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The article examines the legal challenges associated with the development of the metaverse as
a new digital environment, which fundamentally changes the way people interact with information,
space and law. In the context of the formation of digital space, which is now characterized by
immersiveness and interactivity, there is an urgent need to rethink traditional legal doctrines and
new regulatory approaches. The emphasis is placed on theoretical and legal aspects of jurisdiction,
liability and enforcement of human rights in virtual worlds, in particular, with regard to the
transformation of the concepts of corporeality, subjectivity and privacy. The metaverse, which
integrates elements of augmented, virtual and mixed reality, creates new forms of legal relations that
are not covered by traditional approaches to regulation. The paper examines the extent to which
existing national and international legal mechanisms are able to ensure adequate protection of the
rights and freedoms of users who participate in digital interactions, in particular through their
avatars. The author substantiates the relevance of developing e-jurisdiction and the possibility of
forming a model criminal code of the metaverse which would regulate the issue of liability for virtual
offenses. The study is based on systemic-structural, comparative legal, formal legal and prognostic
methods, which allowed us to reveal the problem both in the context of human rights and through
the prism of digital public space. The dialectical method was used to analyze contradictions, system
analysis was used to study the subject of research as a holistic structure, and forecasting was used to
predict future challenges. It is concluded that without a clear understanding of the legal status of
digital personalities, the principles of jurisdiction in the metaverse, and the mechanisms for
exercising responsibility, it is impossible to effectively protect the rights of users. This work aims to
contribute to the formation of a comprehensive understanding of the legal aspects of the metaverse
and to serve as a basis for further research and development of regulations aimed at ensuring the
stable and lawful functioning of virtual worlds with due regard for the protection of fundamental
human rights. The author emphasizes the need to form an interdisciplinary approach to the
regulation of the metaverse as a space of a new reality in which the main value — human beings and
their dignity — is preserved.

Keywords: metaverse, cyberspace, human rights, e-court, digital dignity, digital perso-
nality, avatar, virtual offenses.
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Problem statement. The metaverse — as a set of virtual worlds integrated through digital platforms
using immersive technologies (XR, VR, AR) — is rapidly transforming from a conceptual techno-futuristic
vision into a full-fledged environment of social, economic and professional interaction. In recent years, as a
result of the development of Web 3.0, decentralized networks, NFTs, and digital identities, new forms of
legal relations have emerged in the metaverse that affect fundamental human rights and freedoms, including
the right to freedom of expression, digital dignity, privacy, security, and access to justice. At the same time,
there is no unified approach to regulating these interactions at the level of national and international law,
which creates legal uncertainty and multiple risks.

The problem of jurisdiction in virtual environments, where participants interact outside of classical
geographical territories, is of particular importance. Virtual offenses, such as cyberbullying, unlawful
interference with an avatar or digital identity, and manifestations of virtual violence (including sexual
violence), often lack effective mechanisms for prosecution. The existing regulatory framework does not
provide for the proper legal status of avatars, electronic humanoids, bots or artificial agents involved in such
interactions, and the metaverse itself is outside the scope of traditional territorial jurisdiction.

This gives rise to a wide range of scientific and applied problems: how to ensure the protection of
human rights in the virtual space? Can digital offenses be equated with real ones from a legal point of view?
What should be the limits of liability within metaverse, and who bears it: the platform developer, the server
owner, the user, or the algorithm? Is it possible to create a single electronic jurisdiction for the metaverse,
and if so, what are its boundaries, structure, and mechanisms? In this context, the ideas of a model criminal
code for the metaverse, the Great Digital Charter, or new supranational mechanisms for the protection of
rights in cyberspace are becoming increasingly relevant.

Thus, the problem is not only the lack of effective legal regulation of relations in the meta-universe,
but also the need to rethink the very essence of legal personality, autonomy, responsibility and legal reality
in the new digital paradigm.

Analysis of the research problem. The issue of legal regulation of the meta-universe is being
increasingly actively studied in scientific circles. In order to identify the conceptual foundations of the
metaverse reality, the authors have studied the intellectual achievements of the following domestic and
foreign researchers, mainly in the theoretical and legal and partly even in the theoretical and economic fields
of knowledge, namely Artiomova T. L., Burov O. Y., Derman L. M., Zhuravlev D. V, Kyzymenko I. O.,
Kornivska V. O., Kostenko O. V., Krasilikova O. V., Miroshnychenko A., Radutnyi O. E., Savchenko 1.,
Sverdlichenko V. P., Sverdlichenko V. P., Tkach H. L., Furasheva V. M., Yaremenko O.

In particular, T. I. Artiomova defines the basis of the metaverse as a hybrid space-time of human
existence, and the form of the metaverse as a combination of intertwined elements of VR, AR and everyday
reality [1, p. 27]. Kostenko O. V. proposes the creation of a comprehensive jurisdiction, formulated six
postulates of the main directions of development of social relations using the metaverse, emphasizes the need
to form a methodology of law and sources of law in the metaverse and the development of a categorical
apparatus [2. p. 54, 72-74]. Interestingly, back in 2018, O. Radutnyi posed 13 questions regarding the
prospects for further research in this area, the relevance of which is still undeniable. His current position is
that users can feel a strong identification with their virtual bodies (avatars) in the metaverse and perceive
virtual actions as real. This means that virtual attacks can be felt as physical, as virtual experience can affect
consciousness and be part of a real mechanism of harm (threat to mental and physical integrity), and therefore
emphasizes the need to adapt legal norms [3, p. 168; 9, p. 94].

Despite the existence of a number of relevant studies, the vast majority of them are of a narrow sectoral
nature. There is a lack of a systematic theoretical and legal analysis of the impact of the metaverse on human
rights, which would cover the issues of jurisdiction, legal personality, responsibility and ensuring human rights
guarantees from an interdisciplinary perspective. This necessitates a study of this issue.
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The purpose of the article is to provide a comprehensive theoretical and legal analysis of the impact of
the metaverse on human rights, with a focus on jurisdictional challenges, specifics of legal liability in the virtual
space, and mechanisms for ensuring and protecting fundamental rights in the digital environment. The authors
aim at identifying key gaps in the current regulatory framework, characterizing current approaches to the regu-
lation of digital legal relations, and formulating proposals for possible models of legal regulation of interactions
in the metaverse, in particular in the context of the formation of electronic jurisdiction and adaptation of the human
rights protection system to the new conditions of virtual interaction.

Summary of the main material. The global COVID-19 pandemic has become a catalyst for a massive
transition to digital communication: education, work, cultural and business interaction have gone online.
However, over time, it became apparent that traditional video communication platforms such as Zoom or
Google Meet have functional limitations and are unable to provide a full-fledged effect of presence or
emotional interaction. In response to the public demand for a deeper and more natural experience of digital
interaction, platforms that use virtual and augmented reality technologies have begun to develop rapidly. It
is in this context that the metaverse emerges as a new stage in the evolution of the digital environment — a
multidimensional platform where users can not only communicate but also live, work, transact, create, and
resolve conflicts.

The concept of a “metaverse” is not new. It was first introduced into cultural circulation by the
American science fiction writer Neal Stephenson in his novel Snow Crash (1992), which describes an
alternative digital reality in which individuals interact through avatars. Even earlier, in 1984, William Gibson
proposed the concept of cyberspace as a digital plane of the future that exists outside the physical dimension
in his novel Neuromancer. However, it is only in recent years, with the development of technologies such as
XR, Al IoT, blockchain, Web 3.0, and decentralized networks, that the idea of the metaverse has gained the
potential for practical implementation [4; 5].

Despite the lack of a unified international legal definition, the scientific community has outlined key
approaches to understanding the essence of this phenomenon. Thus, according to O. V. Kostenko, the
metaverse is a specific post-reality environment with an unlimited number of users, within which the physical
world is transformed into a virtual form, and a person realizes himself through a digital representation — an
avatar [6]. The metaverse functions as a decentralized electronic eco-network based on a combination of
technologies: artificial intelligence, blockchain, neural networks, holography, three-dimensional graphics,
and machine learning. According to the researchers, the current structure of the metaverse should be viewed
as a set of information technology domains or corporate meta-platforms that compete for attention, resources,
content, and legal regulation.

The definition of the metaverse as a complex online network that creates digital reality using virtual
environments and digital assets, where users can interact without physical presence, is also gaining popularity in
the domestic legal discourse. Particular attention is drawn to the concept expressed by Sverdlichenko V. P. He
calls the Metaverse a copy of the real world, but in a virtual space that combines modern technologies, virtual and
augmented reality, three-dimensional graphics, artificial intelligence, social networks, and other advanced
innovative technologies. According to the Metaverse concept, users will be able to perform various actions using
their digital avatars. They are expected to be able to work, study, attend educational institutions, buy and sell
digital objects, participate in virtual games, as well as visit museums, galleries, concerts, and even travel to other
countries in a virtual environment. The essence of this concept is that the activities that people perform in the real
world can potentially be transferred to the virtual reality of the Metaverse, providing new forms of interactive and
social interaction [7, p. 223-224].

To summarize, the metaverse can be viewed as a new generation of virtual space formed by the
integration of computer technology, artificial intelligence, blockchain, social networks, and the digital
economy. It creates a special form of social and legal interaction within which unique challenges for legal
science arise: issues of jurisdiction, legal personality, digital identity, liability for virtual actions, and
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protection of human rights in the context of full immersion in the digital environment. Therefore, the issue
of the legal status of the metaverse and its participants requires in-depth analysis and development of
conceptually new approaches to the regulation of legal relations arising in it.

It should be noted that modern manifestations of the metaverse, although still in their infancy, are now
having a significant impact on the legal consciousness of young people, behavioral patterns and formats of
legal relations. Changing forms of social interaction — from physical contact to digital immersion — also
changes the nature of legally significant actions. Acts that may have legal consequences but do not have a
tangible medium or traditional form occur in the virtual environment: this applies, in particular, to consent,
harm, information transfer, or even virtual violence. That is why there is a need to form a new regulatory
paradigm that can cover the specifics of the digital environment without losing the fundamental principles
of law — dignity, autonomy, responsibility, and the rule of law.

One of the key challenges in the legal understanding of the metaverse is the problem of jurisdiction.
In the traditional legal order, jurisdiction is an instrument of territorial connection between the state and legal
relations, which ensures the realization of the public interest and legal certainty. The metaverse is radically
changing this approach. Digital platforms operate in a decentralized, often extra-territorial space where
participants interact without physical localization, and actions are performed through avatars that have no
direct geographical reference. This state of affairs calls into question the applicability of the traditional
principles of lex loci delicti commissi or lex loci contractus, which require determining the place of
commission of an offense or conclusion of a transaction.

Particular attention should be paid to the situation when persons controlled by different legal systems
interact within the same platform, for example, a citizen of Ukraine registered in the metaverse enters into a
contract with a user from Canada while on a server physically located in Ireland. What jurisdiction will the
dispute between them belong to? Is it even possible to talk about the “place” of legal relations if the action
itself is realized in a conditionally “intangible” space? These questions remain open not only in Ukraine but
also in the global legal doctrine.

In response to this problem, the concept of e-jurisdiction is being developed in academic circles

a new model of legal regulation that is not tied to physical space, but is based on platform affiliation,
digital identity, domain zone, actual control or mutual consent of the participants. This approach was
proposed by Ukrainian researchers, in particular Kostenko O. V., Zhuravlev D. V. and others, who also
justify the need to form a model code of electronic jurisdiction of the metaverse [8].

Within this paradigm, it is proposed to recognize the status of special digital legal orders for platforms
or environments of the metaverse, which have their own set of rules — terms of use, which are supplemented
by the norms of national or international law in the event of a conflict. Such a model is close to the concept
of Lex digitalis, a set of supranational, universal digital rules that should apply regardless of state territory,
similar to the way the law of international organizations or the law of the sea functions.

At the same time, the risks of this model cannot be ignored. The transfer of part of the legal regulation to
the “private hands” of platforms or corporations that create the metaverse may lead to violations of fundamental
human rights. There are no guarantees that the internal rules of the virtual space will not be discriminatory, non-
transparent, or intentionally favoring only one party. The precedents of blocking accounts without a court
decision, moderating content without legal justification, or arbitrarily “deleting” avatars from the metaverse
already show the need to formalize such actions as legally significant.

In this regard, there are increasingly frequent proposals to create a single international mechanism for
coordinating jurisdiction in the metaverse, which would combine the best practices of public international
law, EU law in the field of digital services (in particular, the Digital Services Act) and private contractual
regulation. One option would be to develop a Convention on the Recognition of Digital Legal Jurisdictions,
similar to the Hague Conventions on Civil Procedure.

All of the above indicates that the jurisdictional issue in the metaverse goes far beyond the classical
legal technique. In fact, it is about determining the limits of the legitimate force of law in a world that has no
physical boundaries, but has values, identities, conflicts and consequences. In this context, it becomes clear
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that the future of legal regulation cannot be based solely on territorial sovereignty; instead, it must be based
on the principles of digital autonomy, transparency, accountability, and the universality of human rights,
regardless of the form of human presence, whether physical or virtual. This opens the way to the formation
of a new system of responsibility in the digital space, which will be the subject of further research.

The issue of liability in virtual worlds is one of the most complex and least regulated in legal science.
The metaverse is not only a space of communication, but also a sphere where individuals can commit actions
that, by their nature, meet the criteria of offenses. However, the specifics of such actions, in particular their
intangible nature, lack of physical contact and virtual representation of a person through an avatar, casts
doubt on the possibility of applying classical approaches to tort and criminal liability. Can virtual violence
be considered an encroachment on a person's freedom? Can unlawful interference with a digital identity be
considered a violation of its privacy? And most importantly, who is responsible: the user, the technical
developer, the owner of the environment, or artificial intelligence that made the decision based on
algorithms?

In this context, the concept of extended damage is gaining relevance, which is not limited to physical
or material consequences but takes into account psychological, emotional, and identity violations. Interaction
in the metaverse can be so immersive that the user perceives interference with their avatar as a personal
attack. As O. Radutnyi notes, in the case of virtual sexual violence or humiliation in the metaverse,
psychosomatic consequences can be quite real [9]. This requires a revision not only of the crime, but also of
the entire approach to the categories of “victim” and “object of attack”.

The issue of subjectivity in committing an offense requires special attention. Some actions in the
metaverse are performed by automated systems, bots, or generative Al. In this case, it becomes difficult to
determine whose actions caused the offense. If the responsibility lies with the user who activated the
algorithm, is it possible to apply the principle of “direct intent”? If the developer is to blame, does he or she
have control over a particular act in the digital environment? And if the action was the result of autonomous
Al learning, can anyone be held legally responsible at all? These questions do not yet have a universal answer
in either Ukrainian or international law.

In the scientific discourse, the idea of developing a model criminal code for the metaverse has been
put forward, which would define the typology of virtual offenses, the characteristics of subjects, the limits
of guilt and permissible actions in the digital environment. In other words, only a special legal structure
adapted to the new reality can provide legal certainty in this area. In this context, offenses are divided not
only by formal features (as in classical criminal law), but also by the degree of virtual influence, damage to
digital dignity, undermining digital reputation, and interference with the user's algorithmic autonomy.

Most legal systems have archaic legal acts in force that were formulated without taking into account
the possible emergence of social relations using electronic technologies of the metaverse. In some cases,
these laws may regulate certain issues of information technology use, but the scope of their application is
often either narrow or ambiguous, which creates a situation of legal uncertainty.

However, there are exceptions. In particular, the legislation of Dubai (UAE) already has special
provisions relating to the metaverse [10]. Regulation is being actively developed in South Korea [11; 12]. In
Japan, the government also recognizes the importance of promoting the development of Web3, including the
use of NFTs and the creation of decentralized autonomous organizations, which are the main components of
the meta-universe. Back in 2001, Taiwan recognized that virtual objects are property that can be alienated
and/or transferred to anyone, and there is a “Draft Rules for the Development and Management of the Virtual
Asset Service Industry” (“Draft Virtual Asset Service Act”) [13].

It is also worth noting that in some countries, legal acts are already appearing that, although not directly
regulating the metaverse, affect related phenomena. For example, the EU legislation on digital services
(Digital Services Act (DSA) [14] and digital markets (Digital Markets Act (DMA) [15] emphasizes the
responsibility of platforms for content moderation, transparency of algorithms, and protection of user rights.
This can serve as a basis for the formation of approaches to secondary (indirect) liability of platforms — when
they are not direct offenders, but create or allow conditions for offenses.
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Ukraine is also actively bringing its legislation into line. Although the statuses of cryptocurrencies and the
meta-universe have not yet been clearly defined, the Law of Ukraine “On Virtual Assets” [16] is in the process of
coming into force, which should comprehensively regulate the issue of cryptocurrencies. Although this Law was
adopted by the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine and signed by the President in 2022, it will come into force on the
date of entry into force of the Law of Ukraine on Amendments to the Tax Code of Ukraine on the Peculiarities of
Taxation of Transactions with Virtual Assets. As of May 31, 2025, this tax law has not yet been fully adopted,
which hinders the full implementation of the Law on Virtual Assets. Nevertheless, the Law on Virtual Assets
already lays the groundwork for regulating the virtual assets market in Ukraine, defining the main terms, legal
status of virtual assets, market participants and principles of state regulation. The Verkhovna Rada is also working
on draft laws that are expected to formalize a number of concepts, protect intellectual property rights, and the
relations of individuals and legal entities with virtual assets. This includes the Alternative Draft Law No. 10225-
1 initiated by the Ministry of Digital Transformation, which adapts legislation to European standards (MiCA) and
defines the legal status and rules for service providers.

Global organizations are also trying to focus their attention on regulating the meta-universe, in particular,
the European Parliament has approved the Regulation on Crypto Asset Markets (MiCA) [17], which will create
a pan-European framework for regulating certain types of crypto assets. But for the most part, the position of
global organizations is limited to discussing the possibility of establishing common standards [18].

Thus, legal liability in the metaverse requires a new paradigm of understanding both in terms of the
nature of harm and the limits of liability. This responsibility should take into account the multilayered nature
of digital interaction, the technical mediation of actions, the autonomy of algorithms, and new forms of
influence on a person. Without an appropriate regulatory framework, the virtual space risks turning into a
legal vacuum, where the basic principles of justice and protection of human dignity will be replaced by
private terms of use and “digital sanctions” that are currently applied without due process.

The metaverse, as a new dimension of digital interaction, poses a systemic challenge to the
conventional concept of human rights. If earlier the realization and protection of human rights and freedoms
depended on their physical presence in a certain social or legal context, the virtual space devalues this link.
In the metaverse, a person can exercise self-realization, communication, creativity, work, and even enter into
legally significant transactions without having either a bodily embodiment or direct contact with other
participants in the interaction. This means that a human rights violation takes on a new meaning: it may not
leave physical traces, but it will have real psycho-emotional, reputational, and even legal consequences.

Human rights in the virtual space require both a rethinking of classical rights and the introduction of
new approaches to their understanding. For example, the right to privacy is no longer limited to the protection
of personal data — it now includes the inviolability of digital behavior, protection against algorithmic
tracking, tracking of avatar activity, and the creation of a profile without the user's consent. Freedom of
expression is expanded to include visual self-representation — the avatar's appearance, speech, behavior,
gestural communication, etc. A person's dignity can be violated not only by words, but also by a virtual act
of humiliation, as a result of manipulating an avatar without consent or imitating violence against them.

The scientific discourse is currently discussing the need to recognize new legal categories that
correspond to the essence of digital interaction. These include the right to digital bodily integrity (prohibition
of interference with an avatar without consent), the right to authentic presence (independent formation of
one's digital image), the right to algorithmic autonomy (protection from forced algorithmic influence), the
right to be forgotten (removal of traces of digital behavior), and the right to refuse to interact in an
environment that violates the boundaries of psychological comfort. These rights are not a whim of
technological progress; they are a response to the changing environment in which people live.

Of particular concern is the lack of effective mechanisms of protection in case of violation of these
rights. In the case of a real offense, a person has the opportunity to go to court, to law enforcement agencies,
or to use alternative dispute resolution mechanisms. In the metaverse, this system is either not provided at
all or depends on the internal rules of the platform. Often, such rules lack transparency, do not provide for
the right to appeal, and the decisions of the administration are final. This creates a profound imbalance
between the omnipotence of the technical regulator and the defenselessness of the user, which contradicts
the basic principles of the rule of law.
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In response to these challenges, proposals are emerging in the scientific community to create a single
international document that would regulate the protection of human rights in virtual worlds. We are talking about
something like a model of a Digital Charter or Convention on Human Rights in Digital Space, which would set
minimum standards: the right to report the actions of the administration, the obligation to consent to interaction,
the prohibition of digital discrimination, the principle of access to justice and independent complaint handling.
This applies to various current initiatives: governments, international organizations, and civil society. In particular,
Ukrainian researcher Sverdlichenko V. P. substantiates the need for such a document as a transnational legal act
that would be binding on all participants in the global digital environment — states, platforms, developers and users
[19]. The Council of Europe is actively working on the issues of children's rights in the digital environment and
data protection, and is developing recommendations for member states.

In addition, there is a need to create special institutions to ensure the realization of such rights, such as
digital ombudsmen, platform supervisory boards, online arbitration procedures, and independent mechanisms for
verifying the actions of moderators. Without such tools, even the best declarations will remain only theoretical
constructs. Instead, a meta-universe that grows without a system of guarantees and protection risks turning into a
zone of legal impunity, where violations of human rights will be “built into” the logic of the platform.

Thus, the protection of human rights in the metaverse is not an optional option for the future, but an
emphasized need of our time that requires a clear legal response, new normative boundaries, and a bold
revision of the usual ideas about the boundaries of the personal, public, digital, and human.

Conclusions. The metaverse appears not only as a technological innovation, but also as a qualitatively
new social and legal space within which a unique system of digital interactions is being formed. Its
emergence poses a number of fundamental challenges to legal science and practice that require a rethinking
of established legal categories such as space, subject, offense, jurisdiction, liability, and human rights.

The analyzed material allows us to draw several key conclusions. First of all, the lack of a clear legal
status of the metaverse and its components — avatars, digital agents, platforms — creates a legal vacuum in
which there are risks of impunity, abuse and violation of human rights. Secondly, existing jurisdictional
approaches based on the principles of territoriality cannot be effectively applied in a decentralized,
transnational virtual environment where interaction has no clear physical localization. This underscores the
need for the formation of e-jurisdiction as a new legal model based on the principles of digital affiliation,
consent and functional competence.

Thirdly, virtual offenses committed within the metaverse often have real consequences for individuals.
In this context, the concept of a model criminal code for the metaverse, which would cover modern
researched virtual forms of violence, interference with digital identity, and manipulation of behavior with
the help of artificial intelligence, is of particular relevance. It is also advisable to establish the limits of
responsibility in the context of digital autonomy.

Fourthly, the protection of human rights in the context of virtual presence requires updating not only
the content of individual rights, but also the mechanisms for their implementation and control. It is not only
about adapting classical rights (privacy, dignity, freedom of expression), but also about forming new ones,
such as the right to digital corporeality, the right to algorithmic autonomy, and the right to authentic presence.
These rights should be enshrined not only in the internal policies of the platforms, but also in an international
legal act, such as the Digital Human Rights Charter.

Thus, only an interdisciplinary, comprehensive approach to regulating the metaverse - involving
experts in law, IT, ethics, psychology, and international law — will allow for an effective model of legal order
in the digital world. Such regulation should be based on the priority of human dignity, the rule of law, and
the obligation of the state and platforms to guarantee the inviolability of basic human rights, regardless of
whether they are exercised in the physical or virtual world.
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BIIJINB METABCECBITY HA IIPABA JIIOJWHMU:
TEOPETHUKO-ITPABOBI IMTAHHSA IOPUCIUKIIIL, BIIOBIJIAJIBHOCTI
TA 3ABE3IIEYEHHS ITPAB Y BIPTYAJIBHUX CBITAX

Y crarTi JOCHITKYIOTHCA NMPAaBOBi BUKJIHKHU, MOB’f3aHi 3 PO3BUTKOM METABCECBITY SIK HOBOTO
1HM(POBOro cepeOBUINA, IKe KAPAUHAIbHO 3MiHIOE CIIOCO0M B3a€MOil TI0AMHU 3 iHpopMalli€ro, mpocTo-
poMm i mpaBoM. B ymoBax craHoBjeHHsI HM(POBOro MPOCTOPY, AKUIl HUHI XapakTepM3yeThesl iMMep-
CHUBHICTIO TA IHTEPAKTUBHICTIO, BUHMKA€ HAarajbHa NoTpeda y nepeocMMcaeHHi TPaIMUiHHUX JOKTPUH
NpaBa, HOBUX PeryJjissiTOPHUX MiIXOAiB. AKIEHT 3p00JeHO HA TeOPEeTHMKO-NPABOBUX ACHEKTaxX HOpHC-
JMKLIii, BiAmoBinajgbHoCcTi Ta 3a0e3neYeHHs MPaB JIOAMHM Y BipTyaJbHUX CBiTax, 30KpeMa 3 OrJIsily Ha
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TpaHncdopManiio ysiBJeHb PO TiIeCHICTH, cy0’ €KTHiCTH i MpuBaTHicTH. MeTaBcecBiT, 0 iHTerpye eJe-
MEHTH JAO0TOBHEHO], BipTya/IbHOI Ta 3MillIaHO] peajJbHOCTI, CTBOPIOE HOBi () OPMHU NPABOBIAHOCHH, SIKi He
OXOILTIOITHCS TPATUIIHHAME MiIX0XaAMH /10 PEryJIOBaHHSA. Y Po0OTi 3’ICOBY€ThCH, HACKLIBKH HASIBHI
HALIOHAJIBHI Ta MiKHAPOJAHI MpPaBOBi MeXaHi3MM CIIPOMOXKHI 3a0e3MeYNTH HAJIESKHMIl 3aXHCT mpas i
cB0o00/1 KOpUCTYBayiB, fIKi CTaIOTh yYacHHKaMHu HUGPOBHUX B3a€MO[iii, 30KkpeMa 4yepe3 CBOi aBaTapu.
OOrpyHTOBaHO aAKTYaJbHICTh PO3POOKH €JICKTPOHHOI IOPUCAMKIIT Ta MOXKINBiCTH GOPMYyBaHHS MO/EJIb-
HOT0 KPMMIHAJIBHOTO KOJAEKCY MeTABCEeCBiTy, 110 MaB OM BpPeryJil0BaTH NUTAaHHS BiANOBiIaJbLHOCTI 3a
BipTyasbHi nmpaBonopymeHnsi. JlociaigxeHHs CMPaeTbcsd HA CHCTEMHO-CTPYKTYPHHIi, MOPiBHAJIBHO-
NpaBoBHii, popMaTbHO-IOPUANYHMIL i IPOrHOCTHYHMI METOIH, 1110 103BOJIMJIO0 PO3KPUTH NPOdaeMy AK Yy
KOHTEKCTi NpaB JIAUHH, TaK i Kpi3b Npu3My uudpoBoro nydaivHoro npocropy. Jdiajekruuynuii meros
BHKOPHCTAHO A5 aHAJII3y cynepeYyHocTel, CHCTeMHMIi aHAJIi3 111 BUBYEHHS MpeIMeTa J0CTiIKeHHs AK
HUTICHOT CTPYKTYPH, NPOTHO3YBAHHS — /Il NepeadadyeHHsA Maii0yTHiIX BUKJIUKIB. 3p00/1eHO BHCHOBOK,
o 0e3 YiTKOro po3yMiHHSI MPaBOBOI0 CTATyCy HM(POBHX 0COOMCTOCTell, NIPUHUUIIB IOPUCIMKUIIL y
MeTaBCeCBiTIi Ta MexaHi3MiB peaJiizauii BiINOBiZaJbHOCTI HeMOXKIUBO e(eKTHUBHO 3aXMCTHTHU NpaBa
KopucTyBauiB. /lana po0oTa Ma€ Ha MeTi CIPUATH (POPMYBAHHIO KOMILJIEKCHOTO PO3YMiHHA NPaBOBHX
aCHeKTiB MeTaBCeCBIiTY Ta CTATH OCHOBOIO /ISl MOAAJIBIINX HAYKOBMX J0CIiIKeHb i po3po0Kku HopMa-
TUBHO-TIPABOBHUX AKTiB, CHIPSIMOBAHMX Ha 3a0e3ne4yeHHs] CTAOLILHOIO Ta NPAaBOMIpHOro GyHKUiOHY-
BaHHA BipTyaJIbHMX CBIiTiB 3 ypaxXyBaHHSIM 3aXUCTY (pyHAaMEHTAJILHUX NpaB Joaunu. Haroaomeno Ha
notpedi popMyBaHHSA MiKIUCIHMILJIIHAPHOTO MiIAXOAY A0 PeryJI0BaHHS METABCECBITY SIK MPOCTOPY HOBOI
peajbHOCTi, y AKOMY 30epiraerbcsi roJ10BHA WiHHICTD — JIIOAUHA TAa 1i FiAHICTD.

KirouoBi cioBa: MeraBcecBiT, kidepnpocTip, npaBa JI0IMHHU, eJIeKTPOHHUN cya, nuudposa ria-
HicTh, HUGPOBa 0cOOHCTICTH, aBaTap, BipTyaJIbHi IPABONOPYIIEHHS.
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