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The growing role of esports as an integral part of the global entertainment and sports industry and the
lack of legal instruments to regulate the numerous and complex legal relationships in this area demonstrate
the relevance of the topic under study. In general, the uniqueness of the esports environment is manifested
in the multi-level structure of participants (players, teams, developers, publishers, platforms), the digital
nature of assets, and the complexity of jurisdictional regulation. Against the backdrop of an increasing number
of disputes, particularly regarding contracts, licenses, doping scandals, player transfers, or non-compliance with
streaming conditions, there is an urgent need for effective, flexible, and specialized mechanisms to resolve such conflicts.
At the same time, the integration of esports into the global legal space requires harmonization of approaches, recognition
of unified standards, and the creation of new legal models that combine the ethical, commercial, and technological
aspects of digital interaction.

This paper is devoted to studying the specifics of legal disputes arising in the field of video games
and esports, in particular issues related to contractual obligations, intellectual property, disciplinary measures, and
gaps in legal regulation. The thesis analyzes existing alternative dispute resolution mechanisms, including mediation and
arbitration, with the involvement of international institutions such as WIPO and the newly established IGET tribunal. The
focus is on dynamic industry development, where traditional sports law does not always provide effective conflict resolution.
The study is based on a comparative analysis of court practice, international standards, and contractual models between
players, teams, streaming platforms, and sponsors. The aim of the study is to analyze current dispute resolution practices
in the field of video games and esports, identify challenges faced by the parties to disputes, and determine effective
approaches to resolving them through alternative dispute resolution mechanisms such as mediation and arbitration. The
study found that traditional legal mechanisms often do not correspond to the specifics of the esports environment, leading
to legal uncertainty for its participants. The study emphasizes the need to adapt national legal systems to the challenges
of the digital age and develop specialized legal mechanisms in the field of eSports.

Key words: eSports, video games, legal disputes, alternative dispute resolution, arbitration, intellectual property,
WIPO, eSports contracts, IGET.

TKAJIAY M. O., TOIMAYEBCBHKA 0. O. OPUJUYHI BATAJII HA IN®POBINA APEHI:
CIHHEHU®PIKA BUPIIIEHHA CIIOPIB Y BIJEOIT'PAX TA KIBEPCIIOPTI

3pocmatroua pone Kibepcnopmy Ax Hegio 'eMHOI yacmunu 2100a1bHOT IHOYCMPIi po36ae i Cnopmy, a MAKo4C 8i0CYMHICMb
HANEHCHUX NPABOBUX THCPYMEHMI8 OISl 8Pecy0BAHHS YUCTEHHUX | CKAAOHUX NPABoGIOHOCUH y yill chepi ceiouamy
npo aKmyaubHicmv memu OOCHONCeHHS. YHIKanbHicmb cepedosuiya Kibepcnopmy NpossisEmvcs 8 0a2amopisHesii
CMPYKMYPI YYACHUKIB (2pasyi, KOMAHOU, pO3POOHUKU, 8u0asyi, niamgopmu), yu@positi npupooi axmueis i CKIaOHOCI
FOPUCOUKYITIHO20 pecyO8AHHSL.

Ha mni 3pocmanus kinekocmi cnopieé — 30kpema, w000 KOHMpAKmie, niyeH3iti, OONiHe08uUxX cKanoanie, mpaucgepie
2pasyie abo NOpPYUleHHs YMO8 CIMPUMIHZY — BUHUKAE HA2ANbHA Nompeda y epekmueHux, SHYYKux i cneyianizogaHux
MEXAHIZMAX BUPIWEHHS MaKux KoHguikmie. Boonouac inmeepayis kibepcnopmy y 2100aibHULl Npasosuil. npocmip
nompebye 2apmMoHizayii nioxoois, U3HAHHS EOUHUX CMAHOAPMIE | CMEOPEHHS HOBUX NPABOBUX MOOELEl, U0 NOEOHYIOMb
emuuHi, KOMepYitHi ma MexHoN02IuHI acnekmu yugpposoi 3aemooil.

L[ cmamms npucesuena euguenHo cneyughiky npasosux Cnopis, Wo GUHUKArOMy y cgepi 8ioeoieop ma Kibepcnopmy,
30KpemMa Rumawub, MO8 SI3aHUX i3 00208IipHUMU 30008 SA3AHHAMU, IHMELEeKMYAIbHOK BIACHICMI0, OUCYUNTIHAPHUMU
3axX00aMu MA NPOATUHAMU Y RPABOBOMY pe2ynt08anHi. IIpoananizo8ano iCHy0Ui Mexanizmu anbmepHamueHo20 8UPiLeHHs
cnopis, 6KOUHO 3 Mmediayiclo ma apoimpasicem, i3 3ATYHeHHAM MINCHAPOOHUX THCmumyyit, maxkux sKk Bceceimus
opeanizayis inmenexmyanvroi énacnocmi (WIPO) ma nosocmeopenuti Tpubynan 3 numans icop ma xibepcnopmy (IGET).

Y yenmpi yeaeu — ounamiunuii pozeumox indycmpii, y akomy mpaouyiline cnopmueHe npago He 3a8icou 3abesneuye
epexmuere eupiuieHHs: KOH@ikmie. [loCniOdceHHs TDYHMYEMbCA HA NOPIGHAIbHOMY AHANIZL CYO080I NPAKMUKU,
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MIJICHAPOOHUX CMAHOApMie i 00208IPHUX MOOeell MIdC 2pasysimi, KOMAHOAMY, CMPUMIHe08UMYU naamgopmamu ma
cnoncopamu. Memor 00CHiONCeH S € AHANI3 CYYACHOL NPAKMUKY 8UPIWEeHHs CROpi8 Y cghepi 8ideoizop ma Kibepcnopmy,
BUABNECHHSA BUKIUKIG, 3 AKUMU CIMUKAIOMbCSA CHIOPOHU CNOPIB, MA 8USHAYEHHS e(heKMUBHUX nioxo0ie 00 ix supiuieHHs 3d
00NOMO2010 ALMEPHATNUBHUX MEXAHIZMIB, MAKUX K Mediayis ma apoimpasic.

Y pesyromami eécmanosneno, wo mpaouyilini npagosi Mexamizmu Uacmo He 8i0n0sioaroms 0COOAUBOCAM
KibepcnopmusHoeo cepedosuuya, wo npu3600Uums 00 Npasosoi HeU3HAUeHOCmi O 1020 YHACHUKIG. Y 0ocaiodicenti
HA20M0UEHO Ha HeobXIOHOCmi adanmayii HAYIOHATbHUX NPABOGUX CUCTEM 00 BUKIUKIE YUpposoi enoxu ma po3pooKu
Cneyianizo8anux nPpasosux Mexamizmie y cgpepi Kkibepcnopmy.

Knruosi cnosa: xibepcnopm, 8ideoicpu, npasosi cnopu, aibmepHAmugHe GUpPiUeHHs Cnopie, apbimpasic,
inmenexmyanvha énacuicms, WIPO, konmpaxmu y xibepcnopmi, IGET.

Introduction.

The rapid expansion of the esports and video game
industry has given rise to a range of complex legal
issues that challenge traditional regulatory frame-
works. With millions of players, developers, spon-
sors, and spectators worldwide, esports has evolved
into a global phenomenon that intersects with enter-
tainment, commerce, and digital innovation. Yet,
despite its exponential growth, the legal infrastruc-
ture surrounding esports remains fragmented and
underdeveloped.

One of the most pressing legal challenges in this
sector is the regulation of dispute resolution. Esports
competitions often involve multinational participants
and transborder transactions, creating jurisdictional
uncertainties and procedural complications in case of
conflict. Traditional court systems are frequently ill-
suited to address these disputes due to their lengthy
processes, lack of industry-specific expertise, and
limitations in handling cross-border matters. Conse-
quently, stakeholders are increasingly seeking alter-
native mechanisms that are more efficient, special-
ized, and responsive to the fast-paced nature of the
industry.

Alternative dispute resolution (ADR) methods —
including arbitration and mediation — offer a promising
avenue for addressing these issues. The emergence of
dedicated bodies such as the International Games and
Esports Tribunal (IGET) underscores the sector's move
toward establishing specialized institutions capable of
resolving disputes efficiently and confidentially. How-
ever, the application of ADR in esports remains incon-
sistent and lacks standardized procedures and legal
recognition in many jurisdictions.

This article explores the potential of ADR as a key
legal instrument for resolving disputes in the esports
industry. It examines the legal gaps currently imped-
ing effective regulation, evaluates existing ADR
mechanisms and institutions, and proposes strategic
recommendations for enhancing their role in esports
governance. By addressing these issues, the study con-
tributes to the development of a coherent legal frame-
work that can support the sustainable growth and pro-
fessionalization of the global esports ecosystem.

Purpose and objectives.

The purpose of the study is to analyze the fea-
tures of legal regulation and the specifics of dispute
resolution in the field of video games and eSports, in
particular, to identify the challenges facing industry
participants and to propose effective mechanisms for
alternative conflict resolution.

The objectives of the study are:

Identify the characteristics of the structure and
participants of the esports industry that affect the
nature of legal disputes.

Investigate existing dispute resolution mechanisms,
including the role of mediation, arbitration, and
international institutions (WIPO, IGET).

Identify gaps in the existing legal regulation of
eSports and offer recommendations for improving
the regulatory framework.

Research methods. To achieve the set goals,
the work applied a set of methods that provide
a deep and comprehensive study of the issues.
In order to systematically study regulatory legal
acts and strategic documents in the field of video
games and sports, the policy analysis method was
used. Thanks to this method, the study receives an
information basis for drawing conclusions about
the effectiveness of existing approaches and the
need for their improvement. The comparative legal
method, which consists in comparing legal norms,
institutions and practices of different jurisdictions
or branches of law in order to identify common
features, differences and best practices, contributed
to a better understanding of the specifics of e-sports
regulation in different countries, and also helps to
substantiate proposals for harmonizing legal norms
and introducing new models of dispute resolution.
The empirical approach allowed us to assess the
real challenges faced by industry participants and
the effectiveness of existing alternative conflict
resolution mechanisms.

This article uses a combination of legal doctrinal
and comparative analysis to examine the application
of alternative dispute resolution (ADR) in esports.
Sources include international legal instruments,
national legislation (primarily from the EU and
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Ukraine), institutional regulations (such as those of
IGET), and relevant academic literature.

The analysis also incorporates case study review
and content analysis of esports-related disputes
between 2020 and 2024, based on publicly available
data. The research is limited to sources in English and
Ukrainian, and primarily covers jurisdictions with
developed legal frameworks for ADR and esports.
This scope may affect the generalizability of findings
to other regions.

Research results.

In the context of the rapid development of the
video game and e-sports industry, the need to create
effective dispute resolution mechanisms that take
into account the specifics of this dynamic sphere
is becoming more urgent. The growth of market
volumes, investments and the number of participants
creates new challenges in the field of legal regulation,
related to both the protection of intellectual property
rights and the regulation of contractual relations,
ethical issues and integrity. In this context, the
creation of the International Tribunal for Games
and E-Sports (hereinafter — IGET), initiated by
the World Intellectual Property Organization
(hereinafter — WIPO) and the E-Sports Integrity
Commission (hereinafter — ESIC), deserves special
attention. This tribunal, as noted by WIPO (2025),
is designed to provide specialized alternative dispute
resolution (hereinafter — ADR) services adapted
to the needs of video games and e-sports, taking
into account the high dynamics of the industry, the
transnational nature of relations and the high level of
technological complexity of disputes

At the same time, despite the significant potential of
such initiatives, the scientific discussion indicates the
existence of a number of conceptual and institutional
barriers to the creation of arbitration similar to the
Court of Arbitration for Sport (hereinafter — CAS) in
the field of e-sports. Camilleri and Hook (2023) argue
that in the context of industry fragmentation, inequality
of contracting parties and the absence of generally
accepted regulatory standards, attempts to unify
approaches to dispute resolution currently face utopian
expectations regarding the neutrality and universality
of arbitration. A particular difficulty is the jurisdictional
uncertainty associated with the transnational nature of
many development companies, publishers and players,
which significantly complicates enforcement.

At an empirical level, Djauhari (2023) examines
the case of Indonesia, where sponsorship contracts
in the esports sector are concluded without proper
legal support, which leads to a high level of
legal uncertainty and disputes. Existing practices
demonstrate a lack of regulation of key aspects,

including issues of brand use, regulation of streaming
rights, procedures for resolving early contract
termination and profit sharing. A similar situation is
observed in other markets, where the formalization
of relationships between players, teams and sponsors
is still at an early stage.

An important component of the legal field is the
issue of intellectual property rights protection, which
is taking on new dimensions in the field of e-sports.
The EUIPO report (2024) highlights the increasing
number of conflicts regarding rights to digital assets,
character images, game content broadcasts and the
use of fan content. The case law of the European
Court of General Jurisdiction (Cases T-700/18 and
T-491/22) demonstrates that even such traditional
tools as trademarks need to be rethought in light
of new ways of interacting with content and the
digital environment. For example, in Case T-700/18,
the Court confirmed the likelihood of confusion
between an application for an EU trade mark for
the designation DUNGEONS, covering goods and
services in Classes 9, 28 and 41, and the earlier word
mark DUNGEONS & DRAGONS, which covered
identical or similar goods and services. The Court
took into account that the target audience shows an
average level of attention, which is due, among other
things, to the widespread popularity of video games
and their fleeting nature. It was also found that the
earlier trade mark has a normal level of recognition.
In case T-491/22, on the contrary, the Court confirmed
the absence of a likelihood of confusion between the
application for a figurative trade mark in the form
of a smiling character in the shape of a ball with
wide-open eyes, a top hat, straight arms and short
legs and the earlier trade marks containing a figure
with a unicorn, a deformed face and a walking stick.
The Court concluded that the signs are substantially
different overall. This shows that the protection of
trade marks for fantasy characters in the EU has
relatively narrow limits. The question of extending
the doctrine of similarity of signs to take into account
the aesthetic, emotional and interactive perception of
a virtual product is therefore raised.

The article Resolving Video Games and Esports
Disputes: How Can WIPO's Alternative Dispute
Resolution Options Help? (WIPO Magazine, 2023)
examines how WIPO's ADR mechanisms can function
effectively in the context of the rapidly growing video
games and esports industries. Toscano, Suarez and
Gkoritsa (2023) note that ADR, as well as specialized
legal mechanisms, are becoming critical. The authors
emphasize that these sectors are characterized
by a high level of dynamism, globalization and
digital interaction, which makes it difficult to apply
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traditional judicial approaches to dispute resolution.
WIPO offers arbitration and mediation services
through the WIPO Arbitration and Mediation Center,
adapted to the needs and specificities of video games.
Key advantages of ADR in this context include
the speed and efficiency of procedures, which is
important in an industry where delays can have
significant economic consequences; confidentiality,
which allows companies to avoid public disclosure
of commercially sensitive information; and industry
expertise — the process involves specialists who are
well-versed in the field of intellectual property, video
games and e-sports. Therefore, it can be concluded
that ADR with the support of WIPO is a promising tool
for adapting legal mechanisms to new digital realities,
which takes into account the need for a specialized,
effective and flexible approach to resolving conflicts
in video games and e-sports. However, despite the
obvious advantages, such as neutrality, international
recognition and professionalism of mediators,
there are also certain critical remarks regarding the
implementation of such mechanisms in this area.

The level of awareness and trust of esports market
participants in institutional ADR tools remains
controversial, particularly among independent
developers, streamers, or small teams. In addition,
there is a risk of potential imbalance of interests
in alternative resolution processes, where large
corporations may potentially have greater resources to
influence the process and the selection of arbitrators.
This could jeopardize the principle of independence
and equality of arms.

Furthermore, while ADR is a flexible alternative
to litigation, it does not always provide the publicity
and transparency needed to set precedents or ensure
accountability.

For example, Holden, Kaburakis, and Rodenberg
(2017) highlight another legal gap: the lack of a
specialized legal infrastructure in the United States.
The authors point out that most disputes related to
player contracts, team discipline, or doping are
resolved out of court without proper oversight. They
conclude that there is a need for the establishment of
autonomous, yet legitimate, arbitration bodies.

Thus, while ADR with WIPO participation
is an important step towards specialized dispute
resolution in the digital environment, its effective
implementation requires additional ~measures
to ensure the inclusiveness, transparency, and
independence of the procedures.

The Linklaters (2025) report indicates that the
video game market remains highly dynamic and
attractive for investment, but at the same time prone
to instability associated with nationalistic geopolitical

trends, rising costs for content development, declining
consumer solvency, and increased regulation
(in particular, regarding child safety and transparency
of in-game transactions). In this context, experts
predict further development of regulatory technologies
(hereinafter — RegTech) specifically for video games,
which will contribute to more transparent risk
management and contribute to increasing market
integrity. Travers Smith (2024) adds a critical view
of arbitration to the discussion. Despite the obvious
advantages (efficiency, flexibility, confidentiality),
the authors draw attention to the lack of publicity in
decision-making and distrust of the results among
players and the fan community. They argue that only by
reforming the process — in particular, by ensuring the
independence of judges, openness, and codes of ethics —
can arbitration become a mainstream mechanism in
eSports. Finally, Leluka (2024) raises the issue of
integrating IP protection into new formats of sports,
including the metaverse. The author argues that the
current system of copyright and trademark protection
does not always keep pace with the dynamics of digital
products, which requires conceptual rethinking and
the development of special rules.

In view of the above, it can be argued that
at the intersection of digital transformation, the
transnational nature of the industry and legal
fragmentation, new challenges are emerging for the
theory and practice of dispute resolution. Alternative
models, such as IGET, demonstrate the potential to
adapt arbitration and mediation procedures to industry
realities, but require further doctrinal development,
international legitimation and standardization. Thus,
the formation of an effective and universal dispute
resolution mechanism in the field of video games and
eSports remains a promising but difficult task in both
theoretical and applied dimensions.

Therefore, thefieldofesportsis facingunprecedented
growth, accompanied by an increase in legal disputes.
To ensure the sustainable development of the industry,
it is necessary to implement flexible, specialized and
at the same time transparent mechanisms for resolving
conflicts. Initiatives such as IGET, the growing role of
ADR, the development of legal standards in contracts
and IP are initiatives that contribute to the formation
of a new legal ecosystem in the field of video games
and esports.

Conclusions

In the rapidly evolving landscape of esports
and the video game industry, legal regulation has
not kept pace with technological and commercial
developments. The absence of a unified legal
framework — particularly for resolving disputes —
undermines the stability and predictability necessary
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for sustainable growth in this sector. Esports effectiveness, it is essential to establish standardized
competitions increasingly give rise to complex legal  procedures, ensure transparency and fairness in
relationships involving various stakeholders, such as  tribunal operations, and promote awareness among
publishers, teams, players, sponsors, and streaming  stakeholders about the availability and benefits of
platforms. These relationships often generate ~ ADR. Policymakers, legal practitioners, and industry
conflicts that traditional litigation mechanisms are  actors must collaborate to develop a coherent legal
ill-equipped to resolve due to issues of jurisdiction, and institutional architecture that supports dispute
confidentiality, cost, and the need for industry- resolution while safeguarding the rights and interests
specific expertise. of all parties involved.

This study has demonstrated that alternative In conclusion, integrating ADR into the legal
dispute resolution (ADR) methods — especially regulation of esports is not merely a practical
arbitration and mediation — offer a more effective  necessity but a strategic imperative. It offers a path
means of addressing these legal challenges. The toward greater legal certainty, reduced conflict, and
emergence of specialized institutions like the a more equitable and professionalized competitive
International Games and Esports Tribunal (IGET) environment. Future legal frameworks should reflect
reflects a growing recognition of the need for tailored,  the unique characteristics of the esports ecosystem,
flexible, and internationalized mechanisms suited to  ensuring that dispute resolution mechanisms are not
the digital and cross-border nature of esports. only accessible and efficient but also aligned with the

Nevertheless, the use of ADR in this field remains ~ values of innovation, inclusivity, and fair play that
underdeveloped and fragmented. To enhance its  define the industry.
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