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b Senior Lecturer in Law, Bath Spa University, UK
c Research Assistant, Balikesir University, Turkiye

A R T I C L E  I N F O

Keywords:
Arbitration
Blockchain
E-sports
Mediation
ODR
Videogame

A B S T R A C T

The e-sports industry has seen exponential growth, leading to increased disputes among players, teams, and 
organisers. Traditional dispute resolution methods, such as litigation, often fall short due to their time-consuming 
nature, the lack of technical expertise of the parties, and the international scope of e-sports disputes. This article 
highlights the potential of Blockchain Dispute Resolution (BDR) mechanisms to address these challenges. BDR 
offers several advantages for e-sports dispute resolution, ensuring transparency by recording all transactions and 
decisions on a public ledger, which can be accessed by all parties involved. This reduces the risk of biased de-
cisions and enhances trust among stakeholders. Additionally, smart contracts can automate the enforcement of 
agreements, reducing the need for intermediaries and speeding up the resolution process. The article also un-
derscores the importance of developing standardised rules and protocols for blockchain-based dispute resolution 
in e-sports, as it provides a structured approach for the recognition and enforcement of decisions made through 
blockchain mechanisms. The article, therefore, argues that the integration of blockchain technology in e-sports 
not only offers potential solutions for dispute resolution but also opens new avenues for monetisation and fan 
engagement, exciting the industry and its fans with the possibilities it brings for a more interactive and engaging 
future.

1. Introduction

The world of e-sports, referring to competitive video gaming, has not 
just grown but exploded from a niche hobby to a global industry with 
millions of fans and substantial revenue.1 Therefore, the challenges of 
ensuring fair play and resolving disputes among a range of stakeholders 
containing gaming associations, publishers, developers, tournament 
organisers, players, teams, fans, content creators, streaming platforms, 
retailers, service providers, and sponsors, become increasingly complex 
and pressing.2 The advent of emerging technologies and the tokenisation 

of in-game assets introduces new complexities to these e-sports disputes. 
As a result, efficient and reliable dispute-resolution mechanisms are 
more critical than ever.

Dispute resolution in e-sports currently relies on a combination of 
traditional litigation and alternative dispute resolution (ADR) mecha-
nisms such as negotiation, mediation, arbitration, and conciliation. 
However, these methods often struggle to keep pace with the fast- 
evolving nature of the industry, particularly in cross-border disputes 
and technologically complex cases. The rise of digitalisation has trans-
formed the way disputes are handled,3 leading to the emergence of 
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Online Dispute Resolution (ODR), a digital extension of ADR that fa-
cilitates negotiations, mediations, and arbitrations through online 
platforms.4 Given the inherently digital nature of e-sports, ODR presents 
a promising pathway for resolving conflicts efficiently and fairly.

Tokenisation refers to the process of converting rights to an asset into 
a digital token on a blockchain. For instance, virtual property rights 
could refer to ownership of in-game items or characters, intellectual 
property could include game designs or player strategies, and digital 
currency transactions might involve the purchase or sale of in-game 
currencies or items. These digital assets further highlight the need for 
secure and transparent dispute resolution mechanisms that can operate 
seamlessly in a decentralised environment..

Emerging technologies are significantly enhancing ODR platforms. 
Blockchain and Distributed Ledger Technologies (DLT) offer secure, 
transparent, and tamper-proof records, building trust between parties, 
reducing fraud, and improving data security in ODR processes. Artificial 
Intelligence (AI), including natural language processing and machine 
learning, streamlines tasks such as communication, document analysis, 
and decision-making, enabling faster and more accurate resolutions by 
identifying patterns in disputes. Additionally, chatbots are making the 
ODR process more accessible and user-friendly by providing consumers 
with information, answering questions, and assisting with documenta-
tion, reducing barriers to participation.5

However, traditional ODR methods have limitations, particularly in 
enforcing decisions and addressing the technical nuances of e-sports 
disputes. This is where Blockchain-Based Dispute Resolution (BDR) 
emerges as a potential solution. Originally developed for 
cryptocurrency-related transactions, BDR is a secure and decentralised 
mechanism that records a wide range of transactions, ensuring trans-
parency, immutability, and efficiency. Leveraging smart contracts on a 
blockchain network, BDR automates resolution processes and eliminates 
the need for third-party intermediaries, offering a more efficient, fair, 
and secure alternative.

In industries like e-sports, where the nature of disputes is fast-paced, 
cross-border, and often involves technical complexities, traditional 
dispute resolution methods such as litigation often fall short. These 
shortcomings include the time-consuming nature of litigation, the lack 
of expertise in understanding the technical aspects of e-sports, potential 
biases in decision-making, and the cross-border nature of many disputes. 
Given its alignment with digitalisation and ODR, BDR could significantly 
enhance dispute resolution in the e-sports sector, handling disputes in a 
more streamlined and trustworthy manner. Although BDR may also 
initially face hesitance from parties unfamiliar with digital tools, its 
transparency through tamper-proof records,6

In this respect, the article first explores the evolution of e-sports, the 
intersection of traditional sports and e-sports, and the technological 
advancements shaping the future of this dynamic field. It then highlights 
the limitations of existing dispute-resolution methods and discusses the 
need for an effective dispute-resolution mechanism like blockchain, 
which is essential to support the growth and innovation of the video 
games and e-sports industry while preventing costly and protracted legal 
battles. The article, thus, concludes that BDR has the potential to 

revolutionise the e-sports industry, addressing jurisdictional issues, 
protecting intellectual property rights, and supporting the growth and 
innovation of the sector.

2. Unveiling E-Sports: An overview of evolution, growth, and 
future prospects

2.1. The Rise and global reach of E-Sports

The term e-sports refers to competitive video gaming events featuring 
both professional and amateur players. E-sports, namely electronic 
sports, is defined as a form of sports and competitive gaming facilitated 
by electronic systems and human-computer interfaces, typically in-
volves players competing in leagues, tournaments, and teams sponsored 
by businesses.7 In order to trace the origin and evolution of e-sports, one 
may examine the progression of computers and video games. It is 
believed that the first example of e-sports is a game called Tennis for 
Two, which was developed at MIT in the 1950s.8 In addition to its 
purpose being solely entertainment,9 it allowed two players to compete. 
Furthermore, it enabled spectators to watch the match. Thus, it com-
prises some components of e-sports, such as games, players, and audi-
ence.10 It may be claimed that this is a gateway to competitiveness, 
hence the emergence of e-sports.

The first game that could be played on various computers, Spacewar!, 
was considered to be the game that affected developers in the 1960s.11

Arcades and video consoles were developed, and an e-sports tourna-
ment, the Intergalactic Spacewar!, was held at Oxford University in the 
1970s.12 In 1997, internet entrepreneur Angel Munoz founded the 
Cyberathlete Professional League, marking the first use of sports ter-
minology in competitive gaming and initiating the ongoing evolution 
and debate over the term e-sports.13

The e-sports industry is growing day by day. Just at the beginning of 
the COVID-19 pandemic, the number of e-sports zealots was over 250 
million, casual gamers were over 300 million,14 and the market revenue 
was nearly 1 billion USD. It is speculated to almost double by 2025.15 In 
2022, the global e-sports market was valued at over $1.38 billion, with 
projections reaching 1.87 billion USD by 2025.16 The largest markets are 
in Asia and North America, with China alone contributing nearly 20 % of 
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Platforms for Consumer Protection Agencies’ (UNCTAD/TCS/DITC/INF/2023/ 
5) 2023, 7 <https://unctad.org/system/files/official-document/tcsditcinf 
2023d5_en.pdf> accessed 29 January 2025.

6 Derric Yeoh, ‘Online Dispute Resolution: The Future of Alternative Dispute 
Resolution’ (Kluwer Arbitration Blog, 29 March 2018) <https://arbitrati 
onblog.kluwerarbitration.com/2018/03/29/online-dispute-resolution-future 
-alternative-dispute-resolution/#:~:text=There%20is%20now%20online% 
20mediation,increasingly%20making%20their%20presence%20felt> accessed 
29 January 2025.

7 Juho Hamari and Max Sjöblom, ‘What Is eSports and Why Do People Watch 
It?’ (2017) 27 Internet Research 211, 211.

8 Tobias M Scholz, ‘A Short History of eSports and Management’ in Tobias M 
Scholz, eSports is Business (Springer International Publishing 2019) 19 <http:// 
link.springer.com/10.1007/978-3-030-11199-1_2> accessed 7 October 2024.

9 ibid.
10 Julien Bousquet and Myriam Ertz, ‘eSports: Historical Review, Current 

State, and Future Challenges’ in Sharon Andrews and Caroline M Crawford 
(eds), Handbook of Research on Pathways and Opportunities Into the Business of 
Esports (IGI Global 2021) 3 <http://services.igi-global.com/resolvedoi/resolve. 
aspx?doi=10.4018/978-1-7998-7300-6> accessed 6 October 2024.
11 ibid.
12 Megan Farokhmanesh, ‘First Game Tournament, “Intergalactic Spacewar 

Olympics,” Held 40 Years Ago’ <https://www.polygon.com/2012/10/20 
/3529662/first-game-tournament-intergalactic-spacewar-olympics-held-40-yea 
rs> accessed 23 June 2024.
13 David J Finch and others, Implications and Impacts of eSports on Business and 

Society: Emerging Research and Opportunities (IGI Global 2020) 5 <http://servi 
ces.igi-global.com/resolvedoi/resolve.aspx?doi=10.4018/978-1-7998-1538-9
> accessed 6 October 2024.
14 Bousquet and Ertz (n 10) xviii.
15 ‘eSports Market Revenue Worldwide from 2020 to 2025’ <https://www.st 

atista.com/statistics/490522/global-esports-market-revenue/> accessed 5 
October 2024.
16 Christina Gough, ‘Revenue of the Global eSports Market 2020-2025’ <http 

s://www.statista.com/statistics/490522/global-esports-market-revenue/>
accessed 5 October 2024.
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the market.17 Revenue primarily comes from sponsorships and adver-
tising, which totalled 641 million USD in 2021, followed by media rights 
at 192 million USD. The global e-sports audience reached 532 million 
USD in 2022 and is expected to grow to over 640 million USD by 2025.18

Businesses and organisations contribute to developing e-sports games. 
People choose e-sports as a career and pursue e-sports-directed de-
grees.19 This demonstrates that the e-sports industry is gaining impor-
tance, and so is the revenues and market share of the industry.

Although e-sports lack the physical activity typical of traditional 
sports, they require skills like hand-eye coordination and strategic 
thinking. As their acceptance grows, e-sports may eventually be recog-
nised as a sport, potentially even joining the Olympics, despite their 
strong commercial focus.20 Some elements of e-sports include games, 
players, and audiences, rapidly evolving, with large-scale tournaments 
such as the League of Legends World Championship attracting global au-
diences.21 While video gaming and e-sports are rapidly growing and 
becoming significant contributors to the global economy, the risk of 
disputes is also increasing in this dynamic environment.22 The urgency 
of these issues cannot be overstated, given the rapid growth and global 
reach of e-sports.

The growth of e-sports continues as more people engage with games 
and the industry explores new areas like virtual reality and e-sports. 
Despite the COVID-19 pandemic, perhaps even because of it, the e-sports 
industry has grown exponentially in the last few years. The pandemic 
boosted online gaming as a way to cope with lockdowns, further driving 
the industry’s expansion.

2.2. E-Sports v traditional sports

The line between e-sports and traditional sports has blurred as 
gaming and sports increasingly intersect. This convergence is propelled 
by two simultaneous processes: the incorporation of gaming elements 
into sports (gamification) and the transformation of video gaming into a 
recognised sport (sportification).23 The term sportification of video gaming 
refers to the ongoing process of institutionalising and professionalising 
video gaming, which involves incorporating sporting elements such as 
rules, performance standards (e.g., through e-sports and broadcasting), 
and traditional sports components like professional teams, lucrative 
gaming tournaments, and athlete endorsements into the gaming 
landscape.24

Other examples include major sports leagues and traditional sporting 
clubs licensing their trademarks and merchandising rights to game de-
velopers.25 Professional sports leagues are involved in creating popular 
video game franchises such as NBA 2 K and FIFA, while traditional sports 
teams engage in e-sports, as seen with PSG establishing an e-sports club 
in 2016 competing in various games. Similarly, leagues like the 

Singapore Premier League and Malaysia Football League have organised 
their own virtual football tournaments, namely the eSPL and eMFL 
respectively.26

The intersection of e-sports and traditional sports is exemplified by 
the International Olympic Council’s introduction of the Olympic E- 
sports Week. This event showcases virtual sporting competitions utilis-
ing virtual technologies, including a Fortnite-based virtual shooting 
event. It highlights potential growth opportunities for e-sports while 
raising questions about the future popularity of physical sports.27

2.3. The Future of E-Sports technology

Advances, such as extended reality, in immersive technologies are 
revolutionising e-sports by merging virtual content with reality, with a 
market projected to grow significantly by the 2030s.28 Extended reality 
includes virtual reality, which creates fully immersive digital environ-
ments; augmented reality, which overlays digital elements onto the real 
world; and mixed reality, which integrates digital and physical com-
ponents.29 These technologies enhance e-sports experiences for both 
players and spectators but raise legal concerns regarding privacy, data 
protection, and consumer safety due to potential risks associated with 
prolonged use.30

The integration of artificial intelligence (AI) technology in gaming 
and e-sports is a significant trend, with applications ranging from con-
trolling non-player characters in games such as Dota 2 to monitoring and 
addressing negative player behaviour such as cheating and bullying. AI- 
based coaching apps such as SenpAI.GG aids e-sports athletes in ana-
lysing and improving their performance, while tools like Rival.ai assist 
teams in player performance and talent scouting,31 and AI is utilised by 
publicity managers to create highlight reels of gameplay based on 
automated analysis of video game footage.32

A rising trend in e-sports involves the growing tokenisation of assets, 
where digital representations of ownership rights are stored on block-
chains, enabling secure transactions without intermediaries.33 This 
innovation offers promising opportunities for the e-sports industry, 
allowing assets such as in-game items and characters to be tokenised and 
traded.34 For instance, Axie Infinity already embraces this technology by 
enabling users to battle, collect, and trade NFTs. Other examples would 
be the game Illuvium, which enables NFT avatars, namely Illuvitars, 
Planet IX, which allows players to farm, acquire, and trade NFT- 
represented items and lands,35 Grit NFTs that customise appearances, 
particularly skins, of the avatars,36 Gods Unchained, a trading card game 
that enables users to collect, trade, and battle cards, and the Sandbox 

17 ibid.
18 ibid.
19 Bousquet and Ertz (n 10) xviii.
20 Kirstin Hallmann and Thomas Giel, ‘eSports – Competitive Sports or Rec-

reational Activity?’ (2017) 21 Sport Management Review 14.
21 Chainlink ‘Blockchain for Esports: Monetizing a Digital-Native Community’ 
<https://chain.link/education-hub/esports-blockchain> accessed 6 October 
2024.
22 Toscano, Suarez and Gkoritsa (n 1).
23 Kok Keng Lau, Edina Lim and Yi Xiang Yong, ‘Legal and Regulatory Issues 

in Video Gaming and Esports (Part 2)’ <https://law.nus.edu.sg/trail/legal 
-and-regulatory-issues-in-videogaming-esports-p2/> accessed 2 October 2024.
24 Haozhou Pu, Jeeyoon Kim and Corinne Daprano, ‘Can Esports Substitute 

Traditional Sports? The Convergence of Sports and Video Gaming during the 
Pandemic and Beyond’ (2021) 11 Societies 129.
25 For instance, Paris Saint-Germain partnering with Supercell in 2019 to 

feature their football stars in the game Brawl Stars Laura Byrne, ‘Paris Saint- 
Germain Adds Supercell as Official Club Partner’ <https://esportsinsider.co 
m/2019/07/paris-saint-germain-supercell> accessed 3 October 2024.

26 Lau, Lim and Yong (n 23).
27 ibid.
28 ibid.
29 ibid.
30 ibid.
31 Softude, ‘AI Redefining the Esports World: A Look at the Impact and In-

novations’ <https://www.softude.com/blog/ai-redefining-the-esports-world-a 
-look-at-the-impact-and-innovations#:~:text=By%20providing%20challengin 
g%20practice%20sessions,and%20improve%20their%20overall%20gamepla 
y> accessed 5 October 2024.
32 Ivan Šimić, ‘How Can AI Improve Esports inside and Outside the Game?’ 
<https://esportsinsider.com/2023/11/ai-esports> accessed 4 October 2024.
33 Lau, Lim and Yong (n 23).
34 Eliza Crichton-Stuart, ‘Tokenizing In-Game Assets’ <https://gam3s.gg/ne 

ws/tokenizing-in-game-assets/> accessed 5 October 2024.
35 ‘Build, Trade & Play 2 Earn’ <https://planetix.com/> accessed 5 October 

2024.
36 Crichton-Stuart (n 30); Kate Irwin, ‘Battle Royale Shooter “Grit” Plays Like 

a Wild West PUBG—With NFTs’ <https://decrypt.co/138320/gala-games-nft- 
shooter-grit-feels-like-wild-west-pubg> accessed 5 October 2024; Anvi Saini, 
‘The Ultimate Guide to GRIT’ <https://playtoearn.net/news/the-ultimate 
-guide-to-grit> accessed 5 October 2024.

S. Kaya et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    Computer Law & Security Review: The International Journal of Technology Law and Practice 57 (2025) 106128 

3 

https://chain.link/education-hub/esports-blockchain
https://law.nus.edu.sg/trail/legal-and-regulatory-issues-in-videogaming-esports-p2/
https://law.nus.edu.sg/trail/legal-and-regulatory-issues-in-videogaming-esports-p2/
https://esportsinsider.com/2019/07/paris-saint-germain-supercell
https://esportsinsider.com/2019/07/paris-saint-germain-supercell
https://www.softude.com/blog/ai-redefining-the-esports-world-a-look-at-the-impact-and-innovations#:~:text=By%20providing%20challenging%20practice%20sessions,and%20improve%20their%20overall%20gameplay
https://www.softude.com/blog/ai-redefining-the-esports-world-a-look-at-the-impact-and-innovations#:~:text=By%20providing%20challenging%20practice%20sessions,and%20improve%20their%20overall%20gameplay
https://www.softude.com/blog/ai-redefining-the-esports-world-a-look-at-the-impact-and-innovations#:~:text=By%20providing%20challenging%20practice%20sessions,and%20improve%20their%20overall%20gameplay
https://www.softude.com/blog/ai-redefining-the-esports-world-a-look-at-the-impact-and-innovations#:~:text=By%20providing%20challenging%20practice%20sessions,and%20improve%20their%20overall%20gameplay
https://esportsinsider.com/2023/11/ai-esports
https://gam3s.gg/news/tokenizing-in-game-assets/
https://gam3s.gg/news/tokenizing-in-game-assets/
https://planetix.com/
https://decrypt.co/138320/gala-games-nft-shooter-grit-feels-like-wild-west-pubg
https://decrypt.co/138320/gala-games-nft-shooter-grit-feels-like-wild-west-pubg
https://playtoearn.net/news/the-ultimate-guide-to-grit
https://playtoearn.net/news/the-ultimate-guide-to-grit


Game, a game that provides monetisation of players’ NFTs.
It may be argued that the future of e-sports lies within macro-level 

trends such as data privacy, blockchain, AI, VR, 5 G, and regulatory 
issues, which may shape its impact on business and society while 
highlighting the need for global governance and exploring monetisation 
strategies similar to traditional sports.37

Whereas e-sports organisations have large fan bases, monetisation 
remains a challenge. Current strategies include revenue from tourna-
ments, apparel sales, and partnerships with content creators, but prof-
itability is not guaranteed. Challenges such as multi-game environments 
and platform dependencies further complicate monetisation efforts.38 In 
order to address these challenges, e-sports organisations are exploring 
blockchain technology and non-fungible tokens (NFTs) to deepen fan 
engagement and loyalty.39 Since enhanced transparency is provided by 
blockchain by recording transactions on a public ledger, users will be 
protected from fraud.40

NFTs offer persistent digital ownership and loyalty programs that 
incentivise fan engagement while creating new revenue streams through 
branded NFTs and their integration into NFT-based games.41 Embracing 
these technologies may be essential for e-sports organisations to achieve 
sustainable profitability and shape the future of digital entertainment 
and community engagement. All the examples demonstrate that the 
tokenisation of in-game items enables users to own virtual assets. Thus, 
it can be claimed that this will motivate players, and they will better 
engage in the game because the player will know that their items can be 
transferred to another game.42

Developers can charge a fee to rent items or sell them as tokens. 
Therefore, tokenisation also offers potential monetisation opportunities 
for game developers and e-sports teams. However, legal challenges may 
arise because of regulatory uncertainty, cybersecurity risks, and possible 
implications for gambling laws.43 Issues include jurisdiction-specific 
regulations, cybersecurity threats associated with blockchain technol-
ogy,44 and the possibility of violating gambling laws if chance elements 
are involved in token-creation processes.45 It seems with the new and 
emerging technological advancements, the e-sports industry continues 
to hold a promising future, which brings us to the fact that its use and the 
disputes arising out of it will increase. Therefore, the next part analyses 
the current state of e-sports disputes, and the existing mechanisms used 
to resolve them to show the shortcomings of those mechanisms, which 
highlights the need for a new dispute resolution mechanism.

3. Navigating E-Sports disputes: challenges, mechanisms, and 
the role of ODR

3.1. The landscape of E-Sports disputes

The explosive growth of e-sports has turned it from a niche activity 
into a global industry. Many different disputes can arise in the online 
environment. For example, in the 90 s a university student virtually 

assaulted characters of women participants in LambdaMOO, an online 
community.46 It is argued that video games, often seen as mere enter-
tainment, have increasingly become tools for political,47 cultural, and 
economic propaganda, as well as platforms for promoting terrorism.48

Their interactive nature enhances their impact on players, especially 
children and adolescents, influencing behaviours and attitudes. In-
stances like Norway’s 2011 attacks, linked to ‘Call of Duty’, highlight 
their potential role in fostering violent tendencies. It is claimed that 
platforms like Roblox and Discord also expose young users to risks, 
including predatory behaviour and harmful content.49

Online games create a distinct, controlled environment where 
players collaboratively assess and interpret potential misinformation 
and disinformation, relying on teammates to navigate rumors with 
minimal real-world consequences.50 Furthermore, AI is increasingly 
being exploited to generate and disseminate disinformation and pro-
paganda across various platforms, including esports communities. The 
accessibility and affordability of generative AI tools have lowered the 
barriers for malicious actors to create realistic fake content, such as text, 
images, and videos, which can be used to mislead and manipulate au-
diences. For instance, extremist groups may utilise AI to produce 
persuasive propaganda and refine their tactics, thereby enhancing their 
recruitment and operational planning efforts. Moreover, AI-generated 
content has been employed in disinformation campaigns targeting spe-
cific demographics, including gamers, to influence public opinion and 

37 Finch and others (n 13) 149–160.
38 Chainlink (n 21).
39 ibid.
40 ‘The Potential of Asset Tokenization for The Gaming Industry’ <htt 
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2024.

46 Julian Dibbell, ‘A Rape in Cyberspace’ <http://www.juliandibbell.com/t 
exts/bungle_vv.html> accessed 25 January 2025.
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g/en/articles/infowatch/z-propanganda-e-sports> accessed 25 January 2025. 
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aci-olarak-video-oyunlari> accessed 25 January 2025.
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sow discord.51 The rapid advancement of AI technologies poses signifi-
cant challenges in detecting and countering such malicious activities, 
necessitating the development of robust safeguards and regulatory 
measures to mitigate the spread of AI-driven disinformation.

Effective solutions require parental supervision, strong family 
communication, regulatory measures, and collaboration between gov-
ernments, NGOs, and technology platforms to ensure a safer digital 
environment. Platforms must develop clear content policies against 
election misinformation, collaborate with stakeholders, introduce 
reporting features, prevent monetisation of harmful content, and 
enhance transparency.52 For instance, a new game called ‘Fake it to Make 
it’ is launched by the Portuguese Safer Internet Centre. It aims to 
empower young people to combat disinformation by immersing them in 
the process of creating and spreading fake news and to foster critical 
thinking and media literacy to navigate the digital landscape respon-
sibly.53 The Ctrl+Alt+Disinfo: United with Ukraine Game Jam, supported 
by Sweden’s Psychological Defence Agency, unites global game de-
velopers to create impactful games promoting media literacy and 
combating disinformation while raising awareness about the risks of 
information manipulation in gaming.54 The U.S. State Department’s 
Global Engagement Centre also seeks to combat disinformation through 
video game projects, but these initiatives may be less effective than 
entertainment-focused games, as disinformation is fundamentally a 
political challenge.55

As it is mentioned, since e-sports industry has an international na-
ture, this rise has led to increased disputes.Common examples of dis-
putes include disagreements over unpaid salaries, wrongful 
terminations, transfer fees and transfer-related disagreements, missing 
bonuses, prize money, eligibility criteria, roster changes, and disci-
plinary actions.56 Misconduct-related disputes such as cheating, match- 
fixing, doping, bug abuse, bullying, hate speech, and rage quitting are 

also prevalent.57 In order to address these issues, competition organisers 
and developers establish specific rules and regulations, including global 
standards for critical matters. Third-party organisations like the Esports 
Integrity Commission (ESIC) work to prevent, investigate, and resolve 
unethical practices within the esports ecosystem.58

In 2014, the Counter-Strike match-fixing scandal saw players from 
iBUYPOWER and NetCodeGuides.com deliberately lose matches for 
financial gain, resulting in lifetime bans for those involved.59 A notable 
instance is the 2020 Counter-Strike coaching bug scandal, where mul-
tiple coaches exploited a game bug to gain an unfair advantage, leading 
to suspensions by the ESIC.60 In 2020, the esports industry saw several 
other high-profile legal disputes reflecting the sector’s rapid growth and 
unique challenges. Key cases included Turner ‘Tfue’ Tenney vs. FaZe 
Clan, where sponsorship revenue and restrictive contracts were con-
tested, ultimately leading to a settlement.61 Fraudulent activities also 
emerged, such as in the Tencent v Lao Gan Ma case, where imposters 
forged agreements for financial gain.62 Antitrust claims were prominent, 
with Epic Games suing Apple and Google over app store policies and 
high commission rates.63 Intellectual property disputes like Nintendo v 
Switch hackers64 and Tencent v a Guangzhou tech firm highlighted is-
sues of piracy and unauthorised competition.65 In addition, the Skillz 
cheating lawsuit raised concerns over account bans and fraud allega-
tions. These cases underscore the importance of clear legal frameworks 
in mitigating conflicts within the esports landscape.

During the 2023 SEA Games in Cambodia, a controversy emerged 
during a Valorant match between Singapore and Indonesia over alleged 
cheating via known game bugs, leading to a pause in the game, a roll-
back of the score, and Indonesia’s subsequent forfeiture, prompting 
organisers to award joint gold medals,66 highlighting the necessity for 
clear rules and collaboration between game publishers and competition 
organisers in the absence of a centralised e-sports governing body.67

Other important areas where disputes occur are intellectual property 
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(IP) and commercial issues.68 It is highlighted that when it comes to e- 
sports disputes, researchers generally analyse them from copyright law 
and the perspective of gambling.69 As the e-sports industry grows, the 
emergence of disputes is inevitable. For instance, Blizzard Entertainment 
and the Korea E-sports Association engaged in a licensing dispute over 
unauthorised broadcasts of StarCraft games, which was resolved in 2012 
through an out-of-court settlement where both parties agreed to 
collaborate and jointly manage the rights and duties of StarCraft e- 
sports.70

In 2015, a dispute arose between streaming services Azubu and 
Twitch over the broadcast of League of Legends player Lee ‘Faker’ Sang- 
hyeok’s gameplay, with Azubu initially filing a DMCA complaint against 
Twitch for hosting the SpectateFaker channel, leading to its takedown, 
despite Faker lacking intellectual property rights over his gameplay, 
ultimately resolved by Riot Games filing its own DMCA complaint 
against SpectateFaker, citing its power to revoke rights granted to LoL 
players.71

In 2020, several notable IP related disputes highlighted key issues in 
esports. These included trademark infringement, such as Boo McAfee’s 
case against Torque Esports over the term ‘World’s Fastest Gamer’,72 and 
copyright claims, like Ubisoft suing Apple and Google for hosting a game 
similar to Rainbow Six: Siege.73 Patent disputes, such as Gamevice v 
Nintendo,74 and copyright cases involving athlete tattoos in NBA2K 
games underscored intellectual property challenges.75 Class action 
lawsuits also emerged, including an investor suing Unikrn for alleged 
violations of securities law and a gamer filing against Microsoft over 
defective Xbox controllers.76

In 2022, Riot Games sued Netease in multiple countries over allega-
tions that Netease’s game Hyper Front copied elements of Riot’s Valorant, 
including characters and designs, resulting in a multi-jurisdictional legal 
battle that was eventually resolved through a settlement.77 Krafton, the 
publisher of PlayerUnknown’s Battlegrounds, initiated copyright litiga-
tion against Garena, the developer of Free Fire, claiming that Garena had 

copied various elements and distinctive features of PUBG, such as in- 
game items, weapons, and maps.78 Moreover, Russia is accused of 
developing its domestic esports scene independently by bypassing 
licensing agreements with Western game publishers like Riot Games, 
Activision Blizzard, and Ubisoft.79 This move would allow esports 
tournaments to operate in the country without requiring approval from 
IP holders.

Since video game-related disputes are frequently international, 
involving participants and audiences worldwide, solutions need to be 
effective across different jurisdictions. In addition, it may be argued that 
the nature of e-sports demonstrates that disputes are not suitable for 
traditional court proceedings. The complexity of disputes in the video 
games and e-sports sectors is due to the blend of virtual and real-world 
elements and the involvement of multiple stakeholders.80 Video games 
contain various IP-protected components, such as graphics, sound, 
gameplay, and software, leading to potential conflicts.81 Disputes often 
involve both physical elements, namely consoles and merchandise, and 
legal issues, such as IP rights and online interactions.82 They require 
quick resolution and can involve multiple jurisdictions and conflict of 
laws. Alternative dispute resolution methods (ADRs), such as arbitration 
and mediation, provide more customised and practical solutions for 
these unique disputes.83

3.2. Existing dispute resolution mechanisms

Video games and e-sports disputes comprise a broad range of 
stakeholders, including gaming associations, publishers, developers, 
tournament organisers, players, fans, content creators, streaming plat-
forms, retailers, service providers, and sponsors.84 Disputes often stem 
from complex contractual relationships and encompass cross-border 
considerations, especially in IP rights, particularly trademarks, pat-
ents, and copyrights.85 Litigation is the main resolution method in these 
disputes. The e-sports industry has grown beyond the control of any 
single company, involving diverse stakeholders and prompting regula-
tory efforts, with proposals for either a national governing body or 
joining an international organisation to ensure adequate oversight and 
support.

Effective dispute-resolution mechanisms are essential to support the 
growth and innovation of the video games and e-sports industry while 
preventing costly and protracted legal battles.86 Stakeholders should 
establish effective dispute-resolution mechanisms from the outset to 
address potential conflicts.87 ADRs such as arbitration, mediation, 
expedited arbitration, and expert determination offer flexible and cost- 
effective solutions to resolve these disputes efficiently, preserve busi-
ness relationships, and enforce outcomes across borders.88 Toscano et al. 
claim that these mechanisms have proven effective for IP and com-
mercial disputes and can benefit the video gaming and e-sports 
sectors.89

In order to address challenges, ADRs provided by the WIPO Centre 
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offer efficient and cost-effective ADR mechanisms, ensuring fair and 
flexible dispute resolution across multiple jurisdictions and protecting 
stakeholders’ interests, thus supporting the continued growth and 
innovation of the e-sports industry.90 Stakeholders may consider medi-
ation or arbitration, such as WIPO services, to avoid costly litigation in 
resolving these complex issues.91 Mediation and arbitration provide 
efficient means to ensure consistent legal outcomes, serving as suitable 
alternatives to the varying court decisions on IP-related issues.92

Arbitration or mediation services offered by neutral international 
institutions such as the WIPO Centre could be utilised for suitable e- 
sports disputes without court litigation.93 The Centre focuses on disputes 
on various issues, such as copyright, design, know-how, royalties, 
trademarks, unfair competition, misleading advertising, and R&D 
agreements. ADR services provided by WIPO are tailored to the video 
gaming and e-sports industries, offering neutral forums, expertise, 
confidentiality, and cross-border enforcement.94 WIPO’s ADR proced-
ures have been instrumental in resolving various disputes, including 
copyright infringement, royalty disputes, trademark licensing, and 
unauthorised use of intellectual property.95

Moreover, specialised dispute resolution organisations within the 
gaming industry have arisen to cater to the distinctive needs of the e- 
sports environment, with examples like the World E-sports Association 
creating the Arbitration Court for E-sports to offer a dedicated and 
impartial venue for effectively resolving e-sports disputes.96 Further-
more, organisers have started to implement their own dispute resolution 
methods. For instance, Riot Games has launched a specialised dispute 
resolution mechanism for its esports leagues in the EMEA region, 
covering League of Legends and VALORANT.97 The system utilises 
impartial arbitrators to settle financial and contractual disagreements 
involving players, teams, and coaches.98 These advancements highlight 
the growing recognition of the unique challenges in the e-sports sector 
and the commitment to fostering a fair and transparent competitive 
environment.

Another potential route for resolving e-sports disputes lies with the 
Court of Arbitration for Sport (CAS) in Lausanne, known as the ultimate 
authority in the sports world, where commercial disputes can be arbi-
trated upon mutual agreement of the involved parties. In October 2023, 
the Bahrain E-sports Federation appealed to CAS regarding a conten-
tious refereeing decision during the Asian Games, claiming unfair 
treatment and procedural irregularities that allegedly cost them a medal 
in the EA Sports FC Online event.99 Rather than including provisions for 
appeals to the CAS, the technical handbook for the Asian Games outlines 
a dispute resolution process involving National and International 
Technical Officials, an E-sports Commissioner, and a Jury of Appeal 
whose decision was deemed final.100

Due to the absence of a centralised e-sports governing body with 
judicial authority, disputes in e-sports are typically resolved through 

traditional litigation or commercial arbitration, particularly in cases 
involving intellectual property infringement, which may necessitate 
multi-jurisdictional proceedings and lead to significant costs and po-
tential conflicting outcomes.101 Whereas a national pan-e-sports gov-
erning body, with federal authority, could address anticompetitive 
behaviour and set industry standards, promoting competition and pro-
tecting consumer interests, an international e-sports association could 
provide regulatory consistency and access to global markets.102

Since independent governance could ensure fairness by avoiding 
collusive practices being seen in traditional sports leagues, it may be 
suggested that a decentralised system, namely blockchain, will facilitate 
a transparent and fair environment. It is argued that a peer-to-peer e- 
sports sanctioning organisation should be established to ensure fair 
competition, integrity, and proper dispute resolution involving various 
stakeholders from the e-sports ecosystem.103 This body would involve 
stakeholders, such as game publishers, developers, platform operators, 
event organisers, and players. It would certify compliance with rules, 
oversee matchmaking, prevent cheating, and handle disputes.104 The 
goal is to provide a level playing field and enhance opportunities within 
e-sports, benefiting both players and tournament organisers.105 Ulti-
mately, the creation of such an organisation that uses BDR to solve e- 
sports disputes would not only bolster the credibility of e-sports but also 
drive its growth by ensuring a more equitable and trustworthy 
competitive environment.

3.3. Limitations of existing approaches

The evolving landscape of e-sports presents unique challenges for 
both traditional and alternative dispute resolution mechanisms. To 
begin with, international jurisdictional issues arise due to the global 
reach of e-sports tournaments and the disparate geographic locations of 
stakeholders. Traditional legal frameworks struggle to determine juris-
diction over disputes involving participants from multiple jurisdictions, 
leading to potential forum shopping and conflicting judgments. More-
over, enforcing judgments internationally is complicated by the digital 
nature of assets involved, such as in-game currencies and virtual items, 
which lack clear regulatory frameworks for cross-border enforcement.

The rapid pace of technological innovation in e-sports also in-
troduces novel types of disputes, including those involving smart con-
tracts for prize distribution and blockchain-based transactions for 
virtual asset ownership. A growing number of e-sport transactions 
involve crypto assets. For example, prize money and sponsorships can be 
paid in cryptocurrency, making it feasible to conclude agreements 
through smart contracts on the blockchain. This global nature of e-sports 
means that resolving disputes through traditional litigation, including 
ADR and ODR, is not straightforward. For instance, if an e-sport tour-
nament organiser agrees to pay prize money in cryptocurrency, disputes 
arising from this agreement could be resolved through a smart contract. 
The smart contract could automatically transfer the prize money from 
the organiser’s account to the players’ accounts upon completion of the 
tournament, based on predefined conditions. These disputes often 
require specialised knowledge and technical understanding that tradi-
tional legal systems may not readily possess.

Additionally, the absence of standardised procedures across different 
e-sports titles and organisations contributes to inconsistency and un-
certainty in dispute resolution outcomes. Addressing these shortcomings 
necessitates collaborative efforts to develop specialised dispute 

90 Gkoritsa, Suárez and Toscano (n 68).
91 Toscano, Suarez and Gkoritsa (n 1).
92 ibid.
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/amc/en/center/specific-sectors/videogames> accessed 3 October 2024.
94 Toscano, Suarez and Gkoritsa (n 1).
95 ibid.
96 Ryan Boonstra, ‘Player 3 Has Entered the Game: Arbitration Comes to the 

eSports Industry’ (2018) 10 Arbitration Law Review Arbitration Law Review 
103.
97 Luque (n 56); Nordland (n 56); Thiess and Dimov (n 56).
98 Nordland (n 56).
99 Leonid Shmatenko, ‘Bahrain Files Esports Dispute to the TAS/CAS’ <https 

://esportslegal.news/2023/10/30/bahrain-files-esports-dispute-to-the-tas-cas 
/> accessed 3 October 2024.
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Hangzhou 2022’ <https://www.tas-cas.org/fileadmin/user_upload/Arbitra 
tion_Rules_for_the_CAS_ADD_Hangzhou_2023.pdf> accessed 3 October 2024.

101 Lau, Lim and Yong (n 23).
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resolution mechanisms, integrate technological expertise into legal 
frameworks, and establish international standards that accommodate 
the unique characteristics of e-sports. By doing so, stakeholders can 
better navigate the complex legal landscape and ensure fair and efficient 
resolution of disputes in this dynamic and rapidly growing industry. 
Given these complexities and the need for more effective and adaptable 
solutions, the next section of the article will explore the necessity for 
establishing a new global dispute resolution system tailored to the 
unique demands of e-sports disputes.

3.4. The advantages of ODR

ODR encompasses a range of methods and technologies that enable 
parties to resolve their disputes over the internet.106 The advantages of 
ODR consist of time and cost savings, flexibility, accessibility and 
expedited processes.107 The adoption of ODR has gained traction glob-
ally, with its ability to cater to diverse disputes ranging from consumer 
conflicts to cross-border commercial disagreements.

When properly structured, ODR systems can help parties protect 
their rights effectively and in a timely manner and increase the 
enforceability of decisions.108 The design of such a system should pri-
oritise clear rules, robust infrastructure, and strong procedural safe-
guards to ensure fairness and transparency. These systems include 
mechanisms that encourage participation and ensure that parties 
comply with the rules. Service providers play a central role in this 
context; their authority and credibility are instrumental in establishing 
trust among users. Moreover, mechanisms such as penalties for non- 
compliance or bans for rule violations can be incorporated into the 
ODR process to strengthen adherence to decisions. Hence, it can be 
claimed that measures such as the strong position of the service provider 
and the imposition of prohibitions and penalties on those who violate 
the rules increase the effectiveness of ODR.109 Such practices are a long- 
standing part of ODR. However, it is important to remember that ODR is 
an out-of-court process; therefore, enforcement mechanisms often rely 
on quasi-official means. These may include technological features, such 
as automated compliance tracking, or reputational tools, such as rating 
systems, which incentivise parties to honour agreements. Such features 
highlight the importance of integrating enforcement strategies into the 
early design phase of ODR platforms.

ODR theory, developed over years of practical implementation, 
provides valuable insights for setting up effective systems. For example, 
the theory emphasises the importance of user-centric design, conflict 
prevention tools, and scalable solutions for dispute resolution.110 By 
aligning the platform’s capabilities with these principles, service pro-
viders can maximise the potential of ODR to deliver equitable and 
enforceable resolutions.

While ODR has demonstrated its potential to transform dispute res-
olution, its success hinges on careful consideration of enforcement 
challenges. Policymakers, practitioners, and technology developers 
must collaborate to ensure that ODR systems are equipped with the 
necessary tools and mechanisms to address enforcement gaps while 
maintaining accessibility and fairness.

4. The need for a global dispute resolution system for E-Sport 
disputes

The growing e-sports necessitates a robust and universally 
acknowledged system for resolving disputes in order to properly handle 
the varied and intricate challenges that develop within its global 
framework. Due to jurisdictional constraints and the rapid advancement 
of technology, traditional legal systems face difficulties in offering quick 
and fair resolutions for e-sports contests, which attract participants and 
stakeholders from around the world. In the e-sports industry, resolving 
disputes arising from smart contracts through traditional means (such as 
court proceedings) contradicts the automated and digital framework 
that smart contracts aim to establish. For example, if an e-sports team 
unfairly penalises a player under a smart contract, seeking reimburse-
ment through court proceedings undermines the automated digital so-
lutions promised by blockchain technology. Such scenarios are 
incongruent with the industry’s need for rapid and efficient operations, 
as smart contracts are intended to provide swift resolutions for disputes 
without the necessity of court intervention.

An exclusive worldwide dispute resolution system would develop 
unambiguous and standardised protocols specifically designed for the 
distinctive attributes of e-sports, encompassing the settlement of con-
flicts related to digital assets, international transactions, and new tech-
nology such as blockchain and AI. An implementation of such a system 
has the potential to improve clarity, establish uniformity in the process 
of making decisions, and cultivate trust among participants, including 
players, teams, sponsors, and investors, by offering equitable and 
effective responses to conflicts. Through the promotion of international 
cooperation and the utilisation of specialised expertise in gaming, 
technology, and law, a global dispute resolution system may effectively 
reduce legal uncertainties and provide support for the sustained 
expansion and legitimacy of e-sports worldwide.

4.1. Transitioning to new technologies for effective justice in E-Sports 
disputes

While employing ADR offers substantial benefits over traditional 
court litigation, its use in cross-border e-sport disputes still presents 
particular challenges. These challenges include the need for travel and 
face-to-face (F2F) sessions.111 Jurisdictional barriers, such as deter-
mining the place of business and the high cost of legal proceedings in 
some regions, can make traditional ADR systems impractical in the 
context of the digitised economy and advances in information and 
communication technologies (ICT).112

There is a pressing need to modernise ADR to provide a cost-effective 
and practical alternative for resolving e-sport disputes, thereby meeting 
the legal, economic, and social demands of the globalised world.113 The 
rise of e-sports, with its international scope and digital nature, necessi-
tates a shift towards more efficient and accessible dispute resolution 
mechanisms that leverage ICT to overcome traditional barriers. By doing 
so, ADR can be better positioned to address the unique challenges of the 
e-sport industry and provide a reliable means of resolving conflicts 

106 See for examples of ODR, Julia Hörnle, Cross-Border Internet Dispute Reso-
lution (Cambridge University Press 2009) 74–90.
107 Pablo Cortes, ‘The Potential of Online Dispute Resolution as a Consumer 
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accessed 29 January 2025; Council of Europe, Online Dispute Resolution Mech-
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//www.oecd.org/content/dam/oecd/en/publications/reports/2024/10/oecd 
-online-dispute-resolution-framework_e88b6c6a/325e6edc-en.pdf> accessed 
29 January 2025.
108 Council of Europe (n 110); OECD (n 110).
109 OECD (n 110) 16, 24.
110 Council of Europe (n 110); ibid.

111 See Pablo Cortés, Online Dispute Resolution for Consumers in the EU (Rout-
ledge 2011); Julia Hörnle, Cross-Border Internet Dispute Resolution (Cambridge 
University Press 2009); Ethan Katsh and Janet Rifkin, Online Dispute Resolution: 
Resolving Conflicts in Cyberspace (Jossey-Bass 2001); Gabrielle Kaufmann-Kohler 
and Thomas Schultz, Online Dispute Resolution (Kluwer Law International 2004); 
Daniel Rainey, Ethan Katsh and Mohamed Abdel Wahab (eds), Online Dispute 
Resolution: Theory and Practice (Eleven 2021); Faye Fangfei Wang, Online 
Arbitration (Routledge 2017).
112 Serkan Kaya, Consumer Dispute Resolution in the Digital Age: Online Dispute 
Resolution (On İki Levha 2020) 13.
113 Pablo Cortes, The Law of Consumer Redress in an Evolving Digital Market: 
Upgrading from Alternative to Online Dispute Resolution (Cambridge University 
Press 2018) 43; Kaya (n 115) 13.
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across borders.
ODR provides an efficient means to resolve disputes in cross-border 

e-commerce transactions by removing the necessity for parties to travel 
between different locations, thereby saving them time, effort, and 
money.114 ODR has demonstrated significant efficacy in addressing 
disputes arising from online transactions, and it also shows considerable 
promise for the e-sports industry. These private justice systems often 
represent the only practical method for resolving claims related to e- 
sport transactions and competitions. ODR offers a viable path to justice, 
particularly when traditional state justice systems face high legal costs, 
especially in international contexts, and the overwhelming volume of 
disputes.115 Consequently, ODR provides a faster, more cost-effective, 
and simpler solution for conflict resolution in e-sports. However, a sig-
nificant limitation of most ODR systems is their inability to produce 
decisions enforceable by state authorities.116 For ODR to be a reliable 
means of providing justice, its outcomes must be legally binding. Self- 
enforcement mechanisms must be developed to ensure the effective-
ness of ODR without the need for state courts and enforcement 
agencies.117 In this regard, a blockchain-based dispute resolution system 
could offer innovative methods for self-enforcing ODR decisions in e- 
sport disputes.

ODR encompasses various forms, including technology-assisted, 
technology-facilitated, and technology-based dispute resolution mech-
anisms. initially, ODR primarily utilised information technology for data 
transmission before evolving into its second-generation.118 the second 
generation of ODR has integrated technological tools into the core of the 
dispute resolution process, moving it online and incorporating features 
like automated decision-making and algorithm-driven software.119 in 
the context of e-sports, this evolution can result in automated systems 
handling disputes related to tournament outcomes, prize allocations, 
player behaviour, and other common issues, providing a streamlined 
and accessible method for resolving disputes.

4.2. Introducing blockchain-based dispute resolution systems

BDR, as the new generation of dispute resolution mechanism120

utilises blockchain technology to conduct the entire dispute resolution 
process digitally, from initiation to enforcement, using smart contracts 
that automatically execute terms encoded in computer code.121 BDR 
systems present innovative approaches to resolving disputes through 
smart contracts and decentralised governance.122 For instance, smart 
contracts can automatically transfer owed compensation from one 

party’s account to another’s.123 BDR can offer parties remedies without 
the costs, time, stress, and other drawbacks associated with traditional 
litigation, which often involves expensive court fees, lawyer expenses, 
and lengthy procedures that can deter individuals from pursuing legal 
action even if they have a strong cause of action.124 The decentralised 
approach blockchain provides ensures that transactions and agreements 
will be recorded securely and transparently125 in a distributed ledger 
maintained across a network of computers, ensuring that all participants 
have access to a consistent and immutable record of the data.126 Smart 
contracts can automatically execute themselves127 through code pro-
grammed to run on a blockchain.128 Smart contracts efficiently manage 
the distribution of funds or assets, enhancing transparency and secu-
rity,129 which is why BDR systems offer a transparent, secure, and 
decentralised method for resolving disputes.

Traditional dispute resolution systems are inadequate for smart 
contract disputes, leading to the rise of non-judicial dispute resolution 
mechanisms.130 For instance, Ethereum developers create on-chain 
dispute resolution solutions, promising low-cost and accessible jus-
tice.131 Platforms such as Kleros,132 Aragon Network,133 and Matter-
eum134 enable decentralised arbitration, pre-coded within the contracts, 
to settle disputes on the blockchain efficiently.135 These platforms share 
the fundamental idea that the most efficient way to resolve blockchain 
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Ethan Katsh, ‘Artificial Intelligence and the Future of Dispute Resolution – The 
Age of AI-DR’ in Daniel Rainey, Ethan Katsh and Mohamed Abdel Wahab (eds), 
Online Dispute Resolution: Theory and Practice (Eleven 2021).
120 Federico Ast and B Deffains, ‘When Online Dispute Resolution Meets 
Blockchain: The Birth of Decentralized Justice’ (2021) 4 Stanford Journal of 
Blockchain Law and Polic 241.
121 Guillaume and Riva (n 118).
122 Ast and Deffains (n 123).
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135 Kaya and Şahin-Şengül (n 126) 38.

S. Kaya et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    Computer Law & Security Review: The International Journal of Technology Law and Practice 57 (2025) 106128 

9 

https://ssrn.com/abstract=4042704
https://ssrn.com/abstract=4042704
https://bitcoin.org/bitcoin.pdf
https://bitcoin.org/bitcoin.pdf
https://blog.ethereum.org/2014/05/06/daos-dacs-das-and-more-an-incomplete-terminology-guide
https://blog.ethereum.org/2014/05/06/daos-dacs-das-and-more-an-incomplete-terminology-guide
https://kleros.io/about/
https://blog.kleros.io/decentralized-justice-fighting-cheating-in-gaming-and-esports/
https://blog.kleros.io/decentralized-justice-fighting-cheating-in-gaming-and-esports/
https://blog.kleros.io/secure-your-contract-with-kleros/
https://andao.aragon.org
https://mattereum.com/about-us/


disputes is through arbitration that utilises blockchain technology.136

These systems excel in handling low-value digital claims and micro-
transactions by providing cost-effective, transparent, and immutable 
resolutions.137

One can argue that smart contracts are dynamic but are difficult to 
reverse ;138 thus, this raises legal issues as they execute automatically on 
blockchain technology.139 On the other hand, since BDR systems can 
autonomously enforce their decisions on the blockchain,140 they elimi-
nate the need for external actors or state authorities.141 They also 
eradicate the need for intermediaries such as attorneys and judges.142 By 
creating a tamper-proof digital ledger of agreements, disputes can be 
resolved more quickly and accurately.143 The immutability blockchain 
facilitates secure and accessible records for enforcement.144 Further-
more, BDR systems can standardise harm assessment by selecting a 
single jurisdiction, addressing the issue of varying substantive laws and 
procedural rules across different countries.145

One can also argue that smart contracts function autonomously ac-
cording to pre-set code, which can lead to complications if the code does 
not accurately reflect the parties’ true intentions. On the other hand, 
traditional contracts allow for human interpretation of ambiguous 
terms, providing more flexibility, which smart contracts lack. This ri-
gidity may cause issues in unforeseen circumstances or when mistakes 
arise. Additionally, smart contracts are immutable, meaning they cannot 
be altered once deployed. This characteristic can present enforcement 
issues if adjustments are required or if the code contains errors that lead 
to unjust results. In contrast, traditional contracts can be renegotiated or 
amended by mutual agreement, offering more flexibility.146 Therefore, 
not all disputes can be resolved this way, but BDR offers a cost and time- 
effective and efficient alternative to traditional litigation. One may 
avoid pursuing their rights in court because of the high costs of litiga-
tion, including court fees, lawyer fees, and lengthy procedures.147 This 
issue can be addressed using smart contracts, which can automatically 
transfer compensation amounts from one party’s account to another in 
the event of specific disputes, assuming the smart contract is linked to 
the parties’ bank accounts or wallets. Moreover, the need for user- 
friendly crypto wallet solutions and the challenges of global jurisdic-
tion and law inconsistencies complicate BDR adoption.148 In trans-
actions containing cryptocurrencies and smart contracts, BDR systems 
face challenges with crypto wallet accessibility, especially for the ones 

unfamiliar with cryptocurrencies.149 Nonetheless, user-friendly wallets 
could solve this problem by means of smart contracts enabling seamless 
compensation transfers to the user’s wallet in cases where the conditions 
of a compensation claim are satisfied.150

BDR can accelerate the claims process, making it faster, more 
effective, and more reachable to claimants. Using electronic document 
management systems to store, organise, and manage large volumes of 
legal documents significantly reduces the time and resources needed for 
processing.151 These capabilities mark a significant improvement over 
other online dispute resolution systems that lack blockchain 
integration.152

As mentioned above, transparency is one of the main advantages of 
using blockchain for dispute resolution. The decentralised nature of 
blockchain allows all parties in a dispute to access the same data, min-
imising disagreements over data accuracy and completeness.153 Cryp-
tographic security in blockchain makes it much harder for the data to be 
tampered with or altered by unauthorised parties,154 thereby enhancing 
trust in the fairness and impartiality of the process.

BDR systems are effective for handling crypto assets and activities 
codified in smart contracts but face limitations with non-crypto assets, 
which may require state intervention for enforcement.155 Integrating 
off-chain data and events into smart contracts often entails oracles, 
namely intermediaries that provide external data to the blockchain.156

Whereas oracles can connect with external systems, fetch data from 
trusted sources, and send it to the smart contract for processing, their 
reliability and accuracy must be considered, as there is always a risk of 
incorrect or tampered information.157 Hence, strategies such as using 
trustworthy data sources or employing multiple oracles to achieve 
consensus can be implemented.158

It may be asserted that jurisdictional and legal variations caused by 
global disputes challenge BDR. as products and transactions become 
global, resolving disputes traditionally becomes more challenging, as 
exemplified by crypto payments.159 for instance, in 2021 tesla briefly 
allowed cars to be purchased using bitcoin in the US.160 therefore, the 
globalisation of products and services highlights the need for effective 
BDR systems because disputes will be subject to varying laws across 
countries. transactions on blockchain platforms can be subject to mul-
tiple laws and regulations, and the jurisdiction governing these trans-
actions may be unclear, especially when multiple jurisdictions are 
involved. these challenges are similar to those encountered in traditional 
private international law. while private international law has well- 
established rules for resolving conflicts of law, there is no reason these 
principles could not be applied to address the jurisdictional complexities 
of blockchain transactions.161
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4.3. Revolutionising E-Sports dispute resolution: the role of blockchain in 
enhancing fairness and efficiency

In the rapidly expanding field of e-sports, disputes can stem from 
various sources, including contractual disagreements, prize distribution 
issues, and violations of player conduct. Traditional legal processes often 
prove cumbersome, especially given the international nature of many e- 
sport competitions. Furthermore, the varying e-sports regulations across 
different countries subject claimants to various legal rules. This results 
in some claimants receiving timely and cost-effective compensation, 
while others face lengthy and expensive litigation without guaranteed 
compensation.162 Here, BDR systems offer a promising solution.

E-sports involve numerous stakeholders across different juris-
dictions—players, teams, sponsors, and event organisers. This interna-
tional scope can lead to inconsistencies in dispute resolution, with some 
participants receiving timely and cost-effective justice while others face 
lengthy and expensive legal battles. Additionally, managing and 
distributing awards or settlements in e-sport disputes can be chal-
lenging, particularly with large numbers of claimants. Identifying and 
compensating affected parties can become a logistical nightmare, 
especially in cases where the financial stakes are high but individual 
claims are relatively small.

BDR systems provide a transparent, secure, and decentralised means 
of resolving these disputes. By utilising smart contracts, BDR systems 
can automate the enforcement of decisions, ensuring that outcomes are 
carried out without external enforcement authorities. Smart contracts 
can autonomously execute their terms, making the resolution process 
more efficient and reliable.163 This capability represents a significant 
improvement over traditional online dispute resolution systems that do 
not incorporate blockchain technology.

In e-sports, smart contracts on a blockchain network can automate 
dispute resolution, eliminating the need for third-party intermediaries 
such as lawyers and judges.164 For instance, a tamper-proof digital 
ledger can document agreements between players and organisers, 
enabling swift and accurate dispute resolution. The decentralised and 
immutable nature of blockchain technology ensures that records of de-
cisions are secure and accessible, facilitating enforcement.165

Moreover, BDR can enhance the distribution of settlements in e-sport 
disputes. Blockchain technology can monitor and manage settlement 
payments transparently, ensuring that each eligible party receives their 
fair share of any awards. This is particularly useful in scenarios involving 
prize money or sponsorship disputes, where equitable distribution is 
critical. Furthermore, BDR systems can be designed to apply consistent 
rules, reducing complications arising from differing jurisdictional laws 
and procedures.

In addition to improving dispute resolution, BDR can streamline the 
administration of claims and settlements in e-sports. Traditional pro-
cesses often require extensive paperwork and evidence submission, 
which can be time-consuming and burdensome for claimants. BDR can 
expedite this process through electronic document management sys-
tems, reducing the time and resources needed to handle disputes.

Transparency is another key advantage of using blockchain tech-
nology for e-sport disputes. The decentralised nature of blockchain en-
sures that all parties involved can access the same data, minimising 
disputes over data accuracy or completeness. Blockchain’s crypto-
graphic security makes it difficult for unauthorised parties to alter the 
data, increasing trust in the fairness and impartiality of the dispute 
resolution process.166

While BDR systems are often associated with contract disputes, they 

can also be applied to tort cases in e-sports, particularly those arising 
from contractual relationships, such as disputes over player injuries 
during sponsored events. In cases where large groups of players or fans 
are affected, BDR can provide a reliable and efficient means of seeking 
redress, helping maintain the reputations of the e-sport organisations.

5. Conclusion

The rapid and significant growth of the e-sports industry has led to 
various complex disputes that traditional dispute-resolution methods 
are not adequately equipped to handle. As the industry evolves, it 
increasingly mirrors traditional sports in organisational complexity, 
encompassing a network of stakeholders such as players, developers, 
teams, sponsors, and fans. The introduction of emerging technologies 
and the tokenisation of in-game assets add new dimensions to these 
disputes, particularly regarding virtual property rights, intellectual 
property, and digital currency transactions. Current dispute resolution 
systems, including those provided by the WIPO and the World E-sports 
Association, have made strides in offering solutions tailored to the e- 
sports sector. However, these conventional methods often fail to address 
the unique challenges posed by the digital and global nature of e-sports 
disputes. The need for an updated, effective, and equitable dispute- 
resolution mechanism is evident.

This article thus delves into the potential of blockchain-based dispute 
resolution mechanisms in the e-sports industry, examining how they can 
address current shortcomings and pave the way for a more equitable 
competitive environment. A blockchain-based system offers several 
advantages over traditional methods, particularly in terms of trans-
parency, decentralisation, and immutability. Such a system can be 
particularly effective in handling disputes related to digital assets, 
including in-game asset ownership, prize money distribution, and 
microtransactions. These types of disputes, which are often straight-
forward and governed by clear, predefined conditions, can be efficiently 
managed through the use of smart contracts. The automatic execution of 
these contracts ensures that the resolution process is fast, secure, and 
transparent, reducing the potential for manipulation and enhancing 
trust among stakeholders.

However, blockchain-based systems must also address the more 
complex disputes that arise in the e-sports industry, such as sponsorship 
conflicts, intellectual property disputes, and allegations of match-fixing. 
These issues often involve subjective judgment, human interpretation, 
and negotiation, areas where the rigidity of blockchain technology may 
fall short. To overcome this limitation, a hybrid approach is recom-
mended, wherein blockchain technology is integrated with traditional 
arbitration or mediation mechanisms. This combination would allow for 
the efficient handling of straightforward disputes while still providing 
the flexibility necessary for more nuanced and complex cases.

One key challenge that must be addressed in implementing block-
chain for dispute resolution is the automatic execution of payments, 
particularly in the context of cryptocurrencies. While blockchain is well- 
suited for managing digital transactions, the use of cryptocurrency for 
prize money, sponsorships, or other financial transfers could present 
issues, particularly in jurisdictions where cryptocurrency regulations are 
still developing. Therefore, it is crucial to establish clear guidelines 
regarding which types of transactions are appropriate for blockchain- 
based resolution. For example, smaller transactions and in-game pur-
chases may be efficiently handled through blockchain, while larger or 
more complex payments, such as sponsorship agreements, may require 
traditional payment mechanisms and dispute resolution processes.

Furthermore, for blockchain-based systems to be widely accepted 
and trusted by all participants, education and user awareness are crit-
ical. Stakeholders must be well-versed in the technology, its benefits, 
and its limitations. Transparency alone is not sufficient; users must un-
derstand how blockchain works, how to interact with it, and how to 
interpret the data recorded on the blockchain. Additionally, ongoing 
efforts to refine the mechanisms governing dispute resolution in more 
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subjective cases, such as IP infringements or sponsorship disagreements, 
will be essential for the successful implementation of these systems.

In conclusion, blockchain technology holds significant potential to 
revolutionise dispute resolution within the e-sports industry. By 
providing a transparent, decentralised, and efficient framework, it can 
address many of the challenges currently faced by the sector. However, 
for BDR systems to be fully effective, they must be designed with careful 
consideration of the specific nature of e-sports disputes, incorporating 
both automation for straightforward cases and human intervention for 
more complex matters. By establishing clear parameters for decision- 
making and educating users on the system’s operation, the e-sports in-
dustry can leverage blockchain technology to foster a more equitable, 
efficient, and transparent dispute resolution environment.
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