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abstract-logical, systemic-functional, analysis and synthesis, the method of theoretical generalisation
to generalise the theoretical and legal foundations of ensuring freedom of speech existing in foreign
countries and to systematise the components of the right to freedom of speech and criteria and
conditions for restricting the right to freedom of speech and the right to express views and beliefs.
Comparative legal method is used for the analysis and comparison of foreign legislation regulating
freedom of speech and the right to express views and beliefs on the Internet. The paper substantiates
that the problem of legal regulation of ensuring freedom of speech lies in the complexity of achieving
an optimal balance between guaranteeing the right to freedom of speech and protecting others. It
is revealed that the implementation of the right to freedom of speech on the Internet and in social
networks in the United States, Japan, China, and Germany is regulated differently on the legislative level
and various approaches are used. Special attention is paid to legislative provision of responsibility for
spreading false information, protection of public safety, and protection of copyright on the Internet. The
opinion is justified that the experience of Japan and Germany is the most acceptable for Ukraine. The
practical importance of the study lies in the fact that the analysis of the legislation of foreign countries
allowed identifying the features of legal regulation of the right to freedom of speech in individual states
and establishing the advantages and disadvantages that may exist in this field

Keywords: freedom of expression; right to express views and beliefs; global information society; right

to a fair trial; copyright; criminalisation

Introduction

The issue of legal protection of freedom of speech,
the right to express views and beliefs, becomes
increasingly relevant in all countries around the
world, including Ukraine. This relevance has been
driven by the development of information and
communication technologies. The creation of the
Internet network has led to the formation of a uni-
fied informational space in which citizens from dif-
ferent countries can instantly and freely commu-
nicate, share information, their views, and beliefs.
Freedom of speech is one of the most important
values that democratic society is built upon. There-
fore, it is key to the formation of the information
society. In a global information society, freedom of
speech and the right to express views and beliefs
must be fully ensured. This should be reflected
in legislation that guarantees the right to free-
dom of speech, including prohibiting censorship,
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not recognising any ideology as mandatory, and
promoting ideological, political, and economic
diversity. However, it is important to remem-
ber that ensuring the rights of some individuals
should not violate the rights of others. Thus, the
right to freedom of speech cannot be absolute.

The rapid development of information and
communication technologies, in addition to enor-
mous advantages, strengthening and facilitating
the realisation of the right to freedom of speech,
has also given rise to a number of new problems.
Cases of abuse of freedom of speech and the right
to express views and beliefs are becoming more
frequent. This situation necessitates a reevalua-
tion of priorities in state information policies and
the legislative establishment of criteria for limit-
ing freedom of speech, information, and the right
to express views.
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0.Yaraetal (2021) considerfreedomofspeech
as a human right that allows individuals to express
their views on past, present, or future events,
facts, etc., and provide their assessment of them.

L. Yarmol (2017) emphasised that freedom
of expression is a fundamental human right and
proposes constitutional changes in Ukraine to
provide citizens with more opportunities to ex-
press a probabilistic attitude to any phenomena,
processes, events, and facts of the past, present,
and future in any form.

V.C. Brannon (2019), L. Golovko et al. (2021),
G. Spiegel (2018), focused on the need to imple-
ment legislative reforms in the field of ensuring the
right to express views in social networks. S. Matsui
(2021) argues for the need to restrict access of cer-
tain “undesirable” users to the Internet.

E. Ricknell (2020) highlights the importance of
avoiding the promotion of harmful information on
the Internet. B. Sander (2020) focused on the need
to consider not only the private interests of owners
of online platformsbutalso broader publicinterests.

Despite substantial coverage, there has been
limited attention to investigating international le-
gal regulation of freedom of speech in the context
of the global information society. Therefore, this
issue remains relevant.

Developed economies that entered the pro-
cessofbuilding an information society earlier have
encountered the problem of misuse of freedom of
speech and the right to express views on the Inter-
net. Thus, analysing positive international experi-
ences in balancing the right to express views and
protecting the rights of others online is pertinent.

The purpose of the paper is to analyse the
legal regulation of the right to express views and
beliefs on the Internet in international documents
and legislation of foreign countries to identify
features, advantages, and drawbacks of such legal
regulation in different countries.

The study employs various theoretical re-
searchmethods, includinghistorical, abstract-logi-
cal, systemic-functional, analysis and synthesis,
and theoretical generalisation. The systemic-func-
tional method, abstract-logical method, analysis
and synthesis, and theoretical generalisation fa-
cilitated the summarization of theoretical and
legal principles of ensuring freedom of speech
existing in foreign countries, the systematisation
of components of the right to freedom of speech,
criteria and conditions for restricting the right to
freedom of speech and the right to express views
and beliefs.

The comparative legal method was used in
the analysis and comparison of foreign legisla-
tion regulating freedom of speech and the right
to express views and beliefs on the Internet. Key
attention is paid to the legislation of the United
States, Japan, China, and Germany. Through the
analysis of foreign countries’ legislation, particu-
larities of legal regulation concerning the right to
freedom of speech in specific nations were identi-
fied, including the advantages and disadvantages
that might exist. Special attention was paid to the
legislative consolidation of responsibility for the
dissemination of false information on the Inter-
net, the protection of public safety, and copyright
protection on the Internet.

Legal support of freedom
of speech in international treaties

According to Article 19 of the Universal Declara-
tion of Human Rights (1948), every individual has
the right to freedom of thought and the expres-
sion of those thoughts. This right encompasses
the freedom to uphold one’s beliefs and to seek,
receive, and disseminate information and ideas
by any means and regardless of national borders.
Moreover, the document does not provide for re-
strictions on this right.
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In line with Article 19 of the Internation-
al Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (1966),
every person possesses the right to express their
views freely. This right includes the freedom to
seek, obtain, and share information and ideas
across borders, whether orally, in writing, through
print, artistic expressions, or any other means of
their choice. The paper specifies that exercising
this right carries responsibilities, necessitating a
heightened level of accountability. Moreover, the
International Covenant permits states to impose
restrictions on the exercise of the right to expres-
sion on a legislative level when necessary to pro-
tect the rights and reputations of others or for the
preservation of national security, public order,
health, or morality.

According to the Human Rights Commit-
tee General Comment No. 34 (2011), freedom of
thought and the right to express views are essen-
tial conditions for the full development of the in-
dividual. They form the foundation for any demo-
cratic society. Freedom of thought and the right to
express views are closely linked, and freedom of
expression is a means of exchanging opinions and
developing them.

In 2016, the United Nations Human Rights
Council adopted the “Promotion, Protection and
Enjoyment of Human Rights on the Internet” reso-
lution, aiming to safeguard the right to express
views online. According to the resolution, the
rights that belong to a person offline should also
be protected on the Internet.

Simultaneously, international documents
have been adopted by the global community to
prohibit expressions that propagate hatred and
hostility on the Internet. For instance, the Addi-
tional Protocol to the Convention on Cybercrime
concerning the criminalization of racist and
xenophobic acts committed through computer
systems (2003) prohibits any written or other
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material that advocates, promotes, or incites dis-
crimination or violence against any individual or
group based on any characteristic.

Convention for the Protection of Human
Rights and Fundamental Freedoms (1950) Arti-
cle 10 provides for freedom of expression, which
includes the freedom to adhere to one’s views,
receive and transmit information and ideas
without interference from state authorities and
regardless of borders. Similar to other interna-
tional agreements, the Convention also allows
for limitations established by law that are neces-
sary in a democratic society for national security,
territorial integrity, public safety, prevention of
disorder or crime, protection of health or mo-
rals, protection of reputation or rights of others,
prevention of disclosure of confidential informa-
tion, or maintaining the authority and impartial-
ity of the judiciary.

The Charter of Fundamental Rights of the
European Union (2000) is an integral part of the
legal system of the European Union. The Charter
is binding on European institutions and member
states and provides for the protection of freedom
of speech in Article 11: “Everyone has the right
to freedom of expression.” This right encompas-
ses the freedom to hold one’s opinion, obtain and
disseminate information and ideas without inter-
ference from public authorities and regardless of
national borders. Furthermore, the Charter of EU
Fundamental Rights requires the observance of
freedom and pluralism of media outlets.

Thus, freedom of speech as a key right ne-
cessary in a democratic society is enshrined in a
number of international treaties adopted within
the UN, the Council of Europe, and the European
Union. Nonetheless, the realisation of this right
necessitates a sense of responsibility and the es-
tablishment of legislative constraints to safeguard
the rights of others and maintain public safety.
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Legal support of freedom of speech
on the Internet in foreign countries

One of the first countries to adopt legislation in
the field of legal regulation of freedom of speech
on the Internet is the Federal Republic of Germa-
ny (hereinafter - Germany). On October 1, 2017,
Germany adopted the Law of the Federal Republic
of Germany “Network Enforcement Act” (2017).
The Law defines a “social media provider” as a
provider of telemedia services that operates an
internet platform to allow users to share views
with other users or make content publicly ac-
cessible. Exceptions apply to platforms that offer
journalistic or editorial content, for which the ser-
vice provider is responsible; platforms intended
for individual communication or sharing specific
content, and professional networks like LinkedIn.
The law obliges providers of telemedia services to
establish and ensure the operation of a system for
handling complaints about illegal content. If the
content is clearly illegal, the provider must block
it within 24 hours. Other illegal content should
usually be blocked within seven days of receiving
a complaint. The seven-day period may be extend-
ed if the user who uploaded the content is given
the opportunity to respond to the complaint or if
a self-regulatory body is involved. Illegal content
includes content that corresponds to certain vio-
lations of the Criminal Code of the Federal Repub-
lic of Germany (1998), including incitement to
hatred, insults, and deliberate defamation. Fines
for violating the obligation provided for by law
can reach 50 million euros. In addition, providers
of telemedia services are required to publish re-
ports on their activities twice a year.

The Law of the Federal Republic of Germany
“Network Enforcement Act” prompted providers
of telemedia services to take measures against
expressions that incite hatred or contain threats,
etc. Therefore, the positive effect of this regulation

should not be underestimated. Meanwhile, Ger-
man researchers have raised a number of critical
points. For example, W. Schulz (2018) raises the
question of the unclear status of providers of tele-
media services. Furthermore, the main question,
according to the researchers, is whether the crea-
tion of a complaint system provided for by law
does not violate the basic rights of the provider.
The main criticism from researchers relates to
potential violations of freedom of speech in var-
ious ways. In practice, the obligation of social
media platforms to remove clearly illegal content
within 24 hours raised questions about potential
over-blocking of content and the privatisation of
judicial power through the interpretation and
application of criminal law by private companies.
These two elements together, in turn, could result
inasignificantrestriction of freedom of speech, ac-
cording to K. Klonick (2018) and N. Guggenberger
(2017). A. Heldt (2019) argues that the question
of whether content can be removed, as required
by the “Consumer Protection in Social Media Act”,
is not the main issue. Firstly, because the law re-
quires the removal of illegal content, and second-
ly, because removal is still the most effective tool
used by providers of telemedia services when
it comes to expressions that incite aggression.

The Constitution of Japan (1946) prohibits
censorship and protects freedom of speech, the
press, and all other forms of expression, includ-
ing the confidentiality of communication means.
However, there are legal limitations established to
protect the rights of others.

Japan has a number of regulatory acts aimed
at safeguarding the country’s security, public
order, and the rights of others on the Internet,
through civil and criminal liability. For example, in
2014, the law on the protection of a specially de-
fined secret came into force (Cabinet Secretariat,
n.d.). The law grants certain officials the authority
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for an unlimited period to restrict public informa-
tion related to defence, diplomatic relations (the
content of negotiations with the government of a
foreign country or international organisation that
is important for national security; prohibition on
the import or export of goods or other measures
taken by Japan for national security; important
information related to protecting citizens’ lives,
maintaining territorial integrity, peace, and securi-
ty of the international community, or information
requiring protection based on a treaty or other
international agreement gathered in connection
with national security), prevention of certain
harmful activities (important information related
to protecting citizens’ lives or information from
the government of a foreign state or internation-
al organisation gathered in connection with pre-
venting certain harmful activities), and prevention
of terrorist activities (Cabinet Secretariat, n.d.).
Those who possess such state classified informa-
tion and have caused its deliberate leakage are
punishable by up to 10 years imprisonment, and
for unintentional leakage of information - up to 2
years. Persons who knowingly received such clas-
sified information from an administrative body are
punishable by up to 5 years imprisonment for in-
tentional disclosure and 1-year imprisonment for
negligent disclosure (Freedom on the Net, 2016).

The protection of copyright on the Inter-
net has gained particular importance. In 2020,
the Japanese government made amendments to
the Copyright Act, making it illegal to download
or upload content that infringes on copyrights
(Cabinet Secretariat, n.d.). Previously in 2010,
the downloading or uploading of videos and mu-
sic was criminalised if the person knew that they
were doing so illegally. However, this area was
limited to “videos and music” and did not cov-
er books, magazines, and comics (manga). The
2020 amendment expanded the scope to cover all

Law. Human. Environment. 2023. Vol. 14, No. 2

types of copyrighted works (e.g., comics, books,
documents, computer programmes) (Nakazaki
et al, 2023). Violators of the revised law face up
to two years of imprisonment and/or a fine of up
to 2 million yen (18,000 USD) (Freedom on the
Net, 2021). In addition, Article 175 of the Penal
Code of Japan (1907) prohibits the dissemination
of indecent content. The distribution, sale, or dis-
play of indecent content (images, objects, etc.) is
punishable by imprisonment for up to 2 years or
a fine of up to 2.5 million yen.

The United States ranks third in the world in
terms of the number of internet users. However,
the regulation of the right to freedom of speech
on the Internet and social media platforms is not
governed by legislation there. Social networks
are private companies. They themselves establish
their own usage rules, which can include content
censorship and restrictions on community mem-
bership rights.

In the United States, free speech infringement
lawsuits filed against social media are usually dis-
missed. The main reason for rejection is that so-
cial networks are not state entities and their plat-
forms are not public forums. Therefore, the First
Amendment to the United States Constitution,
which guarantees general citizen freedoms includ-
ing freedom of speech (Constitution of The United
States of America, 1787), does not apply to them.
The overarching principle of freedom of speech
under the First Amendment is that its protection
is aimed at preventing restrictions on expression
by the government. The First Amendment only
prohibits the U.S. Congress from enacting laws
that limit freedom of speech. This provision also
applies to certain states and local authorities but
does not extend to private companies. As noted
by B.M. Pinkus (2021), only in rare cases have
U.S. courts recognised social media platforms as
public forums. An example of this is the decision




Golovko et al.

by a district court and subsequently an appeals
court in the case of the Knight First Amendment
Institute v. Donald Trump, where the courts ruled
that the blocking of certain critical comments
by the U.S. President on his official Twitter page
violated citizens’ right to freedom of speech as
protected by the First Amendment to the Con-
stitution, as the page was considered a public fo-
rum (Knight First Amendment Institute..., 2019).

Publication of false facts about an individual
that damage their reputation can lead to civil (and
very rarely criminal) defamation lawsuits in the
United States. As noted by K.S. Park and A. Kuczer-
awy (n.d.), the legislation still considerably varies
across individual states. However, to file a defa-
mation lawsuit today, the plaintiff usually needs
to prove, among other things, (1) that the defend-
ant published a statement; (2) that the statement
was a false fact (as opposed to true facts or opin-
ion); and (3) that the defendant acted with a cer-
tain level of fault (this can be negligence or actual
malice, meaning it is necessary for the defendant
to have known that the statement was false at the
time of its publication).

D. Wakabayashi (2020) draws attention to
another flaw in US law. Section 230 of the feder-
al Law of the United States of America, known as
the “Communications Decency Act” (1995), has
contributed to the prosperity of companies like
Facebook, YouTube, Twitter, and numerous other
internet companies. While the First Amendment
to the Constitution of the United States of Amer-
ica (1787) safeguards freedom of speech, includ-
ing hostile expressions, Section 230 shields web-
sites from liability for content created by their
users. This allows internet companies to mod-
erate their sites without being responsible for
the information they host. However, Section 230
does not provide complete protection from legal
responsibility for certain criminal actions, such as

posting child pornography or infringing on intel-
lectual property rights. Grounds for legal account-
ability can arise, for instance, with the passage of
the Law of the United States of America “Allow
States and Victims to Fight Online Sex Trafficking”
(2018), which creates an exception to the appli-
cation of Section 230 for websites that knowingly
assist, promote, or support prostitution. However,
itis necessary to note the complexity of legislative
regulation of this issue. As noted by M. Sableman
(2013), if internet service providers were poten-
tially liable for every message posted on their
platforms, it would be expensive and challenging
for them to remove unacceptable or illegal con-
tent from the vast volume of information. In such
a situation, service providers will probably simply
delete most of the messages created by users. This
general self-censorship could lead providers to
delete any content that might trigger complaints,
potentially resulting in the Internet not fulfilling
its intended functions and advantages.

An example of a country that significantly
restricts freedom of speech on the Internet is the
people’s Republic of China. Since 2015, the dis-
semination of false information that seriously dis-
rupts public order is considered a crime in China,
punishable by up to seven years in prison (Moyni-
han & Patel, 2021). In 2017, the government intro-
duced the “Law of the People’s Republic of China
on Cybersecurity” (2017), requiring social media
platforms to republish and reference news arti-
cles from state-approved media. Online platforms
are required to adhere to state restrictions and
cooperate in implementing strict limitations on
political, social, and religious discourse in order
to obtain operating permits. According to Article
6 of the Order of the Cyberspace Administration of
China “Provisions on the Governance of the Online
Information Content Ecosystem” (2019), which
came into effect on March 1, 2020, producers of
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online information content should not create, copy,
or publish any unlawful information that includes
violations of fundamental principles outlined in
the Constitution of the People’s Republic of China
(1982), poses a threat to national security, un-
dermines the reputation or interests of the state,
distorts, slanders, defiles, or denies heroic deeds
and spirit, propagates terrorism or extremism,
incites any terrorist or extremist activities, fuels
ethnic hostility or discrimination, promotes ideas
harmful to state religious policies, spreads rum-
ors to disrupt economic and social order, spreads
indecent information, promotes criminal activity,
demeans, slanders others or infringes on their
reputation, confidentiality, and other lawful rights
and interests, or any other content prohibited by
laws and administrative regulations (Order of the
Cyberspace Administration..., 2019). Network In-
formation Departments at all levels monitor and
verify the performance of information content
management responsibilities on network infor-
mation content service platforms and, if necessary,
conduct special checks on the platforms. The Chi-
nese cyberspace administration may suspend or
close online platforms that are considered to vio-
late the requirements contained in the regulation.

According to Article 176 of the Criminal
Code of Ukraine (2001), unlawful reproduction,
use, and distribution of scientific, literary, and
artistic works, computer programmes and data-
bases, other works, unlawful reproduction, use,
and distribution of performances, phonograms,
videograms, and broadcasting programs, their
unlawful reproduction and distribution on audio
and video cassettes, floppy disks, other informa-
tion carriers, camcording, cardsharing, or other
intentional copyright infringement and related
rights, financing such actions, if they have caused
significant material damage, are punishable by a
fine ranging from three hundred to one thousand
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untaxed minimum incomes, corrective labour for
up to two years or imprisonment for the same
term. The study concluded that this provision is
insufficient, and it Is proposed to adopt the expe-
rience of Japan and criminalise the uploading or
downloading of videos and music if the person
was aware that they were uploaded unlawfully.
The experience of the United States is seen as not
worth emulating, as internet companies in that
country have the right to moderate their websites
without being held responsible for the informa-
tion they host. The responsibility model of Ger-
many is worth considering.

Conclusions

The study examined the legal framework for the
realisation of freedom of speech on the Internet
and the experiences of foreign countries in en-
suring its implementation at the national level.
It has been established that at the international
level, a considerable number of documents have
been adopted to ensure the implementation of
freedom of speech as a key element inherent in
democratic societies. However, the development
of information and communication technologies
and the formation of a global information society
have led to the need for further refinement and
expansion of legal regulations in this area. Anal-
ysis of legislation in different countries confirms
the existence of various approaches to addressing
important tasks such as protecting the rights of
others, respecting private life, morality, maintain-
ing public order, security, preventing crimes and
disturbances, and safeguarding copyright.
Copyright protection on the Internet remains
relevant. Japan is a leader in this field, having
made amendments to copyright protection legis-
lation that render the unauthorised uploading or
downloading of any copyright-infringing content
illegal. It is worth agreeing with the necessity of
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criminalising copyright infringements. Neverthe-
less, the question of the type and extent of pen-
alties remains a subject of debate and requires
further analysis.

In China, where substantial restrictions on
the content of information posted on the Inter-
net are legislatively established, these limitations
concern not only information that threatens na-
tional security and public order but also harm-
ful information for state religious policies and
rumours that could disrupt economic and social
order, among others. For violation of the law, seri-
ous sanctions are provided - up to seven years of
imprisonment. The validity of such severe sanc-
tions also remains debatable.

In the United States, social networks them-
selves set rules for using their communities,
which may provide for censorship of the content
of statements, and also have the right to restrict
membership in communities. Atthe same time, the
issue of preventing false statements remains un-
resolved, which is a prospect for further research.

The scientific originality of the study is that
the analysis of foreign legislation in the field of
legal support for the implementation of freedom
of speech is conducted to identify positive experi-
ences that can be used in Ukraine. It is concluded
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AHomayisa

AKTyasNbHICTBE TEMH JJOCJTiPKEHHS MOJISATA€E B TOMY, 1110 CBO6G0/ja CJIOBA — 1€ TPUPO/IHE PaBO JIIOAUHHY,
sKe Ma€ OyTH 3abe3leyeHUM Ha 3aKOHOAABYOMY DpiBHi, mpoTe B mepios CTPIMKOro pO3BUTKY
iHpopmaniiHO-KOMyHIiKaL[iHHUX TEXHOJIOTiIH HeO6XiJHO 3HAUTH GaslaHC MiXK TaKUM 3a6e3NedyeHHsM i
3axHUCTOM IpaB iHIIHKX 0ci6. MeTa cTaTTi — MPOBECTH AOC/iPKEeHHS TPAaBOBOr0 3a6e3MeYeHHs CBO6OAU
CJI0Ba HAa MI>)KHApOJHOMY piBHi, a TaKOX JOCBiAy 3apyOi>KHUX KpaiH 1[0/[0 IPAaBOBOTO PEry/JII0BaHHS
i€l mpo6yieMaTUKK. Y po6OTi BUKOPHUCTAHO 3araJlbHOTEOPETUYHI METOAU HAYKOBUX AOCiKeHb, a
caMe: iCTOpUYHUH, aGCTPAKTHO-JOTIUHUH, CUCTEMHO-PYHKLiIOHAIbHUY, aHa/Ii3y i CUHTe3y, a TaKoX
MeTOJ/I TeOPeTHUYHOTO y3arajbHeHHd, AKi Jajyd 3MOry y3arajJbHUTH TeOpPeTHUKO-NPaBOBI 3acafu
3abe3neyeHHs] CBOGOAM CJIOBa, fIKi iCHYIOTh B 3apyODKHUX KpaiHaX, a TaKoX CHCTEMaTH3yBaTH
KOMIIOHEHTH IIpaBa Ha CBOGOAY cJioBa W KpuTepii Ta yMOBH 06MeXeHHs1 NpaBa Ha CBOGOAY CJIOBa
! npaBa Ha BUpaXKeHHS MOMVISAJIB Ta NepeKoHaHb. [IOpiBHAJNBbHO-NPAaBOBUN MeETOJ BUKOPUCTAHO
JUIS aHaJi3y ¥ MOpIBHAHHSA 3apyO6iXKHOTrO 3aKOHOAABCTBA, 1[0 PETYJIIOE CBOGOAY CJOBA M NMpaBoO Ha
BUP&XEHHS TOMJISAZIB Ta NepeKoHaHb B Mepexi «IHTepHeT». Y pociifkeHHiI 0GI'PYyHTOBaHO, IO
npo6JieMa MpaBoOBOI'0 Pery/l0BaHHs 3a6e3MeYeHHsI CBO60/U C10Ba MOJISITAE Y CKJIaIHOCTI JOCATHEHHS
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ONTHMMAaJbHOro 6ajJaHCy MiX rapaHTyBaHHSM IIpaBa Ha CBO6GOAYy cJioBa M 3aXUCTOM iHLIMX OCi6.
BusBiieHo, 1110 peaiizalisi mpaBa Ha CBO60AY c/10Ba B Mepexi «[HTepHeT» i B conianbHuX Mepexax CIIA,
Anonii, Kutaro, Hime4unHH Ha 3aKOHOJaBYOMY PiBHI PEryJII0€TbCA He 0JJHAKOBO ¥l BUKOPHUCTOBYIOThCS
pi3Hi miaxozu. Oco6aMBY yBary HpHUCBSIYEHO 3aKOHOJABUOMY 3aKpiljieHHIO BiAmoBijajabHOCTI 3a
NOIIMpeHHs HeNpaBAuBoi iHpopMaliil, 3axUcTy rpoMajicbkoi 6e3MeKu Ta 3aXUCTy aBTOPCHKHUX MpaB
B Mepexi «lHTepHeT». OGIpyHTOBAHO AYMKY, 1[0 HAK6iNbII NPUUHATHUHN A5 YKpainu focBia SAnoHwii
Ta HimeyunHu. [IpakTH4He 3HaUYeHHA CTATTi NOJIATAE B TOMY, 1110 aHaJIi3 3aKOHOAABCTBA 3apyOiXKHUX
KpaiH /aB MOXJIMBICTb BUSIBUTH OCOGJIMBOCTI NPAaBOBOTO PeTy/II0OBaHHS IpaBa Ha CBOGOAY CJIOBA B
OKpEeMHX Jiep>KaBaX Ta BCTAHOBUTH NlepeBaru Ta HeJJ0JIiKH, IKi MOXKYTb iCHyBaTH B Lill cpepi

Kawouosi cao0ea: cBo60a BUpaXkeHHS OTVIAZIB; TPaBO BUPAXKeHHs MOTJIA/IB i IepeKoHaHb; I106abHe

iHdopmariiiHe cycninbCTBO; MpaBo Ha ClIpaBeAJIMBUM CYJi; aBTOPChbKe NMPaBo; KpUMiHasizanis
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