the Application of the Law on the Application of Laws to Foreign-
Related Civil Relations (I)” also clarifies that the jurisdiction of the court chosen by the parties
is not automatically invalid due to the nature of the standard clauses, but must meet the dual
important conditions of “obvious reminder + reasonable explanation”. This institutional design
was confirmed in the “China-Kazakhstan Cross-Border Tourism Platform User Agreement
Dispute Case”, where the court determined that the jurisdiction clause marked in multiple
languages and with an independent confirmation link was binding.

The evolution of the theory of contractual jurisdiction shows that: from the classical contract
theory that emphasized formal freedom in the 19th century, to the modern conflict norms
that focused on substantive fairness in the 20th century, to the electronic jurisdiction rules
that pursued certainty and efficiency in the digital economy era, the theory of contractual
jurisdiction has always maintained a dynamic academic character. This theoretical flexibility
provides legal legitimacy for the innovation of the China-Kazakhstan cross-border electronic
contract jurisdiction rules in the background of the “Belt and Road Initiative”.

Results and Discussion

Behind the booming cross-border tourism between China and Kazakhstan, electronic
contracts, as its important support, are facing severe jurisdictional realities. In the 2022
“Central Asia Link” platform sued Chinese tourists for jurisdictional objection, the platform
agreed to arbitration in Almaty, but the tourists sued in the Xi'an Court. The tourists claimed
that they were not informed of the arbitration clause and that, as the weaker party, they should
be protected by Chinese law. Based on Article 7 of the Judicial Interpretation of the “Law of
the People’s Republic of China on the Application of Laws to Foreign-Related Civil Relations”,
the Xi’an Intermediate People’s Court broke through the jurisdiction of the agreement because
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“major consumer interests were damaged” and ruled that the Chinese court should hear the
case. This case is a microcosm of the real dilemma of jurisdiction over electronic contracts in
cross-border tourism between China and Kazakhstan, highlighting the differences in judicial
cognition between China and Kazakhstan on the jurisdiction over electronic contracts in cross-
border tourism.

1. Systemic conflict in legal systems

The systematic conflict between China and Kazakhstan on the legal norms of electronic
contracts is the root cause of the jurisdiction issue of cross-border tourism electronic contracts.
This conflict is mainly reflected in the differences in the requirements for the establishment of
electronic contracts, consumer protection rules and data sovereignty.

First, there are significant differences between the legal provisions of China and Kazakhstan
on the elements of the establishment of electronic contracts. Article 13 of China’s “Electronic
Signature Law” adopts the “functional equivalence principle” [4], that is, as long as the electronic
signature can meet the basic functions of the traditional signature (such as identity identification
and content authentication), it can be deemed valid. However, Article 8 of Kazakhstan’s “Digital
Development Law” requires that electronic contracts must use state-certified electronic
signatures; otherwise, the contract is invalid. For example, the 2020 “Silk Road Tour” platform
contract was deemed invalid by the Astana Court because it did not use an electronic signature
certified by the Kazakhstan state. This difference in legal norms directly leads to conflicts in
the elements of the establishment of cross-border electronic contracts between China and
Kazakhstan, increasing the uncertainty of the effectiveness of the contract.

Secondly, there are also obvious differences in the legal provisions of China and Kazakhstan
in terms of consumer protection rules. Article 58 of China’s “E-Commerce Law” stipulates a
“cooling-off period clause”, allowing consumers to terminate the contract unconditionally under
certain conditions. Article 15 of Kazakhstan’s “Consumer Rights Protection Law” stipulates an
“immediate performance of the contract exception rule”; that is, once the contract is performed
immediately, the consumer has no right to terminate the contract. This difference in legal norms
is particularly prominent in China-Kazakhstan cross-border tourism electronic contracts,
resulting in conflicts in the applicability of consumer protection rules.

Finally, in terms of data sovereignty, there is also a direct conflict between the legal provisions
of China and Kazakhstan. Article 36 of China's Data Security Law requires local storage of
domestic data, while Article 12 of Kazakhstan's Digital Development Law encourages the free
flow of cross-border data. This conflict of legal norms is particularly prominent in cross-border
electronic contracts, making the determination of data sovereignty more complicated.

2. Industry characteristics exacerbate conflicts

The particularity of the cross-border tourism industry has further exacerbated the practical
dilemma of jurisdiction over cross-border tourism electronic contracts between China
and Kazakhstan. This particularity is mainly reflected in the fragmentation of the place of
performance and the dilemma of electronic evidence.

First, the fragmentation of the place of performance is an important feature of cross-border
tourism electronic contracts. Taking the “China-Kazakhstan Cross-border RV Tour” electronic
contract as an example, the performance of the contract involves multiple jurisdictions: the
payment system is located in Shanghai, the route planning is handled by the service provider
in Almaty, and the emergency rescue service is provided by an agency in Moscow. This
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fragmentation of the place of performance makes the determination of contractual jurisdiction
more complicated, especially when multiple jurisdictions are involved. How to determine the
place of closest connection has become a difficult problem in judicial practice.

Secondly, the dilemma of electronic evidence is another important feature of cross-border
tourism electronic contracts. In the ever-evolving information environment, “the virtuality,
uncertainty, and weak regionality of electronic data often make the acquisition and identification
of electronic evidence face many difficulties” [5]. For example, in the “Tianshan Lake Balkhash
Tourism Dispute” case in 2023, the Xinjiang High Court refused to provide the original data
of WhatsApp chat records due to the refusal of the Kazakhstan local travel agency, which led
to a break in the chain of evidence and ultimately affected the trial of the case. This dilemma
of electronic evidence not only increases the difficulty of judicial practice but also makes the
dispute resolution of cross-border electronic contracts more complicated.

Conclusion

To cope with the above difficulties, it is necessary to explore breakthrough paths for the
jurisdiction of cross-border tourism electronic contracts between China and Kazakhstan from
three aspects: international commercial arbitration mechanism, adjustment of domestic judicial
interpretation, and optimization of bilateral judicial cooperation.

1. International Commercial Arbitration

In the context of economic globalization, international commercial arbitration has
increasingly become a “transnational judicial system” that affects the judicial policies of relevant
countries [6]. However, the issue of the enforcement of arbitration awards remains one of the
main obstacles to the breakthrough of the jurisdiction of cross-border electronic contracts
between China and Kazakhstan. “The New York Convention has become a solid international
legal basis for the recognition and enforcement of international commercial arbitration awards
among major trading countries in the world” [7], but since Kazakhstan has not yet joined the
provisions of Article 5, paragraph 2 of the New York Convention on “public policy reservations”,
there is uncertainty in the enforcement of arbitration awards in Kazakhstan. For example, in
2020, the Beijing No. 4 Intermediate People's Court refused to enforce an award of the Astana
Arbitration Court, which caused widespread controversy. Therefore, although the arbitration
mechanism has the convenience of cross-border enforcement in theory, in actual operation,
it is still necessary to ensure the effective enforcement of the award through bilateral judicial
cooperation or domestic legal adjustments. From the practice of international commercial
arbitration, the determination of arbitration jurisdiction depends on a valid arbitration
agreement, while the enforcement of arbitration awards is affected by both national laws and
international conventions. The New York Convention clearly stipulates that if an arbitration
award exceeds the scope of the arbitration agreement or violates public policy, the contracting
state may refuse to recognize or enforce the award. Kazakhstan has not yet fully accepted this
clause, which makes the enforcement of arbitration awards in its territory face legal risks. In
addition, the exercise of international commercial arbitration jurisdiction is also affected by the
judicial practices of various countries. For example, when handling cross-border arbitration
cases, Chinese courts will strictly review the validity of arbitration agreements and the legality
of awards. Therefore, when it comes to disputes over the jurisdiction of electronic contracts in
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cross-border tourism disputes between China and Kazakhstan, the advantages of international
commercial arbitration are not obvious.

2. Domestic judicial interpretation

In recent years, domestic courts in China and Kazakhstan have explained and clarified
relevant issues of cross-border electronic contracts through judicial interpretation and practice
innovation. In China, Article 12 of the “Opinions on Providing Judicial Guarantees for Cross-
border E-commerce” issued by the Supreme People’s Court in 2023 included “the location of
server logs” in the category of actual contact for the first time. The introduction of this judicial
interpretation provides a clearer standard for the determination of jurisdiction over cross-
border electronic contracts. In cross-border tourism electronic contracts, the location of server
logs is often different from traditional jurisdiction connection points, such as the place of contract
signing and the place of performance, which can more accurately reflect the actual performance
of the contract. For example, when Chinese consumers book services through Kazakhstan's travel
platform, if the server log shows that the main data exchange occurs in China, the Chinese court
can claim jurisdiction based on this. In Kazakhstan, the case law of the AIFC Court also provides
a reference for breakthroughs in jurisdiction. In 2022, the AIFC Court established the principle of
“manifest unfairness” in Case No. CT002, that is, when consumer rights are seriously infringed,
consumers are allowed to file lawsuits in their own courts. This case provides a new basis for the
Kazakh courts to exercise jurisdiction in cross-border electronic contract disputes. Especially in
the field of cross-border tourism, consumers are often in a weak position, and the application of
this principle can effectively protect the legitimate rights and interests of consumers.

However, with the expansion of the jurisdiction of electronic contracts between China
and Kazakhstan, the jurisdiction of contracts in cross-border tourism disputes has become
increasingly complex. Therefore, only by promoting the convergence of judicial interpretations
between China and Kazakhstan and unifying the rules can we effectively ease the conflict
of jurisdiction and provide clearer and more stable legal guidance for cross-border tourism
electronic contract disputes.

3. Bilateral judicial cooperation

Judicial cooperation between China and Kazakhstan in cross-border tourism disputes is
an important path to break through the dilemma of electronic contract jurisdiction. In recent
years, the two countries have gradually established a closer cooperative relationship through
mutual recognition of electronic evidence and promotion of model contracts, but they still face
many challenges.

In terms of mutual recognition of electronic evidence, the Memorandum of Understanding
on Digital Judicial Assistance signed by China and Kazakhstan in 2022 laid the foundation
for cooperation between the two countries in the field of electronic evidence. The two sides
agreed to establish an electronic evidence exchange channel based on blockchain technology,
using the immutability and data integrity of blockchain to provide technical support for the
resolution of cross-border electronic contract disputes. However, there are still differences in
technical standards and limitations in legal recognition in practice. For example, the blockchain
platforms of China and Kazakhstan are not yet fully compatible in data format and encryption
algorithm, resulting in the phenomenon of “inter-chain islands”. In addition, the standards
for the acceptance of blockchain evidence in Kazakhstan’s “Electronic Transaction Law” are
different from those in China’s “Electronic Signature Law”, and some evidence still needs to go
through cumbersome notarization and certification procedures.
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In terms of the promotion of model contracts, Article 17 of the Model Contract for Cross-border
Tourism Services issued by the Shanghai Cooperation Organization in 2023 clarifies the standard
for informing consumers of jurisdiction clauses, requiring consumers to be informed in the
form of “consumer’s native language + highlighting”. This provision improves the transparency
of contracts, but the implementation of model contracts still faces difficulties. On the one hand,
the model lacks legal binding force, and some small and medium-sized tourism enterprises in
Kazakhstan still tend to use single-language contract templates. On the other hand, consumers’
insufficient understanding of legal terms leads to frequent misunderstandings of the boundaries
of rights. In addition, there is still a gap in the connection of dispute resolution mechanisms for
cross-border tourism disputes between China and Kazakhstan. The two countries have not yet
established a unified cross-border digital platform for the enforcement of arbitration awards.
The recognition of AIFC arbitration awards in Chinese courts requires a cumbersome “paper
document translation + diplomatic certification” process, which takes an average of 87 days. At
the same time, the two countries' judges have different standards for new legal issues (such as
blockchain evidence review and smart contract validity determination), which can easily lead
to the problem of “different judgments for the same case”.

Conclusion Remarks

The complexity of jurisdiction over cross-border electronic contracts between China and
Kazakhstan stems not only from the differences in the legal systems of the two countries, but
also involves the definition of new legal relations in the digital economy era. In order to build
a stable and efficient dispute resolution mechanism, it is necessary to carry out collaborative
governance in terms of rule connection and strengthening cooperation.

1. Adhering to “Conflict Justice”

Traditional private international law adopts Savigny’s theory and regards the process of
legal selection as a “multiple-choice process”. The idea of resolving the problem of conflict of
laws is to determine a unique “region to which it essentially belongs”[8] for each foreign-related
civil relationship and exclude the application of laws of other countries. In the era of building a
community with a shared future for mankind, this unilateral value system can no longer fairly
and impartially resolve foreign-related civil disputes, because any foreign-related case involves
the laws of different countries, and judges must pay attention to these different laws at the same
time to reach areasonable judgment. Therefore, only by shifting from the perspective of “conflict
of laws” to the perspective of “sharing laws” [9] can we achieve justice in a substantive sense. To
this end, in the disputes over jurisdiction over cross-border electronic contracts between China
and Kazakhstan, when faced with conflicts in the laws of the two countries, we should adhere
to the principles of consultation, commonality and proportionality, and build a three-in-one,
effectively connected cross-border tourism dispute resolution mechanism with “consultation
and mediation as the priority, arbitration as the center, and judicial guarantee” [10]. Taking the
principle of consultation as an example, in terms of the design of arbitration clauses, we can
refer to the “Digital Economy Arbitration Guidelines” issued by the International Chamber of
Commerce (ICC) in 2021, and embed a “step-by-step dispute resolution clause” in the China-
Kazakhstan electronic contract. The design idea of this clause is to first mediate through an
online platform. If the mediation fails, it will be submitted to the Arbitration Court of the Astana
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International Financial Center (AIFC) for arbitration. This phased approach to resolving disputes
can not only reduce the cost of dispute resolution but also provide more flexible solutions for
both parties. Especially in the field of cross-border tourism, disputes between consumers and
tourism service providers often involve small amounts but high frequencies. The step-by-step
dispute resolution mechanism can effectively balance efficiency and fairness.

2. Connecting with judicial interpretation

Traditional cross-border electronic contractjurisdiction rules mostly rely on static connection
points such as “place of contract signing” and “place of performance”, which are difficult to
adapt to the immediacy and virtualization characteristics of cross-border tourism services. To
this end, China and Kazakhstan can jointly build a “dynamic characteristic place of performance
standard” - an appropriate functionalist interpretation [11], that is, the actual place where the
core service occurs is used as the jurisdiction connection point. For example, when Chinese
tourists purchase tickets to Kazakhstan’s national park through an electronic contract, the park
where the ticket verification equipment is located constitutes the place where the core service
is provided, and the Kazakhstan court can exercise jurisdiction based on this. This standard
is solidified through the “Guidelines for the Resolution of Cross-Border Tourism Disputes
between China and Kazakhstan”, which can not only avoid jurisdiction conflicts, but also ensure
the professional judgment ability of the arbitration institution on the focus of the dispute.

Inresponse to the disagreement on the validity of electronic contracts, the two sides can jointly
formulate the “China-Kazakhstan Electronic Contract Invalidity List” and adopt a negative list
management model to clarify unenforceable contract terms. The list specifically excludes three
types of situations: first, unilateral exemption clauses that do not provide bilingual versions in
Russian/Kazakh; second, jurisdiction agreements that are not confirmed twice through pop-
up windows; and third, format clauses that unilaterally change the content of the contract by
taking advantage of algorithms. In 2023, the Almaty Court cited the list for the first time in the
“Tianshan Travel Agency v. Chinese Tourists Case”, determining that the jurisdiction clause that
did not provide Kazakh service instructions was invalid, providing an important case reference
for the compliance design of cross-border electronic contracts.

3. Strengthening bilateral cooperation

First,buildastandardized electronicjudicial cooperationsystem.Fromatechnical perspective,
establish a China-Kazakhstan Blockchain Judicial Cooperation Working Group, jointly formulate
the “Technical Standards for Cross-Border Electronic Evidence Mutual Recognition”, unify hash
algorithms, timestamp synchronization rules and cross-chain verification protocols, to achieve
the interconnection and interoperability of the judicial chains of the two countries; from a
legal perspective, add a “Special Chapter on Electronic Evidence” in the revision of the “China-
Kazakhstan Treaty on Civil Judicial Assistance”, clarify the presumption of validity rules of
blockchain evidence, and simplify the notarization and certification process.

Second, strengthen the binding force of model contracts, promote the transformation of
Article 17 of the SCO’s “Model Contract for Cross-Border Tourism Services” into mandatory
regulations in the China-Kazakhstan bilateral agreement, require contract providers to explain
the legal consequences of jurisdiction clauses to consumers through “dynamic pop-up windows
+ voice interpretation”, and establish a China-Kazakhstan cross-border tourism contract
filing platform, and implement joint credit penalties on companies that fail to adopt bilingual
jurisdiction clauses.
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Third, a third-party guarantee mechanism can be introduced. The Chinese and Kazakh judicial
ministries can jointly certify cross-border electronic contract compliance service providers,
conduct technical inspections on the “significant reminder” level of jurisdiction clauses and
issue cross-border compliance labels; use the GPT4 multilingual model to develop an automatic
explanation system for jurisdiction clauses, and consumers can generate personalized risk
warning reports containing arbitration fee estimates, legal procedure duration, etc. after clicking
on the clauses. Through these measures, China and Kazakhstan can achieve a deep integration
of technology and law, improve the efficiency of judicial cooperation, protect consumer rights,
and promote the healthy development of the cross-border tourism market.
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IOpucauKyA B OTHOIIEHUH 3/IEKTPOHHBIX KOHTPAKTOB B CNIOPAX MO TPAHCTPAaHUYHOMY
Typusmy Mmexkay Kuraem u Kazaxcranom: jujieMMa 4 nyTh

AHHOTanuA: B JaHHOM cTaTbe pacCMaTPUBAIOTCA BONPOCH] OPUCAUKLIMU 3JIEKTPOHHBIX J0TOBOPOB
B chepe TpaHCrpaHUYHOro TypusMa MexJy KutaeM u KasaxcTaHoM, a TakKe aHaJIM3UPYIOTCH
TEOpPeTUYECKHE OCHOBbI, MPAKTHYECKHE 3aTPyAHEHHS U BO3MOXKHbIEe NYTH WX MPEOJOJIEHHUS.
[IpuHLMNBl CBOGOABI JOrOBOPa, HaubOJIbIIEeH CBSI3M U aBTOHOMHUU BOJIM CTOPOH, 3aKpelIEHHbIE B
MeXJYHApOJAHOM YaCTHOM IpaBe, CJAYXKAT TEOPeTHYECKOH 6a30H /Ji1 yCTAaHOBJIEHUS IOPUCAUKIIUY 110
TPaHCTPaHUYHBIM JoroBopaM. OZJHAKO pa3/IM4yus B IPABOBBIX CUCTEMAX U OTPAC/IEBbIX 0COOEHHOCTSX
Kutas u Kazaxcrana cnoco6CTBYIOT YCU/I€HHIO KOHPIMKTOB IOPUCAUKIMMI. Ha npaKkTHKe HAa6/II04aI0TCsA
CylleCTBEHHble DPACXOX/JeHHUsl B 3JIeMeHTaX 3aKJ/I0YeHHUsl 3JIeKTPOHHBIX J0TOBOPOB, MexaHU3Max
3alMThI NOTPeOUTEEHN, TOAX0AaX K [UPPOBOMY CyBepeHUTETY, pparMeHTapHOCTH MeCTa UCIIOJHEHUS
06513aTeJIbCTB U cnocobax HAeHTUPUKALUU 3JeKTPOHHBIX J[J0Ka3aTeJbCTB. B kadecTBe BbIxoJa
M3 CJIOKHUBILEMCS CUTyalUu NpeAJaraloTcs TPU HalpaBJeHUs: MeXJYHapOoAHbIA KOMMepyecKUH
apOUTpaXK, KOPPEKTUPOBKA HALMOHAJbHBIX CYAEeOHBIX TOJKOBAaHUM U ONTUMHU3ALMSA JABYCTOPOHHETO
CyZle6HOTr0 COTpyJHHUYeCcTBa. B uuc/le KOHKpETHbIX Mep IpeAJaraloTcsl COIJlacoBaHHe Cy[eOHBIX
TOJIKOBAaHUH, CO3/aHHUE CUCTEMbl B3aMMHOTO NPHU3HAHUSA 3JIEKTPOHHBIX JOKA3aTe/bCTB, YCUJIEHUE
00513aTeJIbHON CHUJIbI THUIOBBIX JOTOBOPOB, Pa3BUTHE WHHOBALMOHHBIX MEXaHHW3MOB pas3pelleHUs
CIIOPOB U BHe/IpeHUE CUCTEM TPETheH CTOPOHBI-rapaHTa. Yepes COBMeCTHOE TPABOBOE PEryJIMPOBAHUE
KuTait 1 Kazaxctan MoryT cdopMupoBaTh cTabuibHbIe U 3G PeKTHBHbIE OPUCIUKLHOHHbIE IPAaBUJIA,
obecnevyuBarole NIpaBOBYI0 OCHOBY /JI1 YCTOMYMBOI0 pa3BUTUS TPAHCIPAaHUYHOIO TYpU3Ma.

KiroueBble €/10Ba: 3/1eKTPOHHble KOHTPAKTbl B cdepe TPAaHCTPAHUYHOTO TYypHU3Ma, HOPUCIHUK-
[[MOHHBIE KOHQJIUKTBI, IBYyCTOPOHHEE CyAeOHOe COTPYAHUYECTBO, LUPPOBAs IKOHOMUKA U PaBOBas
KOOp/IMHAIUSL.

Cy Munuxk3?, Llen I'en?, Ban XyHBbII?*
Tan-®apabu amviHdarel Kazak yammoik yHusepcumemi, Aamamsi, Kazakcmau
2Xap6uH mexHo02usAAbIK UHCMUmMymsl , Xap6uH Kasacst, Ketmati
(e-mail: 'su_minchzhel @live.kaznu.kz,°m18110679511@163.com; **whwkzc@126.com)

KpITait MeH Ka3akcTaH apacbhlHAarbl TPaHCUIEKapaJiblK, TYPUCTIK Aay/IapAaFbl 3JIEKTPOHABI
KeJlicIMIIapTTapAbIH WPUCAUKIMACHL: JUJIEMMA JKIHE KO0JI

Anpgarna: byn makanazga Keitaii MeH KazakcTaH apachlHJarbl TpaHCUIEKApaJbIK, TYPU3M cajia-
ChIH/IaFbI 3JIEKTPOH/BIK IIapTTapFa KaThICThI OPUCAUKIIMA Macesiesepi KapacThIpblIabl, COHIANH-aK
OHBIH, TEOPUSJIBIK HeTi3/iepi, NPaKTUKAIBIK KHUbIH/IBIKTAPbl MEH 0JIap/ibl eHCepy »KoJiiaphbl TajlaHa/bl.
Xa/bIKapaiblK, eKe KYKbIKTaFbl LIAPT OGOCTAHABIFbI, €H ThIFbI3 OaWIaHBIC K9HE TapanTap/iblH,
ABTOHOMMUSIChl KaFUJATTapbl TPaHCIIEKapasblK MIapTTap HOPUCAUKIIUACHIHBIH TEOPUAJIBIK HeTi-
3iH Kypaihabl. Anaiina Keitaii MmeH KasakcraH apacblHarbl KYKBIKTBIK JKydesep MeH CaJajblk,
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epeKuIeNiKTep/ieri aublpMallblIBIKTAp WPUCAUKIUAIBIK KalIbLIBIKTAPAbIH, yUIBIFYbIHA 9KeJyae. Ic
XKY3iH/ e 3JIeKTPOH/AbIK LIApTKacay 3JleMeHTTepiH/le, TYThIHY I bLIap/ bl KOPFay TETIKTEpiH/E, lepeKTep
ereMeH/iiriHe JereH Ke3KapacTap/a, MiHAeTTeMeHi OpbIH/Iay OPHBIHBIH ObITHIPAHKbIJIBbIFBIH/A JKoHE
3JIEKTPOHABIK, JdJe/epAi TaHy >XKOJIJAapblHAA esey/i adlblpMallblIbIKTap 6ap. Bys THIFBIPBIKTaH
IIBIFY YIIiH MaKaJa/ia yil 6afbIT YChIHBLIA/bI: XaJIbIKapasblK KOMMEPLUSIbIK apOUTPaXK, YATTHIK, COT
TYCiHZipMeJiepiH YHJIeCTipy »9He eKXKaKThl COT bIHTBIMAKTACTBIFbIH KeTUIAIpY. ATan akTKaH/Za, COT
TYCiHAipMeJiepiH yW/IeCTipy, 3JIeKTPOHABIK, aJielepi 63apa TaHy KYUeCiH KaJbIITaCThIpy, YATiIiK
HapTTapAbIH MiHAETTIIrH KYIIENUTy, Aay lIelly TEeTiKTepiH *KaHFBIPTY oHe YILUiHIII Tapan Keninaik
TeTiKTepiH eHri3y ceki/li mapasap yCbIHbLIabl. BipJeckeH KYKbIKTbIK 6acKapy apKblibl KbiTall MeH
KaszakcTaH TpaHCLIeKapasbIK TYPU3MHIH OPHBIKTHI JaMyblHa KYKBIKTBIK KeHiIZiK 6epeTiH TypaKThbl
9pi TUIMAI WPUCAUKLIUAJIBIK epexesiep KaJbIIITACThIPa ajaajbl.

TyiiH ce3jep: TpaHClIeKapasablK TYpPU3M 3JIEKTPOHABIK KeJiciMIIapTTaphl, HPUCAUKIUAIBIK,
KAKTBIFBICTAP, EKI’)KaKThbI COT bIHTBIMAKTACTbIFbI, IUPPJIbIK 9KOHOMUKA )K9HEe KYKbIKTBIK, YilJlecTipy
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