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The  monograph examines a core challenge of the contemporary digital economy, namely 
how to protect and manage intellectual property under rapid technological change and the 
expansion of data driven environments. It analyzes the transformation of intellectual property 
rights under the influence of artificial intelligence, blockchain technologies, and global digital 
platforms, while also addressing the security challenges that the information society poses for 
public governance.  The monograph integrates legal and technological perspectives by discussing 
not only contemporary legal mechanisms of protection, but also the practical use of innovative 
tools for registration, evidentiary substantiation, and enforcement of rights at national and 
international levels. Its structure consistently moves from issues of digital governance and 
information security, through legal and technological transformation of IP protection, to applied 
sectoral and procedural models, including trade secrets in corporate information flows, EU 
related operational IP management in digital product development, and online litigation as an 
enforcement pathway.  

The monograph is intended for an academic and professional audience that needs a 
coherent, practice oriented understanding of intellectual property in the digitalized economy. It 
will be relevant for researchers and students working in law, public governance, and digital 
economy studies, as well as for legal practitioners, public officials, IT professionals, and 
corporate actors engaged in creating, managing, and protecting intellectual assets.  

The monograph contributes an integrated framework that links doctrinal legal analysis 
with operational realities, emphasizing that effective IP protection today depends simultaneously 
on regulatory adaptability, technological instruments, evidence readiness, and enforceable 
procedures across jurisdictions and digital infrastructures.  
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Introduction 
 
The monograph Intellectual Property: Protection in Modern 

Conditions examines how legal systems, public governance 
mechanisms, and organizational practices can secure intellectual 
property under conditions of accelerated digitalization, platform 
mediated markets, and the diffusion of advanced technologies. It 
proceeds from the assumption that contemporary intellectual 
property protection is not limited to formal registration or dispute 
resolution, because digital environments change both the nature of 
creative products and the pathways through which infringements 
occur. In this context, the practical effectiveness of intellectual 
property regimes depends on the coherence of legal norms, the 
availability of reliable evidence, and the capacity of institutions to 
enforce rights across borders and online infrastructures. At the same 
time, the scaling of digital production and distribution increases 
systemic exposure to legal and security risks, including unauthorized 
reuse, misappropriation of trade secrets, manipulation of digital 
evidence, and the emergence of new infringement modalities driven 
by automated tools. These premises position intellectual property 
protection as an integrated governance domain where law, 
technology, and institutional capacity must evolve together to 
preserve innovation incentives, fair competition, and public trust. 

A central analytical focus of the monograph is that technological 
progress simultaneously expands the opportunities for creative and 
innovative activity and raises the costs of inadequate protection, since 
violations can be replicated at scale and disseminated instantly 
through digital channels. This is particularly visible in domains 
shaped by artificial intelligence and data intensive production, where 
questions arise about authorship, originality, lawful use of datasets, 
and the legal status of outputs generated with algorithmic support. 
Therefore, the monograph treats intellectual property not only as a 
private law category, but also as a field of regulatory coordination 
that includes evidence standards, procedural safeguards, and cross 
border enforcement capacity. It also highlights that modern 
protection strategies require operational instruments, such as digital 
traceability mechanisms, technologically informed legal expertise, 
and organizational policies that translate abstract rights into 
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implementable compliance routines. In this sense, digital tools are 
interpreted not as neutral innovations, but as instruments that can 
strengthen or undermine protection depending on institutional 
design, accountability structures, and the ability to monitor, detect, 
and respond to infringement in real time. 

Structurally, the monograph is organized into three chapters that 
develop a coherent trajectory from the governance and security 
foundations of the data driven society to technology shaped legal 
transformations and, finally, to applied sectoral and procedural 
models of intellectual property management and enforcement. This 
architecture reflects the logic that intellectual property protection in 
contemporary conditions cannot be treated as a purely doctrinal legal 
field, because it increasingly depends on information security, 
organizational controls, and technologically competent enforcement 
mechanisms. 

Chapter 1, “Digital Governance and Information Security in the Data 
Driven Society: Public Administration and Corporate Information 
Protection,” formulates the security and governance foundations of 
contemporary intellectual property protection. It analyses the 
information society of the digital era as a security sensitive 
environment by outlining the prevailing threat landscape and 
modern approaches to information storage in public governance, 
which clarifies how institutional vulnerabilities and data handling 
routines shape the protection of intangible assets. The chapter then 
moves from the public sector to the corporate domain and examines 
intellectual property protection within internal information flows, 
with particular attention to trade secrets, recurrent digital risks, and 
available remedies. By doing so, it demonstrates that effective 
protection relies not only on formal legal entitlements, but also on 
organizational controls, internal governance procedures, and 
disciplined information management that operationalize rights in 
everyday practice. 

Chapter 2, “Legal and Technological Transformation of Intellectual 
Property Protection in the Digital Environment,” systematizes the ways 
in which intellectual property law and its protection instruments are 
reconfigured under conditions of rapid technological change. It 
examines contemporary challenges by connecting legal 
transformations with shifts in the technical infrastructures of 
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creation, circulation, and infringement, thereby substantiating the 
need for adaptive regulation and operationally viable compliance 
strategies. The chapter further develops an applied lens through the 
case of EU game developers, demonstrating how harmonization can 
be translated into scalable enforcement and why cross border digital 
industries require protection models that are implementable, 
repeatable, and responsive to platform based markets. In addition, it 
analyses the legal dimensions of blockchain use for intellectual 
property protection, approaching blockchain not as a universal 
remedy but as a technological instrument whose legal effectiveness 
depends on evidentiary architecture, governance design, and 
compatibility with established enforcement procedures. 

Chapter 3, “Sectoral and Procedural Models of Applied Intellectual 
Property Management and Enforcement,” moves from general legal and 
technological transformations to applied contexts in which 
intellectual property functions as a measurable component of 
organizational value, professional practice, and enforcement 
strategy. It examines the features of intellectual property protection 
within corporate business reputation assessment, emphasizing 
international dimensions and showing how the robustness of rights 
protection shapes reputational capital and market trust. The chapter 
also analyses intellectual property management in polygraph 
methodology development projects through the lenses of policies, 
procedures, and compliance, demonstrating that specialized 
innovation settings require clearly articulated internal regimes for 
ownership allocation, confidentiality safeguards, and lawful reuse. In 
addition, it addresses intellectual property rights in the digital age by 
focusing on challenges generated by artificial intelligence and digital 
platforms, where questions of authorship, originality, data 
dependence, and platform governance complicate both protection 
design and practical enforcement. The chapter concludes with 
intellectual property protection in online litigation, outlining 
procedural pathways and enforcement logic that become decisive 
when infringements emerge in environments defined by rapid 
dissemination, scalable harm, and multi jurisdictional complexity. 

The monograph is designed for researchers in law, public 
administration, and digital economy studies, as well as for 
practitioners who operate at the intersection of regulation, 
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technology, and innovation management. It is relevant for 
policymakers and public sector professionals involved in designing 
legal frameworks and institutional procedures for protecting 
intellectual property in digital markets, where enforcement often 
requires cross sector cooperation and technologically competent 
oversight. For corporate managers, compliance specialists, and 
innovators, the book offers a consolidated perspective on how to 
build protection strategies that combine legal instruments with 
internal governance, contract design, and information security 
measures. For legal professionals, it provides a logically connected 
view of how modern disputes and evidentiary challenges emerge 
online, and which procedural mechanisms are most relevant for 
effective enforcement. For graduate students and early career 
professionals, the monograph functions as an analytically consistent 
entry point into contemporary intellectual property protection as a 
domain shaped by technological transformation and evolving 
governance requirements. 

The internal logic of the book emphasizes that modern 
intellectual property protection is successful when it ensures both 
innovation enablement and legal reliability, rather than when it only 
expands the formal scope of rights without enforceable mechanisms. 
In this sense, the contribution of the monograph consists in treating 
intellectual property protection as a governance system that requires 
alignment between substantive norms, technological realities, and 
institutional capacity. A further contribution lies in linking the 
protection of intellectual assets with information security, corporate 
practices, and digitally mediated enforcement procedures, thereby 
demonstrating that the maturity of intellectual property regimes is 
inseparable from the quality of digital evidence, organizational 
discipline, and cross border legal coordination. Through this 
integrative perspective, the monograph supports applied decision 
making by showing how conceptual legal principles can be translated 
into operational instruments for prevention, monitoring, and 
enforcement. 

The directions for further research derived from the 
monograph’s problem field concern, first, the development of 
methodological criteria for evaluating originality, authorship, and 
lawful use in contexts where creative products are produced with 
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algorithmic assistance and where training data governance becomes 
legally salient. Second, future studies should deepen the analysis of 
evidentiary standards and procedural fairness in online litigation, 
particularly in cases involving digital traceability, platform 
responsibility, and the admissibility of technologically generated 
proof. Third, longitudinal research is needed to evaluate how 
blockchain based and other digital registry instruments affect 
enforcement effectiveness, transaction costs, and trust in rights 
attribution under real market conditions. Comparative research 
across jurisdictions remains essential, because intellectual property 
protection depends on the interaction between national legal 
traditions, supranational harmonization, and institutional capacity 
for cross border cooperation. In addition, the monograph’s attention 
to corporate information flows suggests a research agenda on trade 
secret governance, including the balance between transparency 
requirements, employee mobility, cybersecurity safeguards, and the 
proportionality of restrictions. Finally, the digital governance 
perspective motivates further work on platform mediated markets, 
where enforcement involves a complex mix of private ordering, 
administrative oversight, and judicial protection, and where 
resilience depends on institutional learning and adaptable regulatory 
design. 

 
 
 
 
 

Chief editor of the monograph 
Prof., Dr., Volodymyr Marchenko 
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Abstract. Polygraph assessment methodologies should be 
conceptualized as composite intellectual assets rather than as a single 
protectable method, since they integrate expressive materials, functional 
workflow logic, confidential know how, and digital implementation 
components. This structure determines the protection strategy because 
copyright is limited by the idea versus expression boundary, and 
software copyright protects the expression of a program rather than the 
underlying principles that the software operationalizes. As a result, 
legally robust protection requires a portfolio approach in which each 
layer of the methodology is aligned with the most appropriate legal 
instrument and with a corresponding governance mechanism that can 
be demonstrated in practice. The study aims to systematize legal routes 
for protecting polygraph methodology components through copyright, 
trade secrets, and operational controls, while maintaining legitimacy 
through controlled transparency. The analysis uses a doctrinal and 
policy synthesis of relevant international and EU frameworks and 
translates these norms into an operational segmentation model and an 
evidence readiness logic for enforcement. The results show that 
protectability increases when methodology content is segmented into 
public, partner, and restricted components, since this enables principled 
disclosure without sacrificing confidentiality of calibration and decision 
rules. The findings also demonstrate that trade secret protection is 
governance dependent, because enforceability requires proof of secrecy, 
commercial value derived from secrecy, and reasonable steps to 
preserve confidentiality, which elevates access discipline and 
documentation to core protection instruments. In addition, the study 
identifies evidence readiness as decisive, because copyright and trade 
secret claims rely on different proof packages, including version 
histories, secret registers, access logs, and contract documentation. 
Finally, the study operationalizes reasonable steps as layered controls 
that map key risks to specific evidence outputs, strengthening cross 
border defensibility and improving response capacity. The effective 
legal protection of polygraph methodologies is portfolio based and 
operational, combining protection of authored expression with secrecy 
governance, licensing discipline, and evidence preservation embedded 
into project workflows. Future research should test how particular 
evidence artifacts, access controls, and licensing constraints influence 
dispute outcomes, and the long term durability of secrecy in training 
intensive ecosystems. 
Keywords: polygraph methodology; intellectual property portfolio; 
copyright scope; idea expression dichotomy; software copyright; trade 
secrets; undisclosed know how; reasonable steps; evidence readiness; 
licensing governance; access control; cross border enforcement. 
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1. Polygraph methodologies as layered IP assets: what can be 
protected and how. Polygraph assessment methodologies should be treated 
as composite intellectual assets rather than as a single protectable “method.” 
In operational terms, a methodology usually includes at least four layers: (1) 
expressive materials (manuals, protocols, scripts, training content), (2) 
functional logic (workflow rules, question sequencing logic, decision rules), 
(3) confidential know-how (interpretation heuristics, calibration thresholds, 
internal quality assurance routines), and (4) digital implementation 
(software-assisted capture, processing, reporting, and evidence storage). 
This decomposition matters because intellectual property law protects 
different layers through different legal tools, and the failure to separate them 
creates unrealistic protection claims and weak enforcement positions. 

The first boundary is the idea–expression dichotomy: copyright protects 
expression, not ideas, procedures, methods of operation, or mathematical 
concepts as such (World Intellectual Property Organization [WIPO], 2025). 
In practice, this means a competitor may be able to replicate a functional 
approach while avoiding infringement if they do not copy protectable 
expression. Consequently, the methodology’s defensible core often shifts 
toward the materials’ originality and the governance of non-public know-
how. 

The second boundary concerns software-supported methodologies. EU 
law clarifies that only the expression of a computer program is protected, 
while ideas and principles underlying elements of a program, including 
interfaces, are not protected by copyright under the specific regime for 
computer programs (European Parliament and Council, 2009). This is 
particularly relevant when a polygraph methodology is embedded in tooling 
that automates scoring assistance, report generation, or pattern comparison. 
The protectable object is the code and its expressive architecture, whereas 
the abstract logic of the scoring approach may require confidentiality, 
contractual controls, or other legal strategies. 

The third boundary concerns trade secrets and confidential know-how. 
Under TRIPS, protection of undisclosed information depends on three 
criteria: secrecy, commercial value because of secrecy, and reasonable steps 
under the circumstances to keep it secret (World Trade Organization, 1994). 
EU law aligns with this approach through the Trade Secrets Directive, which 
frames trade secrets as protectable business information and sets remedies 
for unlawful acquisition, use, and disclosure, including breaches of 
confidentiality duties and duties limiting use (European Parliament and 
Council, 2016). This alignment supports a coherent cross-border rationale: 
the more the methodology relies on internal heuristics and calibration, the 
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more the project should invest in proving “reasonable steps,” since 
protectability depends on demonstrable governance rather than on 
registration. 

To make this logic operational, the methodology should be segmented 
into “public,” “partner,” and “restricted” components. Public components 
can be disclosed for transparency, marketing, or training previews without 
destroying the value of secrecy. Restricted components include the elements 
that create competitive advantage or reduce error, such as examiner decision 
heuristics, internal case libraries, calibration rules, and quality control 
thresholds. Partner components sit between the two and are shared under 
strict license scope, auditability, and dissemination limitations. This 
segmentation allows the project to remain credible in compliance contexts 
while preserving the legal prerequisites for trade secret protection. 

The table 3.13 clarifies how typical polygraph methodology 
components map to the most realistic protection instruments. 

 
Table 3.13. Legal characterization of polygraph methodology 

components 
Component Primary legal 

nature 
Most realistic 

protection route 
Typical governance 

requirement 
Manuals, protocols, 

diagrams, training texts Expression Copyright Authorship and version control 
(WIPO, 2025) 

Training videos, slides, 
tests Expression Copyright Licensing and controlled reuse 

(WIPO, 2025) 

Question sets and 
structured scripts 

Expression plus 
compilation 

features 

Copyright for 
wording and 

selection; secrecy 
for restricted sets 

Tiered access and controlled 
distribution 

Workflow logic and 
scoring methodology 

(abstract) 

Method of 
operation 

Not protected by 
copyright as such 

Protect refined variants 
through secrecy and contracts 

(WIPO, 2025) 

Interpretation heuristics 
and calibration 

thresholds 

Confidential 
know-how Trade secret 

Reasonable steps and access 
governance (World Trade 

Organization, 1994; European 
Parliament and Council, 2016) 

Software implementing 
capture, analysis, 

reporting 

Expression of 
program 

Copyright for code 
and structure 

Repository governance and 
clean ownership (European 

Parliament and Council, 2009) 
Method name, 

certification label, 
program identity 

Distinctive sign Trademark 
strategy 

Anti-confusion governance 
and monitoring 

Sources: (World Intellectual Property Organization, 2025; World Trade Organization, 1994; European 
Parliament and Council, 2016; European Parliament and Council, 2009). 
 

Table 3.13 indicates that the strongest protection strategy is portfolio-
based, with copyright shielding the expressive layer and trade secrets 
protecting the competitive core that must remain confidential. 
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A second operational question is how to decide, at design time, whether 
an element should be published, licensed, or kept secret. The decision should 
be driven by the legal preconditions of trade secret protection and by the 
reputational need for defensible transparency, particularly when a 
methodology is used in sensitive evaluations. 

 
Table 3.14. Decision matrix for disclosure, licensing, and secrecy 
Decision factor If high, preferred route Reason Practical consequence 

Competitive advantage 
comes from the 

element 

Keep restricted as trade 
secret 

Value depends on 
secrecy (World Trade 
Organization, 1994) 

Tight access, logs, 
restricted training 

cohorts 

Element must be 
publicly explained for 

legitimacy 

Publish expressive 
explanation, restrict 
operational details 

Copyright covers 
explanation, secrecy 

covers heuristics 
(WIPO, 2025) 

Two-layer 
documentation, public 
guide plus restricted 

annex 

Element must be 
shared with partners to 

operate 

License with strict 
scope plus secrecy 

controls 

Trade secret protection 
requires reasonable 

steps (European 
Parliament and 
Council, 2016) 

NDA, audit rights, no 
redistribution, breach 

remedies 

Element is embedded 
in software tooling 

Protect code; keep key 
parameters confidential 

Code is protected as 
expression (European 

Parliament and 
Council, 2009) 

Repository controls and 
parameter secrecy 

Sources: (World Intellectual Property Organization, 2025; World Trade Organization, 1994; European 
Parliament and Council, 2016; European Parliament and Council, 2009). 
 

Table 3.14 shows that the same methodology can remain transparent at 
the level of principles while preserving protectability and enforceability 
through controlled secrecy of high-value operational details. 

 

Table 3.15. Evidence artifacts needed to support each protection route 
Protection 

route What must be proven Core evidence artifacts Why it matters 

Copyright Ownership, originality, 
copying of expression 

Dated versions, authorship 
records, publication 

history, similarity analysis 

Supports fast takedown and 
civil claims (WIPO, 2025) 

Trade 
secret 

Secrecy, value due to 
secrecy, reasonable 

steps, unlawful use or 
disclosure 

Secret register, access 
logs, NDAs, tier policies, 

incident records 

Protectability depends on 
governance performance 

(World Trade Organization, 
1994; European Parliament and 

Council, 2016) 

Software 
copyright 

Expression of program, 
ownership, infringing 

reproduction 

Repository logs, 
contributor agreements, 
dependency licensing 

ledger 

Clean chain of title reduces 
dispute risk (European 

Parliament and Council, 2009) 

Trademark 
(if used) 

Distinctiveness, 
likelihood of confusion, 

unauthorized use 

Clearance files, 
monitoring screenshots, 

use evidence 

Prevents reputational dilution 
through confusing branding 

Sources: (World Intellectual Property Organization, 2025; World Trade Organization, 1994; European 
Parliament and Council, 2016; European Parliament and Council, 2009). 
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Finally, a layered IP approach must be “evidence-ready.” Copyright and 
trade secret protection both depend on traceability, but the proof points 
differ. Copyright disputes emphasize originality, copying, and ownership, 
while trade secret disputes emphasize secrecy status, reasonable steps, and 
unlawful acquisition, use, or disclosure (World Trade Organization, 1994; 
European Parliament and Council, 2016). 

Table 3.15 confirms that legal protection is inseparable from 
documentation discipline, because enforceability requires different proof 
packages depending on the right invoked. 

A polygraph methodology is best protected through structured asset 
segmentation: copyright protects the expressive documentation and software 
expression, while trade secrets protect calibration know-how and internal 
heuristics, provided that secrecy and reasonable steps are consistently 
demonstrated under TRIPS and EU standards (World Trade Organization, 
1994; European Parliament and Council, 2016; WIPO, 2025). 

2. Copyright protection of methodological materials: scope, limits, 
and evidence discipline. Copyright is most effective for polygraph 
methodology projects when the methodology is expressed in fixed, original 
materials, such as manuals, structured examiner protocols, training modules, 
video lectures, and software code. This is because copyright protects the 
author’s expression, while it does not protect ideas, procedures, methods of 
operation, or abstract principles as such (World Intellectual Property 
Organization, 2025). In the polygraph context, this boundary is decisive: the 
functional logic of testing can often be reproduced in another form, whereas 
the concrete expression of how the method is described, structured, and 
taught can remain legally protectable. A second core element is originality. 
In EU copyright doctrine, protection is tied to originality understood as the 
author’s own intellectual creation, a standard articulated in EU case law and 
applied broadly across subject matter (Court of Justice of the European 
Union, 2009; European Parliament and Council, 2001). As a result, the 
practical strengthening of the copyright layer depends on deliberate authorial 
choices in sequence, explanatory architecture, terminology systems, 
examples, and didactic design rather than on the method’s functional 
novelty. 

A further complication arises when a polygraph methodology is 
embedded in software, for example scoring assistance tools, report 
generators, or data capture pipelines. Under the EU Software Directive, only 
the expression of a computer program is protected, while ideas and principles 
underlying any element of a program are not protected by copyright 
(European Parliament and Council, 2009). This implies that code, interface 
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layouts as expressive choices, and documentation can be protected, whereas 
the underlying scoring logic is more safely managed through confidentiality 
and contract-based controls. When methodological materials are distributed 
digitally, additional relevance arises from harmonized EU rules on 
reproduction and communication to the public, because copying, sharing in 
closed groups, and hosting on platforms can trigger distinct exclusive rights 
and exceptions (European Parliament and Council, 2001). 

 
Table 3.16. Copyright scope in polygraph methodology materials: 

protectable expression versus functional content 
Material type What is typically 

protected 
What is typically not 

protected Practical design implication 

Manuals and 
protocols 

Structure, narrative, 
diagrams, examples as 

expression 

The procedure itself 
as a method of 

operation 

Increase original explanatory 
architecture and 
systematization 

Training slides and 
videos 

Script, visuals, editing 
and pedagogical 

sequencing 

General teaching 
ideas 

Separate “public overview” 
from “restricted operational 

detail” 

Question sets and 
scripted scenarios 

Wording, selection 
and arrangement 

Generic questions 
and functional 

constraints 

Maintain differentiated 
restricted sets and controlled 

distribution 
Scoring 

explanations and 
rubrics 

Explanatory text, 
illustrative cases 

Abstract scoring 
logic and thresholds 

Keep thresholds and 
heuristics confidential while 

publishing rationale 

Software code and 
documentation 

Code and 
documentation as 

expression 

Underlying 
algorithms and 

principles 

Isolate confidential 
parameters from publishable 

documentation 
Sources: (World Intellectual Property Organization, 2025; European Parliament and Council, 2001; 
European Parliament and Council, 2009). 
 

Table 3.16 indicates that copyright strength can be increased through 
intentional authorial design, while the functional core should be positioned 
for complementary protection, especially through secrecy and contracting. 

Because methodology projects frequently involve joint authorship, 
outsourced content production, and iterative revisions, evidence discipline 
becomes the bridge between legal theory and enforceability. In EU practice, 
the originality threshold and the assessment of “copying” often depend on 
whether the claimant can show a coherent creation history and a stable chain 
of title. This is why internal documentation must be treated as a core IP 
governance artifact rather than as administrative overhead. The logic is 
strengthened by the EU originality approach emphasized in Infopaq, which 
links protection to the author’s intellectual creation and requires a concrete 
assessment of protected expression (Court of Justice of the European Union, 
2009). 
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Table 3.17. Evidence package for copyright enforceability in 
methodology projects 

Evidence artifact What it demonstrates Typical use case Minimum operational 
standard 

Version-controlled 
master files 

Timeline of creation 
and evolution 

Authorship disputes, 
priority claims 

Immutable timestamps, 
locked releases 

Authorship and 
contribution records 

Identity of creators and 
scope of contribution 

Joint work and 
contractor conflicts 

Signed contribution 
statements 

Assignment and 
licensing agreements 

Ownership and 
permitted use 

Enforcement standing 
and licensing clarity 

Mandatory for all 
contractors and trainers 

Distribution register 
Controlled 

dissemination and 
scope 

Defense against 
implied license 

arguments 

Recipient, purpose, and 
date tracking 

Similarity comparison 
dossier 

Copying of protected 
expression 

Litigation and 
takedown escalation 

Side-by-side mapping 
of copied fragments 

Sources: (World Intellectual Property Organization, 2025; Court of Justice of the European Union, 2009; 
European Parliament and Council, 2001). 

 
Table 3.17 shows that enforceability relies on the ability to reconstruct 

the work’s provenance and to show controlled dissemination consistent with 
legitimate licensing expectations. 

Methodology projects also face recurring operational risks specific to 
training and certification ecosystems. Content is often reproduced 
informally, recorded during trainings, shared inside institutional networks, 
or modified into derivative materials that circulate without supervision. 
These patterns require a licensing structure that distinguishes internal use, 
instructor rights, derivative work permissions, and reuse conditions. In 
digital distribution settings, clarity on reproduction and making-available 
behaviors becomes important because unauthorized copying and sharing can 
be scaled quickly through platforms, even when the initial violation is small 
(European Parliament and Council, 2001). 
 

Table 3.18. Licensing architecture for polygraph methodology 
materials 

Licensing scenario Core permission 
granted Key restriction Recommended control 

Institutional internal 
training 

Internal use of 
materials 

No redistribution, no 
recording 

Access-limited portals 
and audit clause 

Certified examiner 
program 

Use of restricted 
materials by 

credentialed users 

No sharing outside 
cohort 

Credential revocation 
and watermarking 

Trainer or franchise 
model 

Delivery rights for 
training 

No derivative works 
without approval 

Pre-approval workflow 
for updates 

Software-enabled 
methodology 

Use of tool plus 
documentation 

No reverse engineering 
and no extraction of 

parameters 

License keys, logs, and 
restricted parameter 

access 
Sources: (European Parliament and Council, 2001; European Parliament and Council, 2009). 
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Table 3.18 supports the conclusion that copyright must be 
operationalized through licensing segmentation, because the main threat is 
not only copying by competitors but uncontrolled diffusion through 
legitimate user networks. 

Finally, a polygraph methodology often relies on structured collections, 
including question libraries, case templates, and standardized reporting 
fragments. Even when a collection is not treated as a “database” in a strict 
legal sense, the EU framework highlights that selection and arrangement can 
be protected when it reflects the author’s own intellectual creation, and that 
separate database-related protections may become relevant where systematic 
compilation is central (European Parliament and Council, 1996; Court of 
Justice of the European Union, 2009). This reinforces a practical drafting 
strategy: emphasize original selection logic, categorization, and the 
explanatory rationale that ties the materials into a coherent authored system. 

 
Table 3.19. Design strategies to maximize protectable expression 

without disclosing core know-how 
Strategy What it strengthens What it avoids Implementation example 

Two-layer 
documentation 

Copyright in the 
“open” explanation 

Exposure of thresholds 
and heuristics 

Public guide plus 
restricted annex 

Modular authored 
structure 

Original selection and 
arrangement 

Easy paraphrase by 
competitors 

Unique taxonomy and 
decision-tree narration 

Controlled examples 
Demonstrates 
originality and 

pedagogy 

Disclosure of real case 
library 

Synthetic cases with 
safeguarded parameters 

Separation of 
parameters from 

narrative 

Protects text while 
keeping logic secret 

Reverse engineering of 
scoring rules 

Narrative rationale with 
withheld thresholds 

Sources: (World Intellectual Property Organization, 2025; European Parliament and Council, 1996; Court 
of Justice of the European Union, 2009). 
 

Table 3.19 indicates that the most resilient approach is to publish 
enough expression to ensure legitimacy and teachability, while preserving 
the competitive core through confidentiality and restricted access. 

Copyright protection for polygraph methodology projects is strongest 
when the expressive layer is intentionally authored, originality is reinforced 
through structured presentation, and enforceability is supported by 
provenance evidence, clean chain of title, and segmented licensing for 
training and digital dissemination (World Intellectual Property Organization, 
2025; European Parliament and Council, 2001; European Parliament and 
Council, 2009; Court of Justice of the European Union, 2009). 
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3. Commercial secrecy, trade secrets, and know-how: legal criteria 
and “reasonable steps”. Trade secret protection is the most structurally 
compatible mechanism for safeguarding the operational core of polygraph 
methodologies, especially where competitive advantage lies in calibration, 
interpretation heuristics, internal validation routines, and examiner decision 
rules that are not intended for public disclosure. Unlike registered IP rights, 
trade secrets remain enforceable only while confidentiality and control are 
preserved, which makes governance performance a constitutive element of 
protection rather than a secondary compliance layer. The minimum 
international baseline is articulated in TRIPS Article 39, which links the 
protectability of undisclosed information to secrecy, commercial value 
because of secrecy, and reasonable steps to keep the information secret. In 
the EU, Directive (EU) 2016/943 aligns with this logic by defining a “trade 
secret” through the same three-part test and by providing civil law remedies 
against unlawful acquisition, use, and disclosure. 

A critical methodological implication for polygraph projects is that 
trade secret claims typically fail when the holder cannot specify what the 
secret is and cannot demonstrate proportional protective measures. WIPO 
emphasizes that reasonable steps should not be treated as a formal hurdle but 
as a practical risk management discipline calibrated to the value of the 
information and the threat landscape. For methodologies deployed through 
training ecosystems and institutional clients, this calibration must account 
for the predictable leakage channels: repeated exposure in trainings, informal 
reproduction inside corporate or public sector networks, contractor access, 
and digital storage vulnerabilities. Where disputes emerge, confidentiality 
preservation in proceedings becomes strategically important, because 
litigation can otherwise force disclosure of the very information the claimant 
seeks to protect. The Trade Secrets Directive therefore requires Member 
States to ensure confidentiality of trade secrets in the course of legal 
proceedings through obligations on parties and other participants, alongside 
the possibility of specific confidentiality-preserving measures. 

Table 3.20 systematizes the legal test and translates it into proof 
requirements that can be operationalized in methodology governance. 

Table 3.20 suggests that “reasonable steps” should be treated as a 
designed control system that produces auditable evidence, because the legal 
definition itself requires a demonstrable governance posture.  

Beyond the definition, polygraph methodology projects must anticipate 
lawful acquisition pathways that weaken enforceability if not managed.  
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Table 3.20. Trade secret legal test and evidentiary proof points for 
polygraph methodologies 

Legal element Core meaning in 
practice Typical proof expected Polygraph-specific 

implication 

Secrecy 

Not generally known or 
readily accessible in 
relevant professional 

circles 

Restricted access records; 
controlled dissemination; 

“restricted annex” structure 

Distinguish public 
principles from 

restricted operational 
rules 

Value because of 
secrecy 

Competitive or 
operational advantage 

is tied to confidentiality 

Business rationale; reliance 
evidence; differentiation 

narrative 

Show how calibration 
and heuristics reduce 

error or improve 
consistency 

Reasonable steps Proportionate measures 
under the circumstances 

NDAs; access controls; 
labeling; logs; training 

restrictions 

Demonstrate tiering 
across manuals, 

trainings, and client 
deliverables 

Sources: (World Trade Organization, 1994; European Parliament and Council, 2016; World Intellectual 
Property Organization, 2019; World Intellectual Property Organization, 2025). 
 

Under the EU Directive, acquisition is lawful, for example, through 
independent discovery or by observation, study, disassembly, or testing of a 
product that is publicly available or lawfully possessed without a duty to 
limit acquisition. This provision is especially relevant when methodology 
outputs are packaged as tools, templates, or software features that can be 
inspected by users. The governance response is to design deliverables so that 
exposure of functional outputs does not reveal the confidential internal 
configuration, thresholds, and decision rules that constitute the secret. This 
is one reason why separating parameters from explanatory narratives, and 
keeping high-value calibration logic server-side or access-restricted, tends to 
be more defensible than distributing complete operational rulebooks to broad 
audiences. 

Table 3.21 links common polygraph know-how assets to a risk 
taxonomy, clarifying where misappropriation pressure is highest. 

Table 3.21 indicates that the highest-risk assets are precisely those most 
likely to be exposed repeatedly, namely through trainings, partner 
deployments, and routine operational access, which makes human-factor 
controls and contractual architecture decisive. 

The “reasonable steps” requirement becomes actionable when 
measures are selected as a coherent, layered set that maps to specific risks 
and produces evidence artifacts. WIPO’s guidance frames trade secret 
management as a plan with steps that include identifying and valuing secrets, 
assessing risks, applying reasonable measures, and monitoring and reacting 
to misappropriation or leakage. 
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Table 3.21. Risk taxonomy for polygraph methodology know-how and 
typical misappropriation channels 

Know-how asset Why it is sensitive Primary risk channel Secondary risk channel 
Scoring thresholds and 

calibration rules 
Enables replication of 

accuracy profile 
Insider leakage during 

role transition 
Contractor reuse across 

clients 

Interpretation heuristics 
and decision trees 

Encodes expert 
judgment and 
consistency 

Recording or copying 
during trainings 

Informal sharing inside 
institutions 

Internal case libraries 
and validation datasets 

Demonstrates 
performance and edge 

cases 

Unauthorized 
duplication from 

shared drives 

Accidental disclosure 
via cloud links 

Quality assurance 
protocols and audit 

rubrics 

Enables “certification 
mimicry” 

Partner overreach 
beyond license scope 

Competing programs 
adopting identical 

rubrics 
Software configuration 

parameters 
Makes tooling 

replicable 
Reverse engineering of 
client-side components 

Credential compromise 
and scraping 

Sources: (World Intellectual Property Organization, 2019; World Intellectual Property Organization, 
2025; European Parliament and Council, 2016). 
 

This planning approach is especially suitable for polygraph 
methodologies, because the asset portfolio changes over time as scripts, 
thresholds, and training materials evolve. It also supports a proportionality 
logic: controls for a restricted calibration annex should be more stringent 
than controls for a general overview brochure, even if both are part of the 
same methodology package. 

Table 3.22 operationalizes reasonable steps into a control catalogue that 
can be embedded in methodology development and deployment. 
 

Table 3.22. Control catalogue for “reasonable steps” in polygraph 
methodology projects 

Control layer Measures Evidence artifact 
produced Primary legal function 

Asset identification Trade secret register; 
component tiering 

Dated register; scope 
definitions 

Specifies what is 
claimed as secret 

Access governance Role-based access; least 
privilege; cohort rules 

Access logs; credential 
lists 

Demonstrates secrecy 
and control 

Contractual controls NDAs; confidentiality 
clauses; use limitations 

Signed agreements; audit 
clauses 

Establishes duties and 
breach basis 

Document 
discipline 

“Confidential” marking; 
controlled exports 

Watermarked copies; 
distribution register 

Proves notice and 
controlled 

dissemination 

Technical security 
Encryption; secure 

repositories; monitored 
sharing 

System logs; incident 
reports 

Supports traceability 
and containment 

Training 
governance 

No-recording policy; 
restricted modules 

Attendance logs; policy 
acknowledgements 

Reduces predictable 
training leakage 

Monitoring and 
response 

Leak detection; 
escalation workflow 

Evidence preservation 
pack 

Enables timely 
remedies 

Sources: (World Trade Organization, 1994; European Parliament and Council, 2016; World Intellectual 
Property Organization, 2019; World Intellectual Property Organization, 2025). 
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Table 3.22 supports the conclusion that trade secret protection is 
governance-intensive but scalable, because each measure both reduces risk 
and produces proof that the reasonable steps condition is met. 

Finally, polygraph methodology disputes require a confidentiality-
preserving enforcement stance to avoid “self-defeating litigation,” where the 
attempt to enforce secrecy triggers broader exposure. The EU Directive 
explicitly addresses this risk by requiring confidentiality obligations in legal 
proceedings and by allowing measures necessary to preserve confidentiality 
of trade secrets or alleged trade secrets used or referred to during 
proceedings. This design makes trade secret enforcement more practicable 
for methodology holders, provided that the claimant can define the secret 
precisely, demonstrate reasonable steps, and preserve evidence early. The 
same Directive also provides for damages appropriate to actual prejudice and 
specifies factors relevant to assessing damages, which is relevant when 
disclosure causes both economic harm and longer-term degradation of 
competitive position. 

For polygraph methodologies, trade secret and know-how protection is 
the legally coherent route for safeguarding calibration, heuristics, and 
internal validation routines, but it is viable only when the holder can 
demonstrate the TRIPS and EU three-part test and can show a proportional, 
evidence-producing system of reasonable steps, including confidentiality-
preserving litigation readiness. 

4. Contracting, licensing, and enforcement: making protection 
scalable and dispute-ready. Polygraph methodology projects are 
implemented through multi-actor ecosystems that typically include 
developers, certified examiners, trainers, institutional clients, software 
vendors, and sometimes public authorities. In such settings, intellectual 
property protection cannot rely only on the abstract existence of rights. It 
must be converted into operational control over access, permitted uses, and 
evidence creation, especially because trade secret protection depends on 
demonstrable secrecy measures and enforceable confidentiality duties 
(World Trade Organization, 1994; European Parliament and Council, 2016). 
Contracting and licensing therefore function as the “connective tissue” 
between copyright in materials, trade secrets in know-how, and the practical 
reality of repeated dissemination during trainings and deployments. 

A robust contractual architecture begins with clear allocation of 
ownership and authorship for manuals, training modules, templates, and 
software components, with special attention to contractor-created 
deliverables and joint development. This is complemented by licensing 
clauses that define scope (internal use only, named users, geographic limits, 
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term), prohibit unauthorized copying and redistribution, and regulate 
derivative works such as updated protocols or localized training programs. 
For the confidentiality layer, agreements should define the protected 
confidential information precisely, impose duties to limit use to authorized 
purposes, and introduce auditability and incident notification obligations. 
These elements are directly aligned with the EU trade secrets framework, 
where unlawful use or disclosure often hinges on breaches of confidentiality 
duties or contractual duties limiting use (European Parliament and Council, 
2016). In parallel, dispute readiness requires drafting that anticipates 
evidence preservation and proportionate remedies, consistent with EU civil 
enforcement standards for IP-related disputes (European Parliament and 
Council, 2004). 

The table 3.23 distinguishes the most common agreement types used in 
polygraph methodology ecosystems and the protection function each one 
serves. 

 
Table 3.23. Contract stack for polygraph methodology projects and its 

IP function 
Agreement type Typical parties Primary IP function Core operational risk 

addressed 

Authorship and 
assignment agreement 

Developers, 
contractors, trainers 

Secures chain of title 
for materials and 

software 

Ownership disputes 
and unenforceable 

rights 
NDA and 

confidentiality 
agreement 

All collaborators and 
clients 

Establishes secrecy 
duties and limits use 

Trade secret leakage 
through informal 

sharing 

Methodology license 
agreement 

Provider and 
institutional client 

Defines scope of use 
and controls 
redistribution 

Uncontrolled diffusion 
within institutions 

Certification and 
examiner agreement 

Provider and certified 
examiner 

Restricts access to 
“restricted tier” know-

how 

Credential misuse, 
copying during practice 

Trainer agreement Provider and trainers Controls derivative 
works and recording 

Unlicensed updates and 
content drift 

Software terms and 
access policy Provider and users 

Controls tool access 
and parameter 

exposure 

Reverse engineering 
and scraping risks 

Incident notification 
and cooperation 

addendum 

Provider and key 
partners 

Creates rapid 
containment 
coordination 

Delayed response and 
evidentiary gaps 

Sources: (World Trade Organization, 1994; European Parliament and Council, 2016; European 
Parliament and Council, 2004). 
 

Table 3.23 indicates that scalability is achieved not by adding more 
documents, but by ensuring that each agreement produces a specific form of 
control or evidence that supports later enforcement. 
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A common failure pattern in methodology projects is that contracts are 
drafted as generic templates that do not map to realistic risks. A more reliable 
approach is clause-to-risk engineering, where each critical clause is justified 
by a specific threat model and evidence need. 

 
Table 3.24. Clause-to-risk mapping for polygraph methodology 

licensing and secrecy governance 
Clause group Minimum clause 

content Risk it mitigates Evidence it generates 

Definitions of 
confidential 
information 

Tiered definition with 
examples and 

exclusions 

Ambiguity that 
undermines trade 

secret claims 

Clear secret scope and 
notice to recipients 

Purpose limitation Use only for defined 
assessments or training 

Repurposing methods 
outside license 

Proof of unauthorized 
use beyond scope 

Dissemination limits 
Named users, internal 

network limits, no 
forwarding 

“Institutional leakage” 
through internal 

sharing 

Distribution trail and 
breach traceability 

No recording and no 
extraction 

Ban recording trainings 
and extracting 

parameters 

Copying through 
recordings and 

screenshots 

Policy 
acknowledgements and 

compliance basis 

Derivative works and 
updates 

Approval workflow for 
modifications and 

translations 

Uncontrolled 
adaptations that erode 

exclusivity 

Change logs and 
authorized update trail 

Audit rights and 
compliance reporting 

Audit triggers, 
remediation timelines 

Hidden non-
compliance and silent 

diffusion 

Audit reports and 
corrective action 

records 

Offboarding and 
credential revocation 

Return or destruction, 
access termination 

Leakage at role 
transition 

Offboarding checklist 
and termination 

evidence 

Incident notification 
and cooperation 

Time limits, 
containment duties, 

evidence hold 

Delayed response 
magnifying harm 

Incident logs and 
preservation chain 

Sources: (World Trade Organization, 1994; European Parliament and Council, 2016). 
 

Table 3.24 supports the conclusion that enforceability is strengthened 
when contracts are drafted as operational controls that create predictable 
evidence outputs, rather than as purely formal legal instruments. 

Because polygraph methodologies are often used in sensitive contexts, 
enforcement must be designed to preserve confidentiality while still enabling 
effective remedies. The EU trade secrets regime explicitly supports 
confidentiality-preserving litigation measures, which reduces the risk that 
enforcement actions inadvertently expose protected know-how (European 
Parliament and Council, 2016). At the same time, general IP enforcement 
principles in the EU emphasize effective, proportionate, and dissuasive 
measures, along with tools for preserving evidence and stopping ongoing 
infringement, which can be adapted to methodology disputes that involve 

https://doi.org/10.36690/IPP


   Intellectual property: protection in modern conditions 
 

 
 
https://doi.org/10.36690/IPP                 ISBN 978-9916-9389-5-9 (pdf) 

© Scientific Center of Innovative Research, 2025 
147 

copyrighted manuals or unauthorized distribution of training content 
(European Parliament and Council, 2004). 

The table 3.25 proposes a dispute-ready enforcement workflow that 
aligns with confidentiality needs and cross-border practicalities. 

 
Table 3.25. Enforcement workflow for polygraph methodology 

disputes with confidentiality safeguards 
Phase Key action Primary objective Confidentiality 

safeguard 

1. Triage 
Classify event: copyright 
copy, trade secret leak, 

license breach 

Choose correct legal 
basis early 

Limit internal 
circulation of facts 

2. Containment Revoke access, suspend 
credentials, stop distribution 

Prevent ongoing 
exposure 

Evidence hold and 
restricted access to 

records 
3. Evidence 
preservation 

Secure logs, versions, 
agreements, and copies 

Support later 
remedies 

Sealed evidence pack 
with chain-of-custody 

4. Notice and 
negotiation 

Send structured notice, 
demand cessation, propose 

remediation 

Resolve quickly and 
quietly when 

possible 

Use controlled 
disclosure of secret 

details 
5. Platform and 
intermediary steps 

Takedown or marketplace 
reporting where relevant 

Rapid removal of 
distributed copies 

Provide only necessary 
proof materials 

6. Litigation 
readiness 

Select forum, request 
confidentiality measures 

Secure enforceable 
remedies 

Protective orders and 
limited access filing 

7. Recovery and 
hardening Update controls and training Reduce recurrence Post-incident control 

review and audit 
Sources: (European Parliament and Council, 2016; European Parliament and Council, 2004). 
 

Table 3.25 shows that the core enforcement problem is sequencing: 
confidentiality protection improves when evidence is preserved first, 
disclosure is minimized, and escalation is proportional to harm. 

A dispute-ready strategy also requires a standardized evidence pack. 
This is particularly important because methodology disputes often include 
mixed claims, for example a copyright claim for copying manuals and a trade 
secret claim for leaking scoring heuristics. The table 3.26 offers a structured 
checklist that can be used as a governance artifact. Table 3.26 indicates that 
evidence readiness is not a litigation-only practice. It is a continuous 
governance capability that reduces response time and prevents avoidable 
disclosure of confidential materials. 
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Table 3.26. Evidence pack checklist for mixed copyright and trade 
secret disputes 

Evidence category What it contains Supports which 
claim Typical mistake avoided 

Chain of title Assignments, contributor 
agreements, ownership policy 

Copyright and 
software rights 

Lack of standing to 
enforce 

Work provenance Version history, timestamps, 
authorship records Copyright Inability to show 

originality and priority 
Dissemination 

control 
Distribution register, 

watermarks, access lists Both Defense that content 
was “freely shared” 

Secrecy 
governance 

Secret register, tier policy, 
training restrictions Trade secrets Failure to prove 

reasonable steps 

Access traces Logs, credential histories, 
offboarding records Trade secrets No attribution or timing 

evidence 

Breach proof Copies, screenshots, repository 
snapshots, witness notes Both Late collection and 

spoliation risk 

Remedy mapping 
Harm narrative, business 

impact, proposed injunction 
scope 

Both Overbroad claims that 
expose secrets 

Sources: (World Trade Organization, 1994; European Parliament and Council, 2016; European 
Parliament and Council, 2004). 
 

Finally, polygraph methodology projects frequently operate across 
borders through training partners or multinational clients. Cross-border 
deployment increases the relevance of harmonized legal baselines (TRIPS 
and EU directives), but it also introduces practical decisions about which 
remedies are realistic and how to coordinate actions. 
 

Table 3.27. Cross-border deployment scenarios and preferred 
protection posture 

Cross-border scenario Main risk Preferred protection 
lever Practical priority 

Multi-country 
institutional client 

Internal redistribution 
across affiliates 

License scope and 
auditability 

Named-user limits and 
reporting 

Training partner in 
another jurisdiction 

Derivative works and 
uncontrolled updates 

Trainer agreement and 
update governance 

Approval workflow 
and watermarking 

Remote examiner 
network 

Credential misuse and 
copying 

Certification agreement 
plus access controls 

Revocation mechanism 
and cohort 

segmentation 

Software-enabled 
methodology abroad 

Parameter exposure 
and reverse 
engineering 

Tool access policy and 
confidentiality layer 

Server-side storage of 
sensitive parameters 

Online diffusion of 
materials Rapid mass distribution Copyright enforcement 

plus platform steps 
Fast takedown and 

evidence pack 
Sources: (World Trade Organization, 1994; European Parliament and Council, 2016; European 
Parliament and Council, 2004). 
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Table 3.27 reinforces that cross-border protection is strongest when 
legal instruments are paired with operational controls that limit 
dissemination and maintain traceability. 

Contracting and licensing translate IP doctrine into enforceable control 
over dissemination, use, and evidence production. In polygraph 
methodology projects, this translation is essential because trade secret 
protection depends on demonstrable secrecy and use-limitation duties, while 
copyright protection depends on provable authorship, controlled 
dissemination, and clear licensing scope (World Trade Organization, 1994; 
European Parliament and Council, 2016; European Parliament and Council, 
2004). 

Conclusion. Legal protection of polygraph assessment methodologies 
is strongest when implemented as a portfolio that reflects the layered 
structure of the asset. Copyright is effective for manuals, training content, 
and software expression, but it does not confer exclusivity over procedures 
or methods of operation, which makes the confidentiality layer essential. 
Trade secret protection and know-how governance are therefore central, 
because TRIPS and the EU Trade Secrets Directive provide a coherent test 
grounded in secrecy, value, and reasonable steps, and they attach legal 
consequences to unlawful acquisition, use, or disclosure, including breaches 
of confidentiality and use-limitation duties. Finally, contracting and 
enforcement readiness transform rights into operational capability, because 
licensing scope, access governance, and rapid evidence preservation 
determine whether remedies are achievable without unnecessarily expanding 
disclosure of the very information that must remain confidential. 
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Conclusion 
 

Based on the research results presented by the authors in this 
monograph, the following conclusions can be drawn: 

1. The research was conducted and demonstrated that the rapid digital 
transformation of public administration elevates information security to a 
strategic priority for modern states. In the Ukrainian context, where digital 
modernization is closely linked to European integration, the establishment 
of a resilient and coherent e document management system was substantiated 
as essential for transparency, democratic governance, and the protection of 
citizens’ rights. At the same time, it was identified that the existing system 
continues to face structural challenges, including legal inconsistencies, 
fragmented institutional responsibilities, limited technical and financial 
capacity, weak interoperability and coordination, and safeguards that are not 
fully proportional to current risks. These vulnerabilities were shown to 
increase exposure to cybercrime, espionage, unauthorized access, and data 
manipulation, which undermines trust and constrains the development of 
digital public services. 

2. The intellectual property protection in corporate information flows 
should be treated as a governance and control problem rather than as a set of 
isolated legal declarations. It was found that protection effectiveness depends 
primarily on daily information handling, especially the ability to preserve 
confidentiality across functions, platforms, and external partners through 
disciplined classification, access governance, and boundary management. It 
was also established that digital transformation expands exposure by 
increasing the number of flow points, accelerating dissemination, and 
complicating traceability after incidents, which makes lifecycle continuity 
and “safe pathways” for legitimate sharing essential. A portfolio approach 
was substantiated as more resilient than reliance on any single legal 
mechanism, because coherent combinations of confidentiality controls, 
contractual duties, and complementary IP tools improve enforceability. 
Finally, it was shown that evidence readiness functions as a continuous 
organizational capability, and that scalable protection is achieved when 
confidentiality is operationalized as measurable behavior embedded in 
accountability and repeatable controls. 

3. The contemporary intellectual property landscape, globally and in 
Ukraine, is undergoing structural transformation driven by digitalization, 
data centric business models, and the rapid diffusion of artificial intelligence 
and distributed technologies. It was established that classical doctrinal 
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foundations increasingly interact with technological realities that challenge 
conventional assumptions about authorship, originality, territoriality, 
infringement detection, and long term preservation, while platformized cross 
border markets amplify legal conflicts and cybersecurity risks. For Ukraine, 
the analysis indicated that effective modernization requires a hybrid legal 
technological model of IP governance in which legal reform, institutional 
oversight, cybersecurity standards, and interoperable registries function 
together, because neither legal instruments nor technical tools are sufficient 
in isolation. It was also demonstrated that emerging technologies create new 
risks yet offer modernization opportunities, provided that auditability, 
safeguards, and dispute resolution frameworks are embedded into 
implementation, especially given wartime vulnerabilities of digital 
infrastructures. Future research was defined around empirical assessment of 
stakeholder behavior under new rules, comparative evaluation of leading 
innovation economies, technological study of distributed systems for 
archival preservation, and interdisciplinary work integrating IP law, 
information science, cybersecurity, and computational methods. Overall, it 
was concluded that Ukraine’s transition to a resilient and innovation oriented 
IP regime depends on integrated harmonization, institutional strengthening, 
and technological modernization that balances rights protection with digital 
openness. 

4. The strengthening IP protection in the EU games sector requires 
operational governance that links harmonised legal rules with practical 
controls and evidence ready enforcement. It was established that the 
Information Society framework supports the protection of technological 
measures, while the DSM architecture and Article 17 related guidance 
reshapes platform responsibilities around licensing and user uploaded 
content management. It was also shown that trademark protection and trade 
secret governance remain decisive because brand integrity and confidential 
know how underpin competitive advantage in game development and 
distribution. In addition, civil enforcement instruments and rapid online 
mechanisms, including UDRP procedures, were identified as important for 
limiting reputational harm in cases of piracy, impersonation, and deceptive 
domain practices. Overall, it was concluded that a resilient model treats IP 
as a measurable capability set integrating rights clarity, technical and 
contractual controls, market integrity measures, and enforcement readiness, 
while preserving legitimate user creativity and trust. 

5. The blockchain technology has significant potential to strengthen the 
protection and management of intellectual property rights, while its legal 
integration remains incomplete and uneven across jurisdictions. It was 
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demonstrated that distributed ledger systems can support evidentiary 
certainty by enabling immutable time stamping and verifiable record keeping 
that assists in establishing authorship, priority, and chains of title, which is 
particularly valuable in copyright and patent disputes where proof is 
decisive. The analysis also found that smart contracts can automate licensing, 
lower transaction costs, and improve the transparency of royalty distribution, 
especially in digital content markets. Comparative review indicated that 
although blockchain records may be accepted as evidence in some 
jurisdictions, there is still no harmonized framework defining their legal 
effect, and regulatory initiatives that reference blockchain often remain 
fragmented and under specified, particularly regarding tokenized assets and 
decentralized ownership patterns. It was further established that the legal 
status of NFTs remains ambiguous, since courts and policymakers continue 
to struggle with fitting token based transactions into traditional categories of 
copyright and property. Practical evaluation confirmed that blockchain can 
enhance traceability and support anti counterfeiting efforts, yet it cannot 
independently verify originality or prevent piracy, and therefore functions 
primarily as a complementary evidentiary and transactional tool within a 
broader protection ecosystem. The study also demonstrated that core 
doctrinal principles, including territoriality, registration requirements, and 
the originality standard, are not replaced by blockchain records, but instead 
require interpretive alignment and explicit statutory anchoring for legal 
certainty. Finally, it was concluded that the most effective pathway is a 
hybrid legal technological model in which blockchain is integrated with 
statutory regimes, contractual safeguards, and judicial oversight, supported 
by coherent legislative guidance, harmonized technical standards, and 
stronger international coordination to address cross border enforcement 
complexity. 

6. The international aspects of IP protection are inseparable from 
contemporary assessments of business reputation because IP simultaneously 
provides legal defensibility and signals governance maturity. It was 
established that global instruments, including TRIPS and WIPO 
administered treaties, set baseline expectations and enable cross border 
protection pathways that influence how stakeholders interpret a firm’s 
diligence, integrity, and compliance culture. The analysis also showed that 
cross border branding amplifies reputational exposure through 
counterfeiting, cybersquatting, and inadvertent infringement, which makes 
continuous monitoring and rapid response capacity decisive for trust 
preservation. Methodologically, it was substantiated that IP can be 
embedded in reputation assessment through indicators reflecting portfolio 
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robustness, enforcement performance, governance quality, and value 
linkage, with standards such as ISO 10668 and ISO 56005 supporting 
transparency and comparability across contexts. It was further found that in 
disputes, evidence quality and procedural readiness shape whether 
reputational harm escalates or is reframed as a resilience narrative grounded 
in effective governance. Overall, it was concluded that firms that 
operationalize IP due diligence, build robust contract architectures, and 
maintain digital enforcement capabilities are better positioned to protect 
intangible assets and sustain stakeholder trust across jurisdictions. 

7. Legal protection of polygraph assessment methodologies is most 
robust when it is implemented as a portfolio that mirrors the layered structure 
of the underlying asset and its use context. Copyright protection is well 
suited to the expression of the methodology in tangible form, including 
manuals, training materials, structured reports, and software code, yet it does 
not grant exclusivity over the functional procedure itself or over methods of 
operation. This doctrinal limitation makes confidentiality a decisive layer in 
practice, because the competitive value of the methodology often resides in 
calibrated decision rules, scoring logic, procedural sequencing, and expert 
know how that can be replicated if disclosure occurs (World Intellectual 
Property Organization, 1996; World Intellectual Property Organization, 
2025). Accordingly, trade secret protection and systematic know how 
governance become central, since the TRIPS framework and the EU Trade 
Secrets Directive converge on a coherent legal test based on secrecy, 
commercial value, and reasonable protective steps, while also attaching 
liability to unlawful acquisition, use, or disclosure, including breaches of 
confidentiality and use limitation obligations (World Trade Organization, 
1994; European Parliament and Council, 2016). Within this portfolio logic, 
contracting and enforcement readiness operationalize rights and determine 
their practical effectiveness, because the design of licensing scope, role 
based access controls, audit trails, and rapid evidence preservation strongly 
influences whether remedies can be pursued without expanding disclosure 
of the very information that must remain confidential (European Parliament 
and Council, 2004; European Parliament and Council, 2016). 

8. The EU’s legal regulation of artificial intelligence is being shaped as 
an integrated framework in which the AI Act is closely connected with 
Directive (EU) 2019/790 on copyright in the Digital Single Market. In this 
configuration, copyright compliance becomes a formal governance 
obligation for providers of general purpose AI models, who must adopt a 
clearly defined policy that takes into account the Directive’s “reservation of 
rights” mechanism. This shifts responsibility beyond purely technical 
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transparency or labelling requirements and toward internal organizational 
and legal procedures for handling rights holder claims, including licensing 
options and, where justified, restricting or removing the use of protected 
works. The synergy between the AI Act and the DSM Directive does not 
rewrite copyright law directly, but it creates a compliance infrastructure that 
sets a minimum standard of good faith conduct in the AI market through 
transparency and documentation expectations. For Ukraine, this model 
serves as a practical benchmark for future AI regulation and for IP 
harmonization within the European integration trajectory. It implies that 
rights holders should prepare to use training data summaries for risk 
identification and evidence building, while AI providers should implement 
machine readable labelling and structured compliance processes that balance 
disclosure duties with protection of trade secrets. Finally, effective 
implementation depends on workable harmonized standards, so that these 
mechanisms operate as functional, unified tools rather than remaining 
declaratory. 

9. Online IP litigation should be treated as a coordinated enforcement 
strategy because digital infringement spreads quickly across platforms and 
jurisdictions, while evidence can be erased or recreated with minimal effort. 
Effective outcomes depend not only on the legal merits of the claim, but also 
on early sequencing: rapid containment, immediate preservation of proof, 
reliable attribution, and precisely targeted remedies that match the actor and 
the operational leverage point. A robust approach combines forum selection 
with evidence packages suitable for adversarial scrutiny and uses both 
liability focused actions and disruption measures against intermediaries 
where appropriate. Overall, procedural discipline and operational readiness, 
including coordinated work across legal, security, and business functions, 
enable litigation to shift from episodic takedowns to sustained deterrence and 
protection of intangible value. 
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