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LEGAL REGULATION OF TAXI AGGREGATORS AND DRIVERS:
A COMPARATIVE LEGAL ANALYSIS OF KAZAKHSTAN
AND INTERNATIONAL PRACTICE

Abstract. The article examines contemporary approaches to the legal regulation
of taxi aggregators — digital ride-hailing platforms that mediate between passengers and
drivers — in the Republic of Kazakhstan, the European Union, the United States, and the
Russian Federation. The study covers the latest legislative changes and judicial practice
from 2023 to 2025, including key court cases such as City of New York v. Uber Technolo-
gies Inc., C-434/15 Asociacion Profesional Elite Taxi v. Uber Spain, and the Kazakhstani
case of Ospan A.A. v. Glovo Kazakhstan LLP. Through a comparative legal analysis, the
authors discuss the employment status of drivers (self-employed vs. employee), issues of
algorithmic management and the provision of social and labor guarantees, as well as new
approaches to taxation of digital platforms (for example, the “VAT in the Digital Age” (ViDA)
package in the EU). Special attention is paid to the evolving regulatory frameworks for the
platform economy in Kazakhstan (digital reforms of 2023—-2025) and in Russia (Federal
Law No. 580 and subsequent amendments in 2023-2025). The results show that despite
the global nature of ride-hailing businesses, legal solutions vary significantly. The EU seeks
to ensure labor rights for platform workers through a presumption of employment relation-
ships and regulation of algorithms; the US relies on local regulations (such as city-level li-
censing and wage rules) and piecemeal judicial mechanisms; meanwhile, Kazakhstan and
Russia are only beginning to form their own models, currently focused more on registration
and control than on social protection. In conclusion, the authors propose recommendations
to improve the legal regulation of taxi aggregators, aiming to balance the interests of plat-
forms, drivers, and society.

Keywords: taxi aggregators; digital platforms; labor law; self-employment; algorith-
mic management; platform taxation; social protection; comparative law; Uber; Yandex Go

Introduction form-based aggregators (Uber, Yan-
The development of digital tech- dex Go, Bolt, etc.) introduced new
nologies and the growth of the plat- models of interaction between pas-
formeconomy have radicallychanged sengers and drivers, quickly captur-
the taxi transportation sector. Plat- ing a significant market share. How-

" corresponding authors. E-mail: elmuratova.83@gmail.com.
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ever, the rise of aggregators has
brought serious legal challenges —
from the lack of a clear legal status
for these platforms to their evasion
of traditional employer obligations
toward drivers. In Kazakhstan, as in
many countries, legislation still does
not define the term “taxi aggregator.”
This omission leads to inconsistent
enforcement: the companies pres-
ent themselves as mere information
intermediaries, while courts increas-
ingly view aggregators as transpor-
tation firms providing taxi services.
Such legal uncertainty creates risks
for all market participants and con-
sumers, allowing platforms to mini-
mize their responsibility by shifting it
onto drivers.

Scholars note that digitalization
is driving a shift from traditional, sta-
ble models of employment toward hy-
brid and flexible forms of interaction
between workers and employers. As
Kaishataeva A.K. and Bayazitova
R.T. emphasize, the conventional un-
derstanding of employment relations
is expanding [1].

A comparative legal analysis is
necessary to develop effective regu-
lation. The global nature of ride-hail-
ing services means that foreign expe-
rience and best practices can inform
Kazakhstan’s approach. Based on
international experience, in order to
improve the quality of service and
protect workers, the status, rights,
and obligations of workers should be
defined. A comprehensive framework
that delineates the status, rights, and
obligations of workers is therefore
necessary. In recent years, the issue
has become more urgent. During
2024-2025 the European Union
advanced new regulations for digi-
tal platforms (for example, the ViDA
package to impose VAT on ride-hail-
ing services), Kazakhstan began dis-
cussing reforms to its transport leg-
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islation, and courts in both the US
and Europe increasingly recognized
de facto employment relationships in
the gig economy. Against this back-
drop, it is timely to analyze the legal
mechanisms used in different juris-
dictions to regulate taxi aggregators
and protect the rights of drivers.

The purpose of this study is to
conduct a comparative legal analy-
sis of how relations between taxi ag-
gregators and drivers are regulated
in Kazakhstan and abroad, to iden-
tify key trends, and to develop rec-
ommendations for improving nation-
al legislation. The authors proceed
from the hypothesis that formally
recognizing the relationship between
an aggregator and a driver as an em-
ployment relationship — and estab-
lishing clear obligations for aggrega-
tors — will increase the level of legal
protection and accountability in the
taxi market.

Methodology

The study adopts a compara-
tive legal methodology. We compare
legislative approaches and judicial
practices regarding taxi aggregators
in Kazakhstan, the European Union,
the United States, and Russia. The
analysis covers relevant regulatory
acts in these jurisdictions and signif-
icant court decisions (including prec-
edents such as the EU Court of Jus-
tice’s Uber Spain ruling C-434/15,
the City of New York v. Uber case
in the US, and Kazakhstan’s Ospan
A.A.v. Glovo case). We also consider
international guidelines like the
International Labour Organization’s
Recommendation No. 198 on de-
termining employment relationships
(ILO, 2006). In addition, current sci-
entific publications in peer-reviewed
journals (including Scopus-indexed
literature) and analytical reports on
recent platform economy reforms
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have been examined. This mixed ap-
proach allows us to address both the
legal and socio-economic aspects of
the problem. Special attention is paid
to the characteristics of labor rela-
tions on ride-hailing platforms, the
formal vs. actual status of drivers,
and mechanisms for holding aggre-
gators liable under civil law.

Results and discussion

Comparative Regulatory Ap-
proaches in Different Jurisdic-
tions: Legal responses to ride-hailing
platforms have diverged markedly
across countries. In the European
Union (and the United Kingdom),
courts and lawmakers increasingly
treat taxi aggregators as transpor-
tation service providers rather than
neutral “information intermediaries.”
Notably, a 2017 ruling of the Europe-
an Court of Justice in Uber Systems
Spain SL (C-434/15) held that Uber
is inextricably linked to the provision
of transport services and can be
regulated as a taxi company’.

This precedent opened the door
for EU member states to impose li-
censing and safety requirements on
the platform. Following this approach,
courts in France (e.g. a 2019 Paris
Court of Appeal decision upheld by
the Cour de Cassation in 2020) have
reclassified Uber drivers as employ-
ees rather than independent contrac-
tors [2].

The rationale is that the platform
controls key aspects of the work — ac-

cess to customers, pricing, trip moni-
toring, and even the ability to “deacti-
vate” drivers — creating a relationship
of subordination characteristic of an
employment contract. As a result, in
several EU countries (France, the
UK, Belgium, and others), ride-hail-
ing drivers are being granted a sta-
tus closer to employees, with cor-
responding social guarantees such
as paid leave and insurance. At the
same time, requirements for the plat-
forms themselves have tightened:
many European jurisdictions now
mandate that drivers obtain taxi li-
censes or similar authorization be-
fore working through an app.

For example, Italy’s courts inter-
vened to ban services like UberPop
when unlicensed drivers were used,
pushing platforms to work only with
licensed taxi drivers. Moreover, the
EU has moved to eliminate aggrega-
tors’ tax advantages over traditional
taxi operators?.

Under the new ViDA rules, from
2025 platforms that intermediate
passenger transport in the EU will be
deemed the suppliers for VAT purpos-
es and required to charge and pay
VAT on rides. This ensures equal tax
treatment for all market participants
and removes a competitive edge ag-
gregators previously enjoyed?.

In the United States, regulation
is fragmented and primarily at the
state or city level. One illustrative ex-
ample is New York City, which has
one of the country’s strictest taxi reg-

' The service provided by Uber connecting individuals with non-professional drivers is covered by
services in the field of transport // URL: https://curia.europa.eu/jcms/upload/docs/application/pdf/2017-12/
cp170136en.pdf#:~:text=In%20today’s%20judgment%2C%20the%20Court,as%20‘a%20service %20in%20

the.

2 |talian court bans unlicensed taxi services like Uber // URL: https://www.reuters.com/article/technolo-
gy/italian-court-bans-unlicensed-taxi-services-like-uber-idUSKBNOOB1FQ/#:~:text=The%20court%20in%20

Italy%27s%20business,unfair%20competition.

3 The service provided by Uber connecting individuals with non-professional drivers is covered by ser-
vices in the field of transport. Member States can therefore regulate the conditions for providing that service.
Court of Justice of the European Union. PRESS RELEASE No 136/17. Luxembourg, 20 December 2017.
Press and Information Judgment in Case C-434/15. Asociacion Profesional Elite Taxi v Uber Systems Spain
SL /I URL: https://curia.europa.eu/jcms/upload/docs/application/pdf/2017-12/cp170136en.pdf.
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ulatory regimes*.

To operate there, ride-hailing
drivers must obtain a Taxi and Lim-
ousine Commission (TLC) driver’s
license, which entails training, ex-
ams, background checks, and vehi-
cle requirements similar to traditional
taxis®.

When Uber entered New York’s
market while bypassing many of
these rules, it was met with legal chal-
lenges — notably City of New York v.
Uber Technologies Inc. — in which
the city accused Uber of running an
illegal taxi service by using non-TLC-
licensed drivers®.

Uber argued it was merely a
technology platform, not a carrier,
but the city responded with regulato-
ry measures: since 2018-2019 New
York has capped the number of ride-
hail vehicles and set minimum wage
standards for drivers on these apps.
Courts upheld the city’s authority to
impose such measures (for instance,
rejecting Uber’s lawsuit against the
vehicle cap). Effectively, New York
integrated aggregators into its exist-
ing taxi system: app-based drivers
are subject to the same licensing and
safety standards as traditional cab
drivers, which improves passenger
safety and levels the playing field, al-
though it increases compliance costs
for platforms’.

It should be noted that there
is no uniform federal policy in
the US on the employment status

of gig drivers — debates continue,
and companies have vigorously
lobbied to preserve the independent
contractor model. Some states (like
California, via legislation such as AB5
and ensuing court battles) and other
court decisions have at times moved
to classify drivers as employees or
grant them specific labor protections,
but these efforts remain piecemeal
and contested?.

Overall, the US approach relies
on local regulation of certain condi-
tions (pay, licensing) and litigation,
rather than a nationwide solution.

Russia has only recently shifted
away from treating aggregators as
purely information services. In 2023,
Russia enacted a comprehensive law
on taxi transport that introduced the
concept of a “transport aggregator”
in legislation. This law assigns
aggregators a set of responsibilities,
including verifying that drivers
have valid licenses and insurance,
transmitting trip data to government
systems, and bearing liability for
certain violations (such as safety
requirements). Under this framework,
an aggregator is no longer completely
shielded from responsibility: for
example, if an unqualified driver is
allowed on the platform or if consumer
rights are violated, the company
may be held accountable alongside
the driver. Russian courts have also
begun to hold platforms liable in
practice. In some cases, courts have

4 Get a TLC Drivers License // URL: https://www.nyc.gov/site/tlc/drivers/get-a-tic-drivers-license.
page#:~:text=driver%20record%20that%20is%20dated,28.

> Measures for Digital Platform Operators Providing Public Ride-Hailing Services // URL: https://
www.bgloballaw.com/2025/08/02/measures-for-digital-platform-operators-providing-public-ride-hailing-ser-
vices/#:~:text=mobile%20applications,in%20accordance%20with%20applicable%20laws.

8 Yellow Taxi Group Lawsuit Claims NYC Is Letting Uber Operate lllegally // URL: https://www.cbsnews.
com/newyork/news/yellow-taxi-group-lawsuit-claims-city-is-letting-uber-operate-illegally/.

7 Factbox: Uber’s legal challenges around the world // URL: https://www.reuters.com/article/technolo-
gy/factbox-ubers-legal-challenges-around-the-world-idUSKBN1XZ25F /#:~:text=UNITED%20STATES.

8 Battle Over Rideshare Worker Classification Continues: New York Supreme Court Holds Uber Drivers

Are Employees, Entitled to Unemployment Insurance // URL: https://www.peifferwolf.com/battle-over-ride-
share-worker-classification-continues-new-york-supreme-court-holds-uber-drivers-are-employees-enti-
tled-to-unemployment-insurance/#:~:text=the %20New%20York%20Supreme%20Court%2C,t0%20the %20
drivers%20at%20issue.

146



Legal regulation of taxi aggregators ...

ordered aggregators to compensate
passengers for damage caused by
a driver’'s actions, reasoning that
the platform exerts sufficient control
to establish a form of joint liability
(drawing on principles of consumer
protection and the legal notion of an
‘information intermediary” owning
a service). Outside Russia, other
countries in the Commonwealth of
Independent States and beyond are
observing similar trends.

Notably, in the United Kingdom,
which is no longer in the EU but fac-
es similar issues, the Supreme Court
ruled in 2021 that Uber drivers are
“‘workers” entitled to a minimum wage
and holiday pay. Likewise, courts
and lawmakers in countries such as
India, Brazil, and South Africa have
faced mounting pressure (through lit-
igation or new laws) to improve work-
ing conditions for gig drivers. Initially,
most governments allowed ride-hail-
ing platforms to operate with minimal
oversight. As the gig economy grew
and problems of social protection and
unfair competition emerged, regula-
tors worldwide started moving from a
hands-off stance to introducing basic
requirements (e.g. mandatory regis-
tration of drivers, insurance coverage,
minimum fare rules) and now increas-
ingly towards special rules tailored
to the platform economy [3].

There is a general global trend
from regulatory inaction to “soft” reg-
ulation, and finally to more stringent
regimes establishing a new legal sta-
tus for platform participants. Analysts
underscore the need to clearly delin-
eate the category of platform-based
work and to enumerate aggregators’
obligations toward both contractors

and customers. In short, to ensure
fairness, many jurisdictions are rec-
ognizing that taxi aggregators must
be legally defined and brought into
the regulatory fold, rather than left
entirely to self-regulation

Turning to Kazakhstan, the
rise of ride-hailing platforms around
2016-2017 initially occurred in a le-
gal vacuum. Aggregators such as
Yandex.Taxi and InDriver were not
explicitly regulated and presented
themselves as dispatch or informa-
tion services. Typically, the platform
would sign a civil contract (offer
agreement) with drivers, who were
not hired as employees; drivers often
operated as individual entrepreneurs
or without any formal status [4].

So, aggregators got around em-
ployer responsibilities like paid vaca-
tion, social security, and workplace
safety laws. De jure, drivers were
independent contractors, but de fac-
to the situation often differed: ag-
gregators controlled the distribution
of rides through algorithms, set fare
prices and commissions, collected
passenger payments, and could uni-
laterally block drivers from the app
for rule violations.

Recognizing this discrepancy,
some drivers turned to the courts to
seek acknowledgment of an employ-
ment relationship with the platforms.
A landmark case was Ospan A.A.
v. Glovo Kazakhstan LLP in 2023,
where the Kazakhstani court of
cassation found that the relationship
between a courier and the platform
was in substance an employment
relationship despite the absence of a
formal labor contract®.

The court applied criteria from

® BepxoBHbli Cya Pecny6nukm KasaxctaH (2021, 6 aekabps). MNoctaHoeneHne Ne 600121006an/19 no
aeny OcnaH A.A. npotns YCW Capbacosa M.W. (r. Hyp-CyntaHn). CyaebHas konnerus no agMMHUCTPATUBHLIM
Jenam. B gene paccmatpuBaeTcsi npaBoBon cTaTyc Kypbepa 1 ero otHowleHusa ¢ TOO «Glovo Kazakhstan»

/I URL:
der-on-Glovo-Courier.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com.

https://www.ilawnetwork.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/10/KAzakhstan-2.-Supreme-Court-Or-
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Article 27 of Kazakhstan’s Labor
Code™ and ILO Recommendation
No. 198 — noting indicators such as
the worker’s sustained engagement,
subordination to the platform’s rules,
economic dependence on a single
source of income, and lack of auton-
omy in setting work conditions™.

It concluded that the “agency”
agreement between Glovo and the
courier was a sham intended to dis-
guise what was effectively an em-
ployment arrangement.

Despite this judicial recognition,
Kazakhstan’s legislation still does
not explicitly require platforms to hire
drivers or couriers as employees.
No statutory criteria exist yet to dis-
tinguish an independent contractor
from an employee in the gig econo-
my, meaning platforms can lawfully
continue using civil contracts for driv-
ers. In 2023, however, a new Social
Code was adopted that introduced
the notion of an “internet platform-
registered contractor”2,

This move requires individuals
working via online platforms (includ-
ing taxi drivers) to register and pay
into the social security system. Start-
ing from January 1, 2025, ride-hail-
ing drivers must notify local execu-
tive authorities of their activity, and
all such drivers will be entered into
a national registry of carriers. Fail-
ure to comply can result in admin-
istrative fines. While these changes
aim to formalize the sector and bring
gig workers into certain social in-
surance schemes, experts observe
that they do not resolve the issue

of substantive labor protection for
platform workers. By law, the new
“‘contractor” category remains under
civil law, i.e. self-employed, which
means drivers are still excluded from
the protections of labor law and can-
not form trade unions to collectively
defend their interests. At the same
time, Kazakhstan has begun tighten-
ing oversight of aggregators them-
selves. In 2025, Parliament adopted
amendments to the transportation
law providing for the creation of a
self-regulatory organization (SRO)
for taxi aggregators.

This SRO will maintain a digital
registry of drivers, verify that drivers
have the required licenses and insur-
ance, and ensure trip data is trans-
mitted to tax and transport authori-
ties. Additionally, ride receipts must
include details of the carrier, trip
time, and route to increase transpar-
ency. The SRO is obligated to report
any violations (such as unlicensed
driving or safety breaches) to the
authorities. These measures are in-
tended to bring the market out of the
shadows, secure tax revenues and
improve safety'.

However, they do not di-
rectly address drivers’ employ-
ment rights or social guarantees.
In summary, Kazakhstan is only
at the beginning of developing a
comprehensive regulatory model for
ride-hailing platforms: it has started
with steps focused on registration,
oversight, and taxation, while the
central questions of drivers’ legal
status and platforms’ responsibilities

© Tpynosow kogekc Pecny6nukn Kasaxcrtan oT 23 Hosbpst 2015 roga Ne 414-V 3PK // URL: https://

adilet.zan.kz/rus/docs/K1500000414.

" Pekomengaums MexayHapoaHon opranusauum Tpygoa Ne198. «PekomeHpauusi o TpyLoOBOM
npaBoOOTHOLLEHUN» (3akntoveHa B I. XKeHesa 15.06.2006) // URL: https://normativ.kontur.ru/document?modu

leld=1&documentld=278310.

12 CoumanbHbivi kogeke Pecnybnuku KasaxctaH ot 20 anpens 2023 roga Ne224-VII 3PK // URL: https://

adilet.zan.kz/rus/docs/K2300000224.

13 Kazakhstan to track taxi ride data under new transportation law // URL: https://en.tengrinews.kz/
laws_initiatives/kazakhstan-to-track-taxi-ride-data-under-new-transportation-266822/#:~:text=The %20
SRO%20will%20work%20directly,regulations%20aimed%20at%20stricter%20oversight.
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toward workers remain
unresolved.

Key Issues and Trends — To-
ward Balanced Regulation: The
comparative analysis above reveals
that leaving the legal status of
aggregators and their drivers
undefined works to the advantage
of the platforms but undermines
fairness in the market. By declaring
themselves mere “technology
companies” rather than transportation
providers or employers, aggregators
in many jurisdictions have attempted
to evade the rules that apply to
traditional taxi companies — such
as licensing, labor standards, and
taxation.

This creates an asymmetry of
obligations: conventional taxi firms
shoulder full responsibility for pas-
senger safety and employee welfare,
whereas platform companies prof-
it from providing identical services
while avoiding many corresponding
duties. International experience now
shows that a lack of regulation in this
area is no longer tenable. There is
broad recognition that governments
must define new categories of plat-
form-based employment and impose
baseline obligations on digital labor
platforms to protect workers and con-
sumers [3].

A primary concern is social
protection and labor rights for
drivers. In Europe and even parts
of the United States, a consensus
is growing that ride-hailing drivers
and couriers should enjoy the
same fundamental protections as
employees in traditional forms of
work [5].

These include the right to safe
working  conditions, reasonable
working hours and rest periods, min-
imum wage guarantees, and access
to social insurance (healthcare, un-
employment, and pension schemes).

largely

Without such guarantees, platforms
gain a competitive edge by lowering
labor costs at the expense of driv-
ers’ welfare, leaving these workers
in a vulnerable position. Reclassify-
ing drivers as employees (as seen in
France and the UK) automatically ex-
tends labor legislation to them — cov-
ering minimum wage, overtime, paid
leave, and employer contributions to
insurance — thereby improving their
social security. In Kazakhstan’s con-
text, while courts have begun to ac-
knowledge some gig work as de fac-
to employment (e.g. the Glovo case),
a systematic solution requires legis-
lation that clearly delineates the cri-
teria under which an aggregator-driv-
er relationship must be treated as an
employment contract.

For example, if a driver works
predominantly for one platform, does
not build an independent client base,
and is economically dependent on
the platform, then the law could pre-
sume an employment relationship. As
ILO guidance suggests, it is the ac-
tual dependency and subordina-
tion in the relationship that should

determine its legal classification
(ILO, 2006). Without such legal
clarification, platforms will likely

continue using civil-law contracts to
mask employment, resulting in the
continued erosion of workers’ rights
[6, p. 110].

Another significant issue is algo-
rithmic management and control.
Aggregators extensively use algo-
rithms to allocate rides, set dynamic
pricing, monitor driver performance
(through ratings and ride acceptance
rates), and even to discipline drivers
(e.g. by suspending or “deactivating”
those who violate certain rules). This
algorithmic control creates a hier-
archy akin to traditional managerial
control over employees [7].

Drivers have little influence over
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their working conditions when every
aspect — from which rides they are
offered to how their earnings are cal-
culated — is determined by the plat-
form’s opaque algorithms. They also
face so-called “technostress” from
constant GPS tracking and automat-
ed performance evaluations. Despite
the fact that drivers are considered
to be independent contractors, their
activities are completely controlled
by application algorithms. Research
proves that such facts lead to deteri-
oration of working conditions, fatigue
and emotional burnout of drivers.

Given the above, platforms
should increase the transparency
and fairness of algorithms. Drivers
should be given the right to informa-
tion and the right to appeal certain
decisions. Currently, platforms oper-
ate in such a way that drivers have
no idea how tasks are distributed or
why they are removed from work. In
order to ensure fairness, it is possi-
ble to provide for checks for bias in
certain decisions, as well as a ban on
systems that force drivers to work for
excessively long periods of time.

Importantly, even if drivers re-
main formally self-employed, they
should have the right to collective
organization. In a number of coun-
tries, gig workers have been allowed
to form unions or associations to col-
lectively bargain with platforms over
commissions, bonuses, and other
working conditions. Providing a col-
lective voice can help address the
power imbalance between individual
drivers and global corporations — an
imbalance highlighted by waves of
protests by ride-hailing drivers and
couriers (including in Kazakhstan in
2021-2022) against low pay and lack
of benefits.

In the absence of robust regula-
tion, some platforms have attempted
toself-regulatethrough corporate so-
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cial responsibility (CSR) initiatives.
Companies seeking to improve their
reputation and driver retention have
introduced voluntary measures: for
example, programs to support drivers
with fuel discounts or cashback,
bonuses for high customer ratings,
free accident insurance, or other
perks. A growing body of research
has demonstrated that the imple-
mentation of CSR initiatives has the
potential to enhance the level of trust
between drivers and passengers.
Furthermore, it has the potential to
contribute to the development of plat-
forms that implement such a system
by establishing them as a competi-
tive advantage. For instance, during
the course of the COVID-19 pan-
demic Bolt and Yandex Go publicized
their endeavors to provide enhanced
insurance or assistance to drivers.
However, there are views that con-
tend that reliance on voluntary cor-
porate support is inadequate. Uni-
form “rules of the game” enforced
by the state are necessary so that all
platforms meet minimum standards,
rather than a few good actors
going beyond what the law requires
while others do nothing. That said,
governments can encourage CSR
by, for example, ranking or certifying
platforms based on their social
responsibility, which might motivate
companies to exceed the legal
minima. But ultimately, voluntary
measures should complement, not
replace, legal regulation [8, p. 240].
Finally, an essential aspect of
any comprehensive approach is ag-
gregators’ liability to third par-
ties (especially passengers). Under
classic common-carrier or employer
liability principles, if an employee
driver causes harm in the course of
work (e.g. a traffic accident injuring
a passenger or pedestrian), the taxi
company or employer is vicariously
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liable for damages.

Aggregator platforms, by deny-
ing that drivers are their employees
(and often denying they themselves
provide transportation services at
all), have tried to avoid such liability.
This legal gap complicates the abili-
ty of victims to get compensated, as
they must pursue individual drivers
who often have limited resources’.

Different jurisdictions have be-
gun to formulate solutions to ensure
platforms share responsibility for
safety. In Russia, as noted, the law
now explicitly makes aggregators
accountable for verifying their drivers
and allows holding them liable along-
side the driver for certain infringe-
ments (such as failure to meet safety
standards or consumer protection vi-
olations). In the EU, discussions on
a forthcoming platform work direc-
tive include provisions for joint and
several liability, meaning a platform
could be held liable for work-related
damages if it exerted control over the
working conditions. The European
Law Institute’s Model Rules on online
intermediaries similarly propose that
a platform be considered liable when
it has a decisive influence over the
supplier of services (like a driver).
The principle was implicitly endorsed
by the ECJ in the Uber Spain case,
which stressed that Uber cannot be
viewed as a neutral intermediary but
as part of the transportation service
itself — thus it must accept the
obligations that come with operating
a transport service. In the United
States, there is no specific federal
rule for platform liability in ride-hail-
ing, but courts have started to draw
analogies from other contexts. A no-
table example is Oberdorf v. Ama-
zon.com Inc. (3d Cir. 2019), where
a federal appellate court held that

Amazon could be treated as a “seller”
and held strictly liable for a defective
product sold by a third-party on its
marketplace [9].

The court reasoned that Amazon
was not merely a passive platform but
actively involved in the transaction
and thus could not escape responsi-
bility for product safety. By analogy,
a taxi aggregator that plays an ac-
tive role in every ride (selecting driv-
ers, setting fare algorithms, handling
payments, etc.) should bear strict or
joint liability if a passenger is injured
or other harm occurs during a ride.
Implementing a rule of joint liability
(or subsidiary liability) for platforms
— together with mandatory third-party
liability insurance covering all rides
— would greatly enhance consumer
protection.

It would ensure that injured par-
ties can receive compensation (since
the platform and its insurer are likely
to have deeper pockets than an indi-
vidual driver) and it would incentivize
companies to vet drivers carefully,
enforce vehicle safety standards, and
generally exercise greater caution in
their operations. Indeed, many courts
around the world (including some in
Kazakhstan) have already found that
despite formal agreements, the rela-
tionship between platforms and driv-
ers amounts to “hidden” employ-
ment, making it logical to also extend
at least some employer-like liabilities
to the platforms. At present, Kazakh-
stan has no explicit provisions on
aggregators’ civil liability for accidents
or crimes involving drivers using their
apps, but enshrining such liability (for
example, making the platform jointly
responsible for damages caused
by drivers during platform-arranged
trips) would significantly raise the
level of consumer protection and

4 [paxxgaHckuid kopgeke Pecny6nukn KasaxcrtaH (OcobeHHasi yactb) oT 1 utona 1999 roga Ne 409-1
(C ameHeHnsIMM 1 OONONHEHNsIMKN MO cocTosHMo Ha 12.07.2025 r.) // URL: https://online.zakon.kz/Docu-

ment/?doc_id=1013880&pos=572;-51#pos=572;-51.
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discipline the industry. It is worth
noting that aggregators are generally
much better positioned than individual
drivers to absorb these costs — they
can pool risk, obtain insurance,
or establish compensation funds
— whereas a lone driver might be
insolvent in a serious accident [10, p.
90].

In conclusion, the comparative
review indicates that a comprehen-
sive regulatory approach is needed
to address the challenges posed by
taxi aggregators. Key elements of
such an approach include: formal-
ly recognizing genuine employment
relationships in the gig economy, es-
tablishing clear duties for platforms
(in terms of oversight, safety, and fair
treatment of workers), and holding
platforms accountable on par with
traditional transport companies for
both labor obligations and third-par-
ty liabilities. Only a combination of
these measures will create a level
playing field that balances the inter-
ests of passengers, drivers, and the
platforms themselves, ensuring the
taxi market’s sustainable and fair de-
velopment.

Conclusion

This study confirms that to en-
sure legal certainty and fairness in
the taxi services market, countries
need to update their regulatory ap-
proaches to ride-hailing platforms.
Several key conclusions and rec-
ommendations emerge from the
comparative analysis. First, many
jurisdictions should recognize the
relationship between an aggrega-
tor and a driver as an employment
relationship whenever the factual
circumstances reflect continuous
work and subordination of the driver.
Courts in France, the UK and certain
U.S. states have already taken steps
in this direction, supported by ILO
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recommendations. Granting drivers
official employee status would
extend labor law protections to them,
increase their social security (through
insurance coverage, guaranteed
wages, etc.), and correct the present
imbalance in bargaining power
between drivers and platforms. For
Kazakhstan, this implies developing
legal criteria to distinguish genuine
self-employment from disguised
employment in the gig economy, so
that drivers who depend on a platform
are not denied labor rights.

Second, it is necessary to intro-
duce the concept of “taxi aggrega-
tors” into the current legislation of
the Republic of Kazakhstan, as well
as to define their rights, obligations,
and status as part of the transport
service. Consequently, platforms will
be subject to specific obligations. It
is imperative that drivers be subject
to a rigorous compliance verification
process. This process encompasses
a comprehensive evaluation of the
driver’s qualifications, including but
not limited to: possession of a val-
id driver’s license, adequate driving
experience, a recent medical exam-
ination, and the functionality of the
vehicle. Aggregators, in turn, are ob-
ligated to adhere to the stipulated re-
quirements for regulated tariffs, max-
imum commissions, trip accounting,
and the exchange of information with
government agencies when neces-
sary. International experience — for
example, recent EU and Russian
regulations — shows that imposing
these responsibilities on platforms
significantly improves service safety
and quality. In Kazakhstan’s case,
the planned introduction of a trans-
parent driver accreditation system
through an industry SRO is a step in
the right direction toward formalizing
platform duties.

Third, effective regulation must
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ensure appropriate liability and in-
surance mechanisms are in place.
Legislators should establish that an
aggregator bears joint and several
liability for harm caused by a driver
in the course of fulfilling a ride re-
quest. In practice, laws could oblige
the platform to compensate passen-
gers for any damages alongside the
driver. This rule would encourage
companies to take a more respon-
sible approach in selecting and su-
pervising drivers, since the platform
itself would face financial exposure
for accidents or misconduct. Joint li-
ability will also contribute to the de-
velopment of trusting relationships
between the parties, as the consum-
er will be confident that the service
is supported by those who are able
to pay (in this case, the platform or
its insurer). In addition, regulators
should provide for mandatory travel
liability insurance in order to ensure
compensation for victims without the
need for litigation with individual driv-
ers.

Finally, national regulations
should be brought into line with inter-
national standards and best practic-
es, as online platforms are growing
worldwide. In this regard, attention
may be drawn to the proposed EU
Directive on platform work. Accord-
ing to this document, the platform
protects the “presumption of employ-
ment.” That is, if a platform acts as
an employer, it must prove that the
worker is not an employee. In addi-
tion, since algorithms largely deter-
mine who gets a particular job and
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NMPABOBOE PEIYJINPOBAHUE OEATEJIbHOCTU ATPETATOPOB
TAKCU U BOOAUTENEWN: CPABHUTEJIbHO-NMPABOBOWU AHAIIN3
KA3SAXCTAHCKOU U MEXOYHAPOOHOW NMPAKTUKH

AHHOTauumsa. CtaTbs MOCBSLLEHA aHanM3y COBPEMEHHbLIX MOAXOA0B K NPaBOBOMY
perynupoBaHuIO  arperatopoB Takcu (umdppoBbix nnatgopmMm, obecneymBaroLmx
NnocpeaHn4YecTBO Mexay naccaxupamm u Bogutensamm) B Pecnybnuke KasaxcrtaH,
EBponenckom coto3e, CoeanmHéHHbIX LUTatax Amepukn n Poccunckon denepaumn.
MccnepoBaHme oxBaTtbiBaeT nocrnegHMe 3akoHodaTenbHble HoBauum U cyaebHyto
npakTuky 2023-2025 rr., Bkntovas krntouesble aena: City of New York v. Uber Technologies
Inc., C-434/15 Asociacion Profesional Elite Taxi v. Uber Spain v OcnaH A.A. npomus TOO
«lnoeo KazaxcmaH». B pamkax cpaBHUTENbHO-NPABOBOro aHanusa paccMaTtpmBatoTcs BO-
Npocbl onpeaeneHnsa ctatyca 3aHATOCTU BoguTenen (Camo3aHATOCTb VS. HAéMHbIN Tpya),
anropuTMUYECKOro ynpaBneHuss U NpedocTaBfieHusl CouMarbHO-TPYOOBLIX rapaHTun, a
TaKke HOBble NOAXOAbl K HanoroobnoxeHuto UM@pPoBbLIX NnaTtdopm (Hanpumep, naket
«VAT in the Digital Age (ViDA)» B EC). AHanuaupyetca HopmatuBHasa 6a3a perynuposa-
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HUA nNnaTtopMeHHON 3KOHOMUKM B KaszaxctaHe (umndposble pedopmbl 2023—-2025 rT.) n
poccunckoe 3akoHogatenbcTBo (PeneparnbHbin 3akoH Ne 580 1 nocneaytowme nonpaskm
2023-2025 rr.). [Mony4eHHble pesynbraTbl NOKa3bIBaOT, YTO, HECMOTPS Ha rnobanbHbIN Xa-
pakTep OeATeNbHOCTU arperaTtopoB, NPaBoOBble MOAENN CyLecTBeHHO pasnuyatotca: EC
opueHTMpyeTCca Ha obecrnedyeHne TpyaoBbIX nMpasB paboTHMKOB nNratdopMm NocpencTBOM
npesyMnunn HanuMunsa TpygoBbIX OTHOLWEHUW U perynuposaHusa anroputmos; CLUA npe-
UMYLLIECTBEHHO OMMPAaKOTCS Ha NoKarbHble MEXaHU3Mbl PerynnmpoBaHus ycrnoBuim onnarbl
n cynebHyto npakTuky; KasaxcraH n Poccmst HaxogsaTca B npouecce oopMmnpoBaHns cob-
CTBEHHbIX MoAenen, CoOCpeaoTOUEHHbIX MaBHbIM 06pa3oM Ha perncTpauumn n KOHTpore,
HeXenn Ha couunanbHOW 3awmTe. B 3aknoyveHne copmynupoBaHbl pekoMeHzauum no
COBEPLUEHCTBOBAHMNIO NPaBOBOr0 PerynMmpoBaHUSA arperatopoB Takcu ¢ y4étom HanaHca
NMHTepecoB nnatgopm, BoguTenen n obuiectea.

KrnoueBble crnoBa: arperatopbl Takcu, LMdpoBble nnaTtgopmbl, TpyaoBOe Npaso,
CaMO3aHATOCTb, anropuTMUYECKOe yrnpaBneHune, HanoroobnoxeHme nnatgopm, coynarnb-
Has 3awwuTa, cpaBHuUTenbHoe npaso,Uber, Yandex Go.
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S«AcTaHa» xanblkapanblk yHBepcuTeTi, AcTaHa, KasakctaH
(E-mail: 'isk.80@mail.ru; 2elmuratova.83@gmail.com; 3lscc@mail.ru)

TAKCWU ArPErATOPJIAPbI MEH XYPTI3YLWINEPIHIH KbISMETIH
K¥KbIKTbIK PETTEY: KASAKCTAHObIK )XOHE XAJbIKAPAIJbIK
TOXIPUBEHIH CAJIbICTbIPMAJbI-K¥KbIKTbIK TAJIOAYbI

AHHOTaumsa. Makana Takcu arperaTopriapbiH (Konaywbiiap MeH Xyprisywinep
apacblHOarbl AenfangblkTbl kKamMmTamachl3 eTeTiH undprblk nnatgopmanap) KyKbIKTbIK
peTTeyaiH Kasipri 3amaHfbl TocingepiH Tangayra apHanfaH. 3epTtey KasakctaH
PecnybnukacblH, Eyponanblk opaktbl, Amepuka Kypama LtatrapbliH oeHe Pecen
depepaumnsacbliH kamTuabl. XKymbicta 2023-2025 x0K. COHfFbl 3aHHaManbIK >XaHanblKkTap
MEH COT Taxipubeci, CoHbIH iWwiHae Herisri ictep: City of New York v. Uber Technologies
Inc., C-434/15 Asociacion Profesional Elite Taxi v. Uber Spain xaHe OcnaH A.A. Glovo
Kazakhstan >XLLIC-2e Kapcbl ici kapacTbipbinagbl. CanbICTbipManbl-KyKbIKTbIK Tangay
asicblHaa kyprisywinepaiH, eHbek MopTebeciH ankpiHaay (©3iH-63i XXYMbICNEH KaMTy
VS. Xangamanbl eHOek), anroputMaik 6ackapy koHe oneymeTTik-eHOeK KeningikrepiH
KamTamacbl3 €Ty, cCoHfan-aK unpnblk nnatdopmManappl canblk canynblH XaHa Tacingepi
(mbicanbl, EO-gafbl « VAT in the Digital Age (ViDA)» nakeTi) macenenepi 3epaeneHeai.
KasakctaHgarbl nnatgopmarnblk 3KOHOMUKaHbl KYKbIKTbIK peTTey Heridgepi (2023—-2025
HOK. LMcpnblk pechopmanap) xoHe Pecen 3aHHamack! (Ne 580 ®enepangblk 3aH xaHe
2023-2025 xoK. eHrisinreH Ty3eTynep) TangaHagbl. 3epTTey HeTl/l)KeneplarperaTopnapp,bn-l,
kahaHfplk cunaTbiHa KapamacTaH, KykbIKTbIK MoAenbaepaiH aiTaprblkTaid epeKeneHeTiHH
kepceteni: EO eHbek kaTbliHacTapbIHbIH, MPE3yMMNUMSACH MEH anropuTMOepai peTTey apKbiibl
nnatgopmarnbIk XXyMblCLUbIIapAblH eHOeK KyKblIKTapblH KamTamMacbI3 eTyre ymToinca, AKL
Tenem LapTTapblH XeprinikTi AeHrenge peTTey MeH ilWiHapa coT TeTIKTepiHe cyneHeai; an
KasakcTtaH meH Pecelt aneymeTTik KOpFayaaH repi Tipkey MeH bakpbinayfa 6afbiTTanfaH e3
peTTey ynrinepiH kaneintactelpy npoueciHae. KopbiTbiHAbIAA arperatopnapabl KYKbIKTbIK
peTTeyai XeTingipy OGombiHWa nnatdopmanapablH, KYpridywinepais, xeHe KOfaMHbIH,
MyOAenepiH TEHECTIpyre HerizaenreH ycbiHbicTap 6epinegi.

Tyningi ceapep: Takcu arperatopnapsbl, Umdpnblk nnatopmanap, eHbek KyKbifbl,
©3iH-63i XXyMbICNeH kamTy, anroputmgik 6ackapy, nnatdopmanapgbl canblk cany,
arneymeTTiK Kopray, canbicTbipmarsl Kykblk, Uber, Yandex Go
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3aKoHogaTenbCTBa 1 npaBoBon MHdopmaumn Pecnybnukm KaszaxcrtaH. Hay4yHo-npaBoBon
XypHan. 2025;80(4): DOI — https:// doi.org/10.52026/2788-5291_2025_80 4 143.

Bknapg aBTOpOB:

UopbiweBa C.K. — oTBeTCTBEHHas 3a (POpMMPOBAHWE KOHLIEMUWUKW, MOCTaHOBKM
nccnepoBaTenbCKOM 3a4ayn, MeTogonoruto, obuee Hay4HOe PyKOBOACTBO M OKOHYaTeNb-
HOe yTBepXJeHne pyKonucu.

MypatoBa 3.M. — oTBeTCTBEHHas 3a opmarbHbIN aHanui, wuccrnegoBaHue,
obecrneyeHne pecypcamm, BU3yanmsaumo 1 NoaroToBKy Tekcta —o0630p 1 pefakTupoBaHue.

AneHoB M.A. — OTBETCTBEHHbIN 3a uccregoBaHune, obecnedyeHne pecypcamu,
Banuaaumio U NoaroToBKy TekcTa — 0630p U pefakTupoBaHue.

MHcpopmauma o KoHdnukTe MHTepecoB. ABTOpbl 3adABNAOT 00 OTCYTCTBUM
KOHQOIIMKTa MHTEPECOB.

UcTouyHuk domHaHcupoBaHus. ABTOPbI 3asBMSOT 06 OTCYTCTBMM (PMHAHCMPOBAHNSA
npu NpoBeAeHUn UccrneoBaHns.

Crtatbs noctynuna B pegakumio: 01.09.2025; noctynuna nocrne peueH3npoBaHUs:
11.11.2025; npuHaTa B nevatb: 23.12.2025.

ABTOpPbI NpoYMTanu 1 ogodpunmn okoHYaTENbHbLIN BapuaHT PYKOMUCH.
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