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Differentiation of Responsibility for Laser Interference

The article analyzes modern technological threats to aviation security, including the possibility of remote in-
terference with aircraft control using readily available technical means. Special attention is paid to laser expo-
sure to aircraft crews as one of the most common and illustrative forms of such interference. The purpose of
the study is to provide a theoretical basis for differentiating liability for interference with aircraft control in
the context of evolving technological threats to aviation. Based on statistical and empirical data, the study
substantiates the need to distinguish between technological impact and its consequences in the form of inter-
ference with aircraft control. The paper examines the problems of determining the point at which such acts
are completed and the limits of criminal liability. It demonstrates that not every technological impact reaches
a level of public danger warranting criminal-law assessment. In this regard, the article proposes a concept of
differentiated liability based on the degree of public danger posed by the act and its consequences. This ap-
proach ensures a proportionate legal response and contributes to the effectiveness of law enforcement. The
findings may be used to improve legislation and develop measures to prevent technological threats to aviation
security.

Keywords: aviation, technological threats, public safety, aviation safety, laser exposure, interference with
control, flight safety.

Introduction

Modern civil aviation operates in an increasingly complex threat environment, in which, alongside tra-
ditional risk factors, technologically mediated forms of intervention are gaining importance. Previously,
flight safety was primarily associated with the human factor, including crew training and compliance with
operational standards. However, currently, there is a shift in emphasis towards remote, technically feasible
impacts on aircraft control processes.

The relevance of this study stems from the steady increase in incidents involving the misuse of availa-
ble technical means that can affect flight safety. In particular, the problem of laser exposure of aircraft crews
in Kazakhstan has acquired a pronounced practical character, as evidenced by the increase in relevant cases
in recent years. This trend indicates the need to rethink existing approaches to the legal assessment of such
acts and improve the mechanisms of legal response.

The purpose of the study is to develop a theoretically sound model of differentiation of responsibility
for interference with aircraft control, based on the differentiation of technological impact and its actual con-
sequences.

To achieve this goal, the following tasks have been set: to analyze the transformation of the structure of
threats to aviation security, to identify the legal nature of technologically mediated interventions, to deter-
mine the content of the category “interference with aircraft control”, to establish criteria for differentiating
levels of public danger, and to formulate a model for differentiating legal responsibility.

Several contradictions remain in the scholarly literature and law enforcement practice. In particular, the
issue of the moment of the end of the act is debatable: whether it is recognized as completed at the time of
the act or only when the consequences occur in the form of real interference with aircraft control. There is
also no unified approach to defining the limits of criminality of technological impacts, which creates uncer-
tainty in the qualification of relevant acts.

The methodological conflict manifests itself in the confrontation between formal-legal and functional
approaches: the former focuses on assessing the action itself, while the latter analyzes its consequences and
the degree of interference with flight safety.

Research gaps are evident in the absence of a comprehensive theoretical model that accounts for the
multilevel nature of technological threats and enables differentiation of responsibility based on the degree of
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public danger. In existing works, as a rule, there is no clear distinction between potentially dangerous effects
and actual consequences.

The author argues that it is necessary to move from a formal approach to a functional and legal interpre-
tation of the acts in question. At the same time, the legal assessment should be based not only on the tech-
nical impact’s characteristics, but also on its actual impact on aircraft control safety.

Methods and Materials

The empirical and normative basis of the study was made up of: international legal acts in the field of
civil aviation and aviation safety, national regulatory legal acts of the Republic of Kazakhstan, including
criminal, administrative and aviation legislation, official statistical and informational materials characterizing
the prevalence of incidents related to laser exposure to aircraft crews, scientific literature materials by do-
mestic and foreign authors on issues of criminal policy, criminalization, aviation security and technological
threats, empirical data obtained during the study of primary inspection materials, analytical and methodolog-
ical documents of international aviation organizations.

The empirical basis of the study also included an analysis of 4 primary audit materials related to cases
of laser exposure to civil aviation crews, which were recorded after the introduction of criminal liability for
interference in aircraft control in the Republic of Kazakhstan. The study analyzed the explanations and tes-
timony of the flight crew members contained in the materials of the initial inspections. The analysis was car-
ried out using elements of qualitative content analysis aimed at determining the nature of the impact, its du-
ration, and the presence or absence of actual interference in aircraft control.

The study was conducted in 5 stages: 1) Identification and theoretical understanding of modern techno-
logical threats to aviation that can pose risks to aircraft control; 2) Analysis of international and national le-
gal norms governing aviation safety, as well as research on the place of a new criminal law norm in the sys-
tem of current legislation; 3) Clarification of the content of the category “interference with aircraft control”,
differentiation between action and consequence, as well as the study of the problem of the moment of the end
of the act; 4) Verification of the hypothesis put forward based on the analysis of statistics, materials of pri-
mary inspections and comparison of theoretical provisions with practical cases; 5) Formulation of the au-
thor’s model of responsibility architecture and conclusions on the directions of improvement of legal regula-
tion.

The work uses a set of general scientific and private scientific research methods. General scientific
methods: analysis and synthesis, induction and deduction, a systematic approach, and structural and func-
tional analysis.

Private scientific methods:

A formal legal method for analyzing the content of legal norms and their systematic interpretation.

The comparative legal method is used to compare international and national approaches to assessing
technological threats to aviation.

Doctrinal analysis examines scientific approaches to criminalization, the differentiation of responsibil-
ity, and the qualification of acts.

Content analysis — when studying statistical and analytical materials.

The method of legal modeling is used in building the concept of responsibility architecture.

The research is based on an interdisciplinary approach combining criminal law analysis, a criminologi-
cal approach, elements of aviation law, and risk-based analysis.

As part of the work, a functional approach was also used, according to which the legal assessment of an
act is based not only on the technical means used, but also on its functional role in creating a threat to flight
safety.

Due to the limited number of officially documented criminal cases following the introduction of Article
352-1 of the Criminal Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan, the empirical analysis was exploratory in nature
and aimed at identifying typical patterns of technological interference and their legal assessment.

Results

During the research, it was found that technological threats to aviation have several specific features.
The most common signs are: the remote nature of the impact, the possibility of using publicly available tech-
nical means, and the difficulty in identifying the source of the interference. These features necessitate a revi-
sion of traditional approaches to the legal assessment of relevant acts.
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Based on empirical data analysis, including a review of primary inspection materials, it was found that
the necessity of distinguishing between technological exposure and legally significant consequences was es-
tablished. In some cases, laser exposure is short-term and does not disrupt piloting, which confirms the need
to distinguish between exposure and its consequences.

The study proposes a differentiated model of responsibility depending on the nature and consequences
of technological interference.

The scientific novelty of the research consists in: substantiating the distinction between technological
impact and interference with aircraft control as an independent legally significant consequence, forming a
model for the legal stratification of technological threats to aviation, developing criteria for determining the
threshold of criminal liability, and proposing the introduction of administrative and legal response mecha-
nisms.

The results obtained are fully consistent with the study’s stated goals and objectives, as they allow us to
define the boundaries of criminal responsibility and clarify the limits of criminal liability.

The key idea developed in the work is the transition to a functional model of legal regulation, in which
legal assessment is based on the degree of actual interference with flight safety, rather than solely on the
committed act.

Thus, the proposed model of responsibility differentiation serves as the basis for further development of
legal regulation in aviation security and balances the effectiveness of legal impact with the principle of pro-
portionality of responsibility.

Discussion

Previously, ensuring aircraft safety primarily focused on the human factor—the discipline of the crew,
the quality of training of aviation personnel, and compliance with the rules of air transport operation—but in
modern conditions, the threat landscape has changed significantly. Along with traditional risk factors, tech-
nologically mediated interventions are becoming more prominent, which can affect flight safety, the func-
tioning of aviation infrastructure, and aircraft control stability.

Currently, several of the most significant technological threats to aviation can be identified: laser expo-
sure of aircraft crews, the use of uncrewed aerial vehicles near airports and air routes, radio-electronic inter-
ference, the substitution of navigation signals, and cyber-interference with the digital infrastructure of the
aviation industry.

The unifying feature of these threats is that interference with the safe control of an aircraft can be car-
ried out remotely and covertly, using publicly available technical means that do not require complex profes-
sional training or direct penetration into the protected area [1]. Unlike traditional forms of encroachment,
such actions are often committed outside the direct control of aviation services and law enforcement agen-
cies, making it difficult to promptly identify and legally assess them.

These features determine not only the high latency of the relevant acts but also their potentially
transboundary nature, which affects the stability of international air traffic.

In this context, the International Civil Aviation Organization’s activities aimed at coordinating States’
actions in crisis and emergencies in airspace are of great importance. ICAO supports Member States by de-
veloping and implementing response measures to minimize disruptions to international air traffic while en-
suring the required level of flight safety. In the event of conflicts or disruptions to international air traffic
flows, ICAQ initiates and coordinates regional and interregional cooperation mechanisms, ensuring the im-
plementation of emergency measures within flight information areas in accordance with Annex 11 to the
Convention on International Civil Aviation [2].

These provisions indicate that an approach based on coordination and differentiation of response
measures according to the nature and degree of threats has already been established at the international level.
In this regard, it seems reasonable to apply a similar logic in the national criminal law regulation of techno-
logical impacts, including interference with aircraft control.

Despite differences in the technical means and impact mechanisms used, all these forms are united by a
single functional feature—the ability to disrupt the safe control of an aircraft and the sustainable functioning
of elements of the aviation system. It is this circumstance that allows us to consider them not as isolated epi-
sodes, but as manifestations of a single class of socially dangerous technological interventions.

Laser devices occupy a special place among aviation’s technological threats. They are the ones that
most clearly demonstrate how a relatively simple and affordable technical tool can become an increased pub-
lic danger if used in an aviation environment.
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For Kazakhstan, the problem of laser exposure to aircraft crews is not hypothetical, but of a pronounced
practical nature. According to available data, 247 cases of laser blinding of pilots were recorded in Kazakh-
stan from 2021 to 2024, including 15 in 2021, 22 in 2022, 70 in 2023, and 140 in 2024.

The above dynamics indicate a sharp increase in relevant incidents and objectively confirm the need for
a deeper analysis of both the legal nature of such acts and the adequacy of existing legal response mecha-
nisms.

It should be considered that the degree of danger of laser exposure to the organs of vision is determined
not only by the radiation power, but also by its spectral characteristics. As a rule, green and blue lasers pose a
greater risk to visual perception and orientation, whereas red lasers usually have a significantly lower dan-
gerous exposure distance [3]. However, in the criminal law sense, it is not only the device’s physical charac-
teristics that are important, but also the kind of actual interference it can cause in the process of controlling
an aircraft.

It is this circumstance that is of fundamental importance for further discussion: not every technological
impact is identical to interference with aircraft control.

It is fundamentally important that, for a long time, such cases were considered primarily as aviation in-
cidents, without a subsequent full-fledged criminal response against persons who pointed laser devices,
launched uncrewed aerial vehicles, or engaged in other forms of technical intervention.

In many ways, this situation could be due to the absence of a special provision in national criminal leg-
islation explicitly providing for liability for interference with aircraft control.

The situation changed in 2025, when Article 352-1 of the Criminal Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan
was introduced, providing for liability for interference with aircraft control. The very fact of the appearance
of this norm should generally be assessed positively, since it reflects the recognition by the state of the in-
creased public danger of technological forms of interference in the activities of civil aviation.

However, for this study, the question of what the limit of criminal law response in this area is of funda-
mental importance. In other words, whether the act in question is subject to criminal assessment already at
the time of the impact itself, or only when this impact actually transforms into interference with aircraft con-
trol.

It seems that with regard to the category of acts under consideration, the very fact of technological im-
pact is not always the same as interfering with aircraft control, since not every pointing of a laser beam, not
every launch of an unmanned aerial vehicle near an airway, and not every other technological impact auto-
matically creates the level of public danger that requires a criminal law response. That is why the issue of the
moment of the end of the act and the criteria for its criminal assessment is of particular importance.

From the point of view of the criminal law structure, the issue of the moment of the end of the act in
guestion is debatable. A literal interpretation of the disposition of part 1 of Article 352-1 of the Criminal
Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan may give the impression that the crime is recognized as over from the
moment the act itself is committed, which may interfere with aircraft control. However, this interpretation is
debatable.

This is because the actual public danger of the acts in question is manifested primarily not in the tech-
nical impact itself. However, in a real violation or difficulty in the safe control of the aircraft, that is, in the
occurrence of a result that objectively affects flight safety.

For a proper criminal assessment of technological threats to aviation, it is fundamental to define the
content of the category “interference with aircraft control”.

As we noted earlier, interference with aircraft control should be understood as a socially dangerous con-
sequence of intentionally committing illegal actions, posing a threat to flight safety due to violations or diffi-
culties in the normal functioning of the aircraft control system and the crew’s activities [4].

Consequently, interference with aircraft control is not identified with the action itself, such as laser
guidance, the use of an uncrewed aerial vehicle, radio—electronic interference, or other forms of technologi-
cal intervention. They are the result of such an impact, which has an independent criminal legal significance
and must be established when qualifying an act.

This distinction is of fundamental importance for the subsequent differentiation of legal liability, since
it allows us to distinguish between potentially dangerous technological impacts, actual interference with air-
craft control and the serious consequences caused by such interference, which most accurately reflects the
varying degree of public danger of the relevant acts.

The practical significance of this approach is confirmed by the information obtained from the primary
inspection materials, namely, the testimony of civil aviation pilots.
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According to the testimony contained in one of the primary inspection materials, during the approach an
unknown person on the ground aimed a green laser beam into the cockpit. The impact lasted less than 10 se-
conds, according to the pilot, causing a short-term distraction but not resulting in a loss of aircraft control,
and the landing was completed safely.

Another primary inspection material contained testimony from a pilot describing a similar incident dur-
ing landing at Astana airport. After the exposure was identified, the crew immediately reported it to the dis-
patcher. At the same time, the respondent noted that there was no significant interference with aircraft con-
trol, and the landing was performed normally.

The International Civil Aviation Organization considers laser exposure of crews a flight safety risk. It
has therefore developed special recommendations regarding pilot actions in the so-called laser attack [5].

These cases are of particular interest for criminal law assessment, as they allow us to trace the distinc-
tion between impact and consequence in practice.

On the one hand, pointing a laser beam at the cockpit of an aircraft during flight is objectively associat-
ed with the risk of interference in the piloting process and therefore cannot be considered harmless behavior.
On the other hand, the pilots' testimony indicates that such an impact does not always develop into actual
interference with aircraft control.

In the cases studied, the impact was short-lived, did not result in loss of aircraft control, and did not re-
quire a change in the landing procedure. That is why it seems reasonable to differentiate such acts according
to the degree of public danger.

If a technological impact has actually caused interference with the control of an aircraft, caused a viola-
tion of the visual perception of the crew, caused a change in the flight trajectory, caused a second lap, dis-
rupted takeoff or landing, or otherwise jeopardized flight safety, it should receive a criminal assessment.

If the impact did not result in a real violation of aircraft control and did not result in specific conse-
guences, then, despite its potential danger, it seems more reasonable to classify it as an act requiring adminis-
trative and legal response rather than immediate criminalization.

The problem that arises in this regard is not limited to the question of the presence or absence of a spe-
cial provision of the criminal law. More broadly, it affects the methodology of criminalization of relevant
acts and the limits of permissible criminal law interference.

The historical evolution of criminal legislation demonstrates a steady tendency to complicate the differ-
entiation of responsibility, making it possible to consider this institution a universal tool of criminal poli-
cy [6].

In the science of criminal law, the validity of criminalization is traditionally assessed through a set of
criteria, which include:

the public danger of an act;

its prevalence;

exceeding the positive effect of criminalization over its negative consequences;

consistency with the current system of legislation, including the Constitution and the international obli-
gations of the state;

compliance with the social and moral principles of society;

procedural feasibility of criminal prosecution;

observance of the principle of repressive economy [7].

Regarding interference with aircraft control, these criteria provide a more precise definition of the limits
of criminal liability.

Thus, there is no doubt about the public danger of such acts, since they are objectively capable of af-
fecting flight safety, the life and health of passengers and crew members, as well as the stability of the avia-
tion system.

The prevalence of such attacks is also confirmed by both statistics and a steady increase in incidents re-
lated to laser exposure to aircraft crews.

At the same time, the criterion of a repressive economy is nevertheless significant, by virtue of which
the criminal law should be used only in cases where other means of legal influence are insufficient.

From these positions, the same criminal law response to both acts that actually violated the control of an
aircraft and actions that did not go beyond the potentially dangerous impact seems excessive. It does not ful-
ly comply with the principle of proportionality.
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This approach tends to make the legislator excessively harsh and to expand the scope of criminal prose-
cution. As a result, there is a risk of a disproportionate criminal law response, which can naturally lead to
various legal, social, and economic consequences, including increased social tension [8].

Consequently, the criminalization of interference with aircraft control is generally justified. However,
its further doctrinal and legislative understanding requires a more precise definition of the threshold of crim-
inal liability, that is, the distinction between:

potentially dangerous technological impact;

real interference with aircraft control;

severe consequences caused by such exposure.

It is in this part that certain incompleteness in legal regulation becomes apparent. Currently, there is no
independent administrative responsibility in Kazakhstan for actions involving, for example, pointing a laser
beam at an aircraft, and using technical means of influence, or other technological intervention if such ac-
tions did not result in actual interference with aircraft control.

As a result, in practice, situations may arise in which such acts either do not receive an independent le-
gal assessment or cause difficulties in choosing an adequate form of legal response.

This state of legal regulation cannot be considered optimal. From the standpoint of criminal policy, le-
gal technique, and the principle of proportionality in legal responsibility, a differentiated model of legal re-
sponse based on the nature and degree of public danger posed by the committed act seems more justified.

Similar conclusions regarding the necessity of adapting legal regulation to the rapid development of
digital technologies have been reached in studies examining the use of Smart City technologies in forensic
and law enforcement activities. Researchers emphasize that the expansion of technological capabilities
should be accompanied by the development of appropriate legal mechanisms ensuring both public safety and
the proportionality of state intervention [9].

Taking the above into account, it seems possible to discuss not only the presence or absence of criminal
liability for interfering with aircraft control, but also the need to differentiate responsibility in this area.

In the theory of criminal responsibility, an approach has been developed according to which the same
behavioral action can generate several independent legal consequences if it affects different protected inter-
ests. In particular, the Anglo-American doctrine distinguishes between an attempt to commit a crime and its
completed result, while each can constitute an independent basis for responsibility.

This approach can be adapted to the analysis of technological threats to aviation security. Within the
threat architecture, the impact on the aircraft control system does not always yield a single result: the same
intervention can simultaneously interfere with communication, disrupt navigation stability, and create the
risk of loss of aircraft control. Therefore, such consequences should not be considered as a single incident,
but as a set of legally significant violations.

Similar to the doctrine of “transfer of intent”, in conditions of distributed, nonlinear technological im-
pacts, the subject’s initial intention to create interference may manifest itself across various elements of the
aviation system, affecting both manned and automated control components [10].

A similar approach is supported in studies on criminal policy and the principle of proportionality, which
emphasize the need to take into account differences in the degree of harm and culpability [11, 12].

Thus, the architectural approach to threats enables the differentiation of responsibility for interference
with aircraft control based on the nature of the affected subsystems and the scale of the impact.

In addition, there is often a position that offenses classified as criminal offenses (which include offenses
provided for in part 1 of Article 352-1 of the Criminal Code), depending on the presence or absence of a sign
of public danger, should be classified either as minor crimes or as administrative offenses [13].

Differentiation of responsibilities is proposed:

1. Administrative responsibility—should be imposed for the very fact of a potentially dangerous tech-
nological impact on an aircraft or elements of the aviation infrastructure, if it did not entail the actual crea-
tion of interference with aircraft control.

2. Criminal liability should apply only where the relevant interference actually affected the control of
the aircraft, resulting in a disruption of, or difficulty in, the safe conduct of the flight.

3. Qualified criminal liability—should be provided for acts that have serious consequences, including:
threatening an aviation accident, causing harm to human life and health, disrupting flight operations, and de-
stabilizing the functioning of the aviation system.

This approach is more in line with Kazakhstan’s modern criminal law policy, which focuses on human-
izing legislation, reducing excessive criminalization, and respecting the principle of proportionality of crimi-
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nal repression. Criminal liability should be used as a last resort, and therefore its use is justified only in cases
where the technological impact has really acquired the character of a real threat to flight safety [14].

In this sense, the proposed model allows us to move from a formal descriptive understanding of the ban
to its functional and legal interpretation, in which the legal assessment is based not only on the technical im-
pact itself, but also on the degree of its actual interference in flight safety.

It should be noted that one of the main criteria for distinguishing offenses is their public danger, regu-
lated by the legislator through the imposition of punishment [15].

Thus, the analysis results allow us to conclude that the modern model of countering technological inter-
ference in aircraft control requires a more precise legal stratification.

Formally, the behavior, which is uniform in appearance, can differ significantly:

In the mechanism of influence.

By the nature of the intervention.

According to the degree of public danger.

By the presence or absence of real interference to control.

According to the severity of the consequences.

That is why the further development of legislation in this area should be based not on the model of total
criminalization, but on the model of differentiated responsibility, combining administrative and criminal law
means of response.

The category of differentiation of responsibility for interference with aircraft control proposed in the ar-
ticle allows not only for a more accurate interpretation of the current criminal law norm, but also provides a
theoretical basis for further improvement of legislation, law enforcement practice, and the system of preven-
tion of technological threats to aviation.

Conclusions

The purpose of this study was to develop the concept of responsibility architecture to address interfer-
ence with aircraft control in the context of the growing technological threats to aviation. To achieve this goal,
formal-legal, comparative-legal, doctrinal, systematic, and empirical research methods were used.

The study found that modern forms of interference with flight safety are increasingly implemented
through laser exposure, crewless aerial vehicles, radio-electronic interference, and other technological means
available to a wide range of people. It is shown that criminal liability should depend on the actual impact on
flight safety. The key is not the technical impact itself, but the presence of a real violation or difficulty in
safely controlling the aircraft.

The study substantiates the necessity of differentiated legal responsibility depending on the severity of
the consequences.

It is concluded that the further development of legislation should be based on proportionate differentia-
tion of responsibility, but on the model of proportionate differentiation of responsibility, taking into account
the degree of realized public danger.
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A.M. Kycaunosa, O.T. CelTkaHoB

JlazepJiik Keaeprijiep YLIiH KayankepmuVIiKTI capanay

Maxkanaza KODKETIMII TEXHUKAIBIK KypalgapAbl TMainanaHy apKbUIbl, oye KeMeciH Oackapy IMporeciHe
KalIBIKTaH apajacy MYMKIHIiTiMeH OalTaHBICTBl aBHALMSUIBIK KayilCi3miKKe TOHETIH 3aMaHayH
TEXHOJIOTHSUIBIK KaTepiiep TaliaHapl. Epeknie Hazap SKuNaxJapra Jasepiik ocep eryre — MyHpait
apanacy/blH €H KEH TapajfaH opi allKplH TYpJIepiHiH Oipi peTiHae ayaapbuiaibl. 3epTTEYAiH MaKcaThl —
ABUALIMSUTBIK KAYIlCi3MiKKe TOHETIH TEXHOJOTHSIBIK KaTeplepAiH qaMy sKaFdalbIHa dye KeMeCiH backapyra
KeJiepri KeNTipreHi YIIiH jKayanThUIBIKTBI capaiay/ibl TEOPHSUIBIK TYpFhIIaH Herizaey. Kaszakcran OolbHIIA
CTaTHCTUKAIIBIK JIePeKTepre, COHAal-aK a3aMaTThIK aBHAIMs YIIKBIITAPBIMEH JKYPTi3uireH cyxOaTrapibl
KaMTHTBIH SMITHPUKAJbIK MaTepuajapra cyeHe OTHIPbII, TEXHOJOTHSUIBIK dCep eTYIIH 631 MEH OHbIH dye
KeMeciH OackapyFa HaKTHl Kelepri KenTipy TYpIiHIEri cainjapbl apachlHIOAFbl aifbIPMAIIBUIBIKTEI aXKBIPATy
KaXXETTUTT1 Herizaeneni. 3epTTeyie aTalFaH opeKeTTep/IiH asKTally COTiH aHBIKTayAbIH, COH/aii-aK olapabl
JKaCaFaHbl YIIIH KBUIMBICTBIK JKayalnKepIIUIK IHICKTepiH aWKbIHIAyIbIH TEOPHUSJIBIK JKOHE MPAKTUKAIBIK
Moceresepi albin KepceeTiieni. Opoip acep €Ty KbUIMBICTHIK-KYKBIKTBHIK OaFaiay bl Talan eTeTiH KOFaMJIbIK
KayinTinik aeHrediHe »xere OepmeiiTiHi kepcerinreH. OcbifaH OaifJIaHBICTBI aBTOp JKayalKepIILTIKTI
capajay/pIH YII JSHTeiIl MoJeiHe Heri3[enreH TY)KBIPhIMIaMachlH YCHIHAABL QJIEYeTTi KayinTi acep eTy,
GackapyFa HaKThl KeJeprijiep KeNTipy JKoHe ayblp 3aplanTaplblH TYbIHAAYbl. ¥ CHIHBUIFAH TCUT KYKBIKTBHIK
BIKIAJI €Ty LIapajapbiHbIH [IaMaIaCTHIFBIH KAMTAaMachl3 €Tyre, apThlK KpUMHUHATH3AMIaH CaKTaHyFa KoHe
KYKBIK KOJIIaHy TXipHOECiHiH THIMIUITIH apTThIpyFa MYMKIHAIK Oepeni. 3epTTey HOTHXKeNIepi 3aHHAMAHBI
KETUIIIpyie JKOHE aBHAIMsAaFrbl TEXHOJOTHMSUIBIK KaTepJepAiH alAblH any InapaiapblH o3ipieyne
KOJIIaHBLITYbI MYMKIH.

Kinm ce30ep: aBWanus, TEXHOJNOTHSIIBIK KaTepliep, KOFaMBIK KAyIICI3[MiK, aBHAIMSUIIBIK KayilCi3iK,
Ja3epiIik acep ery, backapyra Keaeprinep, yiry Kayinci3iri.

A.M. Kycaunosa, O.T. CelTxaHOB

JudpdepeHnuanusi 0TBETCTBEHHOCTH 32 JIa3epHbIe IOMeXHU

B crathe AHAJIMBUPYIOTCA COBPEMEHHBIE TEXHOJIOI'MYECKUE YI'PO3bI aBUAIMOHHOU 6630HaCHOCTl/I, CBA3aHHBIC
C BO3MOXHOCTbIO JUCTAHIMOHHOI'O BMEHMIATEIbCTBA B MPOUECC YIPABJICHUA BO3AYIIHBIM CYOJHOM C HCIIOJIb-
30BaHUEM TEXHUYCCKUX CPEICTB. Ocob0e BHUMaHUE YOCICTCA JIa3€PHOMY BO3JICHCTBUIO Ha DKHUITAXKH KaK
0Z[HOI71 u3 HanboJee pacnpoCTPaHCHHBIX W IMOKa3aTCJIbHbIX q)OpM TaKoro BMEIaTeiibCTBaA. Hem)}o Hucciaea0-
BaHUsL SABJICTCS TCOPECTHUUCCKOE 000CHOBaHHUE ,I(I/I(bq)epeHIlI/IaHI/II/I OTBCTCTBCHHOCTH 3a CO3JaHUC IIOMEX
YIpaBJICHUIO BO3AYIIHBIM CYAHOM B YCJIOBUAX PA3BUTUA TCXHOJOTUYECKUX YIpO3 aBUALIUU. Ha ocHoge cra-
TUCTUYECKUX NAHHBIX, @ TAK)XKE€ OMIIMPUICCKUX MATCPUAIIOB, 000CHOBBIBAETCS HCO6XOZlI/IMOCTI> pasrpaHuve-
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Differentiation of Responsibility for...

HHS MEXIy caMUM (aKTOM TEXHOJOTHUECKOTO BO3JIEHCTBUS M €r0 MOCIEACTBUAMH B BUIE PEANbHBIX ITOMEX
YIPaBJIEHUIO BO3AYLIHBIM CyIHOM. B paboTe BBISABISIIOTCS TEOPETUUECKHE U MPAKTUUECKHe POOIeMBI OMpe-
JeTIeHHss MOMEHTa OKOHYAHUSI COOTBETCTBYIONIUX NESHHH, a TakKe NPEIENOB yrolIOBHON OTBETCTBEHHOCTH
3a ux cosepuieHue. [lokazaHo, 4TO He KakHoe BO3JEHCTBHE NOCTHIAeT YPOBHS OOIIECTBEHHOH ONMAcHOCTH,
TpeOyIOIIero yrojoBHO-IIPABOBOM OLEHKU. B 3Tol cBs3M mpemnaraercsi KOHIENIUs AudQepeHInaniud oT-
BETCTBEHHOCTH, OCHOBAaHHAs Ha TPEXYPOBHEBOW MOJEIM: INOTCHIUAIBHO OIACHOE BO3JCUCTBHE, CO3JAaHHUE
peanpHbIX IIOMEX W HaCTYIUICHHE TSDKKHX mociencTBui. ChopMyIHpoBaHHEINH MOaxox obecrednBaeT copas-
MEpHOCTb NPaBOBOTO PEarMpoBaHMUs, UCKIIOYAET M30BITOUHYI0O KPHUMHUHAIH3ALMIO M MOBBIIACT 3P deKTHB-
HOCTb IIPaBOIPHMEHEHHUs. Pe3ynpTaThl Hccie0BaHUs MOTYT OBITh MCIONB30BaHbI IPU COBEPIIEHCTBOBAHUH
3aKOHOJATEIbCTBA U pa3paboTke Mep MpeAyNpeKACHHS TEXHOIOTHIECKHX YIPO3 B aBUALIUH.

Kniouesvie crosa: aBuanys, TEXHOJOTHYECKHUE YTPO3bl, OOIIECTBEHHAss 0€30MacHOCTh, aBUAIIMOHHAS 0e30-
MACHOCTb, JJA3ePHOE BO3/ICHCTBUE, TOMEXH YIIPABICHUIO, 0E€30MACHOCTH TTOJICTOB.

References

1 Wawrzynski, W., Zieja, M., Tomaszewska, J., Michalski, M., Kaminski, G., & Wabik, D. (2022). The Potential Impact of
Laser Pointers on Aviation Safety. Energies, 15(17). https://doi.org/10.3390/en15176226

2 (nd). ICAO statement on the safety and security of aviation operations. www.icao.int. Retrieved from
https://www.icao.int/news/icao-statement-safety-and-security-aviation-operations

3 Leccese, F., Vandelanotte, V., Salvadori, G., & Rocca, M. (2015). Blue Light Hazard and Risk Group Classification of 8 W
LED Tubes, Replacing Fluorescent Tubes, through Optical Radiation Measurements. Sustainability, 7(10). Retrieved from
https://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/7/10/13454

4 Kussainova, A.M., & Kulmukhanbetova, B.A. (2026). K voprosu o definitsii poniatiia «Pomekhi upravleniiu vozdushnym
sudnom» [On the definition of the concept of “Interference with aircraft control”]. Scientific and practical journal ESJL, 1(14), 108—
117. https://doi.org/10.46914/2959-4197-2026-1-1-108-117 [in Russian].

5 (2017). Laser Attacks Safety Guidelines. Montreal, Canada: ICAO. www.icao.int. Retrieved from https://www.icao.int.

6 Vanian, D.N. (2024). Differentsiatsiia otvetstvennosti za prestupleniia protiv lichnosti: evoliutsiia v rossiiskom ugolovnom
zakonodatelstve [Differentiation of liability for crimes against the person: Evolution in Russian criminal legislation]. Yuridicheskie
Issledovaniia — Legal Studies, 9. https://doi.org/10.25136/2409-7136.2024.9.71683 [in Russian].

7 Kudriavtsev, V.N., & Naumov, A.V. (Eds.). (2001). Kurs rossiiskogo ugolovnogo prava. Obshchaia chast [Course of Rus-
sian Criminal Law. General Part]. Moscow [in Russian].

8 Ongarbayev, E. (2025). Nekotorye voprosy ugolovnogo razbiratelstva v ugolovhom zakonodatelstve Respubliki Kazakhstan
[Some issues of criminal proceedings in the criminal legislation of the Republic of Kazakhstan]. Obshchestvo i innovatsii — Society
and Innovations, 6(5), 82—89. https://doi.org/10.47689/2181-1415-vol6-iss5-pp82-89 [in Russian].

9 Doszhanova, A.B., & Begaliyev, Ye.N. (2025). Information and communication technologies of the “Smart City” in the sys-
tem of identification: forensic aspect. Bulletin of the Karaganda University. Law Series, 30(2(118)), 125-133.
https://doi.org/10.31489/202512/125-133 [in Russian].

10 Benfsi, S.R. (2025). The Difference of Differential Punishment. Criminal Law and Philosophy, 19, 421-445.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11572-025-09755-w

11 Berman, M.N. (2021). Blameworthiness, Desert, and Luck. Noiis, 55(4), 812-839. https://doi.org/10.1111/nous.12345

12 Khoury, A. (2019). Criminal Attempts and the Penal Lottery. Australasian Journal of Philosophy, 97(3), 512-530.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00048402.2018.1492417

13 Rakhmetov, S.M. (n.d.). Neobkhodimo iskliuchit iz Ugolovnogo kodeksa Respubliki Kazakhstan bespoleznyi institut
ugolovnykh prostupkov [It is necessary to exclude the ineffective institution of criminal misdemeanors from the Criminal Code of the
Republic of Kazakhstan]. prg.kz. Retrieved from https://prg.kz/document/? doc_id=39317821 (date of access: 22.04.2026) [in Rus-
sian].

14 (2021). Kontseptsiia pravovoi politiki Respubliki Kazakhstan do 2030 goda [The Concept of Legal Policy of the Republic of
Kazakhstan until 2030 dated October 15, 2021 No. 674]. adilet.zan.kz. Retrieved from https://adilet.zan.kz/rus/docs/U2100000674
(date of access: 02.04.2026) [in Russian].

15 Amanzholova, B.A., & Oleinik, V.I. (2024). Aktualnye aspekty sootnosheniia i sovershenstvovaniia poniatii «prestuplenie»,
«ugolovnyi prostupok» i «administrativnoe pravonarushenie» v zakonodatelstve Respubliki Kazakhstan [Current aspects of correla-
tion and improvement of the concepts of “crime”, “criminal misdemeanor” and “administrative offense” in the legislation of the Re-
public of Kazakhstan]. Vestnik Evraziiskogo Natsionalnogo Universiteta imeni L.N. Gumileva. Seriia Pravo — Bulletin of
L.N. Gumilyov Eurasian National University. Law Series, 149(4), 97-117. https://doi.org/10.32523/2616-6844-2024-149-4-97-117
[in Russian].

Cepus «[lMpaBo». 2026, 31, 3(123) 155


https://doi.org/10.3390/en15176226
https://www.icao.int/news/icao-statement-safety-and-security-aviation-operations
https://www.mdpi.com/2071‑1050/7/10/13454
https://doi.org/10.46914/2959-4197-2026-1-1-108-117
https://www.icao.int/
https://doi.org/10.25136/2409-7136.2024.9.71683
https://doi.org/10.47689/2181-1415-vol6-iss5-pp82-89
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11572-025-09755-w
https://doi.org/10.1111/nous.12345
https://doi.org/10.1080/00048402.2018.1492417
https://prg.kz/document/?doc_id=39317821
https://adilet.zan.kz/rus/docs/U2100000674
https://doi.org/10.32523/2616-6844-2024-149-4-97-117

A.M. Kussainova, O.T. Seitzhanov

Information about the authors

Kussainova Aliya Maratovna — Doctoral Student, Management Academy of the Ministry of Internal
Affairs, Astana, Kazakhstan, e-mail: al.kussainova23@gmail.com

Seitzhanov Olzhas Temirzhanovich — Deputy Head, Candidate of Law, Professor of Law, Manage-
ment Academy of the Ministry of Internal Affairs, Astana, Kazakhstan, e-mail: olzhasseitzhanov@yandex.ru.

ABTOpIap Typabl MIIIMETTED

KycannoBa Anus MapaTtoBHa — KYKbIK Maructpi, Kazakcran PecmryOnukacsr lmki icrep MuHHCTpIIIT
Backapy akajaeMusaCBIHBIH JOKTOpaHThl, Actana, e-mail: al.kussainova23@gmail.com.

CeiitxanoB Ouxac TemupskaHoBHY — 3aH FHUIBIMJAPBIHBIH KaHIUIAThl, npodeccop, Kazakcran
PecrryOnmukacer  Imiki  ictep  mummcrpmiri  backapy — akameMusickl  OacTHIFBIHBIH — OpBIHOACApHI,
e- mail: olzhasseitzhanov@yandex.ru.

Csenenus o0 aBTOpax

KycannoBa Aausi MapaToBHa — Maructp npaBo, JOKTOpaHT AKaJeMHUd ynpasieHus MuHucrepcTsa
BHyTpeHHUX nien PecniyOnuku Kasaxcran, Acrana, e-mail: al.kussainova23@gmail.com.

CeiiTxanoB Oumxac Temup:kaHOBHY — KaHAWIAT IOPUIUISCKUX HAYK, TPOQeccop, 3aMEeCTUTENh Ha-
JanbHUKa AKajeMHu yhpaBieHHs MUHHCTepCTBa BHYTpeHHHX nen PecrnyOnuku Kasaxcran, e-mail:
olzhasseitzhanov@yandex.ru

156 BecTHuk KaparaHgmMHCKoro yHmBepcuteTa


mailto:al.kussainova23@gmail.com
mailto:olzhasseitzhanov@yandex.ru
mailto:olzhasseitzhanov@yandex.ru
mailto:al.kussainova23@gmail.com
mailto:olzhasseitzhanov@yandex.ru

