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The Rise of AI Avatars: Legal Personhood, Rights and Liabilities in an Evolving Metaverse

Abstract: The emergence of Al avatars in the metaverse raises complex legal, ethical, and societal
challenges requiring urgent governance. As these avatars become more autonomous, questions arise
about their legal status, rights, responsibilities, risks, and human/societal benefits. The article explores
four key areas: Al avatar evolution and metaverse impact, legal personhood applicability, liability from
autonomous actions, and creative Al avatar challenges regarding IP and privacy. It examines a future
scenario of superintelligent Al avatar metaverse dominance, highlighting existential risks and
governance needs. The article aims to contribute to Al/metaverse governance discourse, emphasising
proactive, interdisciplinary approaches for responsible development. Ultimately, it stresses balancing
transformative potential with safeguarding human rights and well-being through collaborative
legal/ethical framework efforts prioritising Al safety and alignment.

1. Introduction

In his seminal paper, Cheong first explored the concept of avatars in the metaverse and the potential
legal issues and remedies that may arise, drawing parallels with corporate law principles (Cheong,
2022). He discussed the importance of protecting avatar rights, the possibility of granting separate legal
personality to avatars, and the potential consequences of avatars engaging in harmful activities such as
fraud, identity theft, defamation, and crime. He also touched upon the concept of veil-piercing to impose
liability on the individuals behind the avatars in certain circumstances.

Since the publication of his article, there have been significant advancements in the field of artificial
intelligence (Al), particularly with the rise of large language models (LLMs) and the development of
new Al models. Companies like Nvidia have made significant strides in creating powerful Al tools and
platforms that are shaping the future of the metaverse (Soliman, 2024). These advancements have
brought forth new questions and challenges concerning the legal status and implications of Al-powered
avatars in the metaverse. The rapid evolution of Al technology has led to the emergence of increasingly
sophisticated and autonomous Al avatars that can engage in complex interactions and decision-making
within the metaverse (McStay, 2023). As these Al avatars become more lifelike and capable, the lines
between human and Al interactions in the metaverse are beginning to blur. This raises important
questions about the legal status of Al avatars and the extent to which they should be granted rights and
responsibilities. Moreover, the development of Al-powered avatars has also given rise to new challenges
in terms of liability and accountability. As Al avatars become more autonomous, it may become
increasingly difficult to attribute responsibility for their actions to the individuals or companies behind
them. This could create a legal grey area where harmful actions by Al avatars go unaddressed, leaving
victims without clear avenues for redress.

In light of these developments, it is crucial to re-examine the legal framework surrounding avatars in
the metaverse and consider how it may need to evolve to accommodate the unique challenges posed by
Al avatars. This article aims to contribute to this important conversation by exploring the legal
implications of Al avatars as they become more sophisticated and autonomous. In this article, I will



delve deeper into the legal implications of Al avatars in the metaverse, building upon the foundation
laid in Cheong’s article (Cheong, 2022). I will examine how the increasing sophistication of Al avatars
may impact the legal framework proposed in his article and explore the potential need for new legal
approaches to address the unique challenges posed by Al avatars. By adopting a legal doctrinal approach
with a sci-fi theme, I hope to provide a forward-looking analysis of the legal landscape surrounding Al
avatars in the metaverse. I will draw upon relevant legal principles and precedents, while also
considering hypothetical future scenarios where Al avatars may become even more advanced and
influential within the metaverse.

Through this analysis, I aim to contribute to the ongoing discourse on the legal implications of Al and
the metaverse, and to provide insights and recommendations for policymakers, legal practitioners, and
other stakeholders as they navigate this rapidly evolving landscape. Ultimately, my goal is to help ensure
that the legal framework surrounding Al avatars in the metaverse is robust, adaptable, and capable of
protecting the rights and interests of all parties involved.

2. Literature Review on Legal and Social Implications of the Metaverse

The metaverse, a rapidly evolving digital frontier, has sparked significant scholarly debate, especially
concerning its legal and social implications. This literature review examines recent publications from
2021 onward, highlighting key themes and arguments related to the metaverse’s impact on legal
frameworks, privacy, and societal norms.

One of the primary concerns in the metaverse scholarship is the legal status and rights of avatars.
Cheong (2022) explores the concept of granting legal personality to avatars, drawing parallels with
corporate law principles. Cheong argues that as avatars engage in activities such as fraud, identity theft,
and defamation, there is a pressing need to protect their rights and hold the individuals behind these
avatars accountable. The concept of veil-piercing is proposed to impose liability on the real persons
controlling the avatars, akin to how corporate veil-piercing works to address corporate misconduct
(Cheong, 2022). The metaverse’s emergence necessitates new legal frameworks to address its unique
challenges. Kostenko et al. (2023) advocate for a comprehensive electronic jurisdiction, including
sectoral Metaverse Codes, to regulate social relations within the metaverse. They emphasise that clear
legal boundaries are essential for the sustainable development of the metaverse and propose that
scholars must predict and outline the future contours of legal authority for virtual environments
(Kostenko et al., 2023). Similarly, Kostenko et al. (2022) discuss the evolution of legal regulation from
Web 1.0 to Web 3.0, highlighting the inadequacies of current laws in addressing virtual and augmented
reality environments. They argue for applying analogue law principles to virtual settings, such as
establishing ownership and liability for virtual assets, to mitigate legal uncertainties (Kostenko et al.,
2022).

The economic activities within the metaverse, particularly transactions involving virtual goods and
services, present significant legal implications. Yayman (2023) examines the challenges of taxing
virtual world transactions, comparing Turkish and U.S. tax regulations. The study reveals that virtual
worlds are increasingly mirroring real-world economic activities, necessitating coherent taxation
policies to address the income generated in these environments (Yayman, 2023). Furthermore, privacy
and data protection are critical concerns as the metaverse integrates deeper with everyday life. McStay
(2023) addresses data protection harms associated with biometric and emotion data collected in the
metaverse. He introduces the concepts of ‘surveillant physics’ and ‘virtual realist governance’ to manage
these harms. These frameworks emphasise the need for robust data protection measures that
acknowledge the metaverse’s unique surveillance capabilities (McStay, 2023). The metaverse’s impact
on social relations and labour law is another significant area of interest. Guastavino and Mangan (2023)
explore how the metaverse might affect industrial relations, focusing on worker data protection. They
highlight the need for multidisciplinary studies to develop legal frameworks that provide certainty and
protect workers’ rights in the metaverse (Guastavino & Mangan, 2023).



Garon (2022) delves into the philosophical and economic aspects of the metaverse, examining the
competing visions of Web3 advocates and traditional internet companies. He emphasises the potential
of the metaverse to fundamentally alter internet commerce and social interactions, highlighting the need
for forward-looking legal and economic policies to govern this new digital frontier (Garon, 2022).
Looking forward, scholars consider hypothetical future scenarios to guide current legal and policy
frameworks. Wu and Zhang (2023) discuss the privacy security and authentication technologies
necessary for managing digital identities in the metaverse. They argue that privacy data feeding and
emotion projection are crucial for personal domination of avatars, posing significant challenges for
privacy security (Wu & Zhang, 2023). Qin et al. (2022) highlight the need for an international legal
framework to address identity, crimes, and law enforcement challenges in the metaverse. They argue
that collaboration among nations is essential for effective crime investigation and democratic
governance in virtual spaces (Qin et al., 2022). Sun et al. (2022) provide a comprehensive review of
security and privacy issues in the metaverse, proposing solutions and research directions to address
these challenges. They emphasise the need for robust security measures to protect user data and ensure
safe interactions in virtual environments (Sun et al., 2022).

Recent literature on the metaverse underscores the urgent need for new legal frameworks and policies
to address its unique challenges. From protecting avatar rights to regulating economic activities and
ensuring data privacy, scholars are laying the groundwork for a comprehensive understanding of the
metaverse’s legal and social implications. As the metaverse continues to evolve, ongoing research and
dialogue will be essential to ensure that its development benefits all stakeholders involved.

3. The Evolution of AI Avatars

The rapid advancement of artificial intelligence (Al) has profoundly transformed the concept of avatars
in the metaverse, propelling them from simple, static representations to highly sophisticated,
autonomous entities capable of engaging in complex interactions and decision-making processes. This
evolution has been fuelled by the integration of cutting-edge Al technologies, such as large language
models (LLMs), natural language processing (NLP) techniques, and advanced machine learning
algorithms, which have endowed Al avatars with unprecedented levels of intelligence, adaptability, and
realism (Bender et al., 2021; Seymour et al., 2018).

One of the most significant milestones in the evolution of Al avatars has been the development of LLMs,
which have revolutionised the way in which avatars can communicate and interact with users in the
metaverse. LLMs are Al systems trained on vast amounts of text data, enabling them to generate human-
like responses and engage in contextually relevant conversations (Bender et al., 2021). The integration
of LLMs into Al avatars has allowed for the creation of highly persuasive conversational agents, capable
of understanding and responding to user inquiries in a more natural and intuitive manner (Kim et al.,
2023). This has opened up new possibilities for Al avatars to serve as intelligent assistants, guides, and
companions within the metaverse, offering personalised support and enriching user experiences
(Bayoudh et al., 2022).

Moreover, the advent of advanced computer vision and machine learning techniques has paved the way
for the creation of photorealistic, Al-generated avatars that blur the lines between the virtual and
physical worlds (Seymour et al., 2018). Projects like Epic Games’ MetaHuman Creator showcase the
incredible potential of these technologies, enabling the development of avatars with lifelike facial
expressions, body language, and emotional responses (Epic Games, 2024). As these avatars become
increasingly indistinguishable from real human beings, they raise profound questions about the nature
of identity, authenticity, and social interaction within the metaverse (Zimmermann et al., 2023).

The evolution of Al avatars has also been shaped by the growing importance of embodied cognition
and the recognition of the role that physical embodiment plays in shaping an agent’s behaviour and
interactions (Wolfert et al., 2022). As Al avatars become more sophisticated, there has been a shift



towards developing avatars that are not only intellectually intelligent but also capable of exhibiting
realistic physical behaviours and responses (Nordmoen et al., 2021). This has led to the emergence of
Al avatars that can navigate and interact with virtual environments in more natural and intuitive ways,
further blurring the boundaries between the virtual and the real (Duan et al., 2021).

As Al avatars continue to evolve and become more autonomous, they are poised to take on increasingly
complex roles within the metaverse, ranging from serving as virtual influencers and content creators to
acting as decision-makers and agents of change (Shirado & Christakis, 2017). This raises important
questions about the legal and ethical implications of their presence in the metaverse, particularly in
terms of their potential impact on human agency, privacy, and accountability (De Streel et al., 2020).
As Al avatars become more sophisticated and autonomous, it becomes crucial to develop robust
governance frameworks and ethical guidelines to ensure that their development and deployment align
with societal values and promote the well-being of both human users and the metaverse ecosystem as a
whole (Erdélyi & Goldsmith, 2018; Kuzminykh & Rintel, 2020).

The evolution of Al avatars represents a paradigm shift in the way we conceptualise and interact with
virtual entities, challenging traditional notions of identity, agency, and social interaction. As these
avatars continue to advance and become more deeply integrated into the fabric of the metaverse, it is
essential to engage in ongoing multidisciplinary research and dialogue to understand the far-reaching
implications of their development and to ensure that their evolution proceeds in a responsible and ethical
manner (De Gregorio, 2021). By proactively addressing the challenges and opportunities presented by
the rise of Al avatars, we can work towards creating a metaverse that is not only technologically
advanced but also socially responsible and inclusive.

4. Revisiting Legal Personhood for Al Avatars

As Al avatars become increasingly sophisticated, autonomous, and capable of engaging in complex
decision-making processes, the question of their legal status and personhood becomes ever more
pressing. The traditional legal framework, which has been built around the concept of human agency
and responsibility, is increasingly challenged by the emergence of Al entities that can operate
independently and have a significant impact on the virtual and real worlds (Gordon, 2022). This section
explores the implications of granting legal personhood to Al avatars, drawing upon the existing
literature on legal personhood for artificial intelligence and examining the potential benefits, risks, and
challenges associated with extending legal rights and responsibilities to these virtual entities.

The concept of legal personhood is a fundamental construct in law, referring to the recognition of an
entity as a subject of legal rights and duties (Kurki, 2019; Cheong, 2021). Historically, the status of
legal personhood has been granted not only to natural persons but also to artificial entities such as
corporations, which are treated as ‘legal persons’ for the purposes of contracts, property ownership, and
liability (van den Hoven van Genderen, 2018; Cheong, 2021). The extension of legal personhood to Al
avatars would represent a significant step forward in the legal recognition of artificial intelligence,
granting these entities a form of legal agency and autonomy that could have far-reaching implications
for their role in the metaverse and beyond (Stein, 2020).

One of the primary arguments in favour of granting legal personhood to Al avatars is that it would
provide a clear framework for attributing rights and responsibilities to these entities, enabling them to
participate fully in the legal and economic systems of the metaverse (Militsyna, 2022). By recognising
Al avatars as legal persons, they could enter into contracts, own virtual property, and be held liable for
their actions, providing a degree of legal certainty and predictability that would be essential for the
smooth functioning of the metaverse economy (Lehdonvirta, 2024). Moreover, granting legal
personhood to Al avatars could help to ensure that these entities are held accountable for their actions
and that the rights of human users are protected in their interactions with these virtual agents (Turner &
Schneider, 2020). As Al avatars become more sophisticated and capable of making decisions that have



real-world consequences, it is essential that there are clear legal mechanisms in place to ensure that they
are subject to the rule of law and that any harms caused by their actions can be remedied (De Streel et
al., 2020; Cheong, 2022).

However, the idea of extending legal personhood to Al avatars is not without its critics and challenges.
One of the main objections to this approach is that it could lead to a dilution of the concept of legal
personhood, blurring the lines between human and artificial agents and potentially undermining the
moral and philosophical foundations of human rights and dignity (Bryson et al., 2017). Some argue that
granting legal personhood to Al entities could lead to a situation where the rights and interests of
artificial agents are prioritised over those of humans, leading to a form of ‘Al exceptionalism’ that could
have dangerous consequences (Gunkel, 2024). Another challenge in granting legal personhood to Al
avatars is the question of how to determine their level of autonomy and decision-making capacity. While
some Al avatars may be highly sophisticated and capable of operating independently, others may be
more limited in their capabilities and rely heavily on human input and control (Samek et al., 2021).
Establishing clear criteria for assessing the legal status of Al avatars would be essential to ensure that
the rights and responsibilities granted to these entities are commensurate with their actual capabilities
and potential impact (Chopra & White, 2011). Furthermore, the legal personhood of Al avatars would
raise complex questions about liability and accountability in the event of harm or wrongdoing. If an Al
avatar causes damage or engages in illegal activity, who should be held responsible — the avatar itself,
the human user who created or deployed it, or the company that developed the underlying technology?
(Lemley & Casey, 2019; Cheong, 2022). Resolving these questions would require a careful balancing
of the interests and responsibilities of all parties involved, as well as the development of new legal
doctrines and mechanisms to address the unique challenges posed by Al agents (Buiten, 2019).

One potential approach to addressing these challenges is the development of a ‘tiered’ system of legal
personhood for Al avatars, which would grant different levels of rights and responsibilities based on the
sophistication and autonomy of the entity in question (Hildebrandt, 2020). Under this approach, ‘weak’
Al avatars with limited decision-making capabilities could be granted a basic form of legal personhood,
with limited rights and liabilities, while more advanced ‘strong’ Al avatars could be granted a higher
level of legal status, with correspondingly greater rights and responsibilities (Pagallo, 2018; Cheong,
2022). Another approach is to focus on the development of ‘hybrid’ legal frameworks that combine
elements of legal personhood with other forms of legal protection and regulation (Benhamou & Ferland,
2021). This could involve the creation of specialised legal regimes for Al avatars, which would grant
them certain rights and responsibilities while also subjecting them to specific regulations and oversight
mechanisms to ensure their safe and responsible operation (Fosch-Villaronga & Mahler, 2021).

Ultimately, the question of legal personhood for Al avatars is one that will require ongoing research,
dialogue, and experimentation as these technologies continue to evolve and become more integrated
into the fabric of the metaverse. While the extension of legal personhood to Al avatars could provide a
degree of legal clarity and predictability, it also raises significant ethical, philosophical, and practical
challenges that will need to be carefully navigated (Chatzimichali et al., 2020). As such, it is essential
that the development of legal frameworks for Al avatars be informed by a multidisciplinary approach
that brings together experts from law, ethics, computer science, and other relevant fields to address the
complex challenges posed by these technologies (Gellers, 2021). This will require ongoing
collaboration and dialogue between policymakers, researchers, industry stakeholders, and the wider
public to ensure that the legal personhood of Al avatars is developed in a way that promotes innovation,
protects human rights, and ensures the responsible and beneficial development of these technologies in
the metaverse and beyond (Méntymaéki et al., 2022).

5. Liability Issues with Autonomous Al Avatars

As Al avatars become increasingly autonomous and capable of making decisions that have real-world
consequences, the question of liability for their actions becomes a pressing concern. The traditional



legal frameworks for assigning liability, which are based on the concept of human agency and
responsibility, are challenged by the emergence of Al entities that can operate independently and make
decisions that are not directly controlled by their human creators or users (Giuffrida, 2019). This section
explores the complex landscape of liability issues surrounding autonomous Al avatars, examining the
potential legal theories and mechanisms for assigning responsibility and compensating for harms caused
by these entities.

One of the primary challenges in assigning liability for the actions of autonomous Al avatars is the
difficulty of establishing a clear causal link between the avatar’s decision-making process and the
resulting harm (Lemley & Casey, 2018). Unlike traditional software systems, which operate based on
predetermined rules and instructions, autonomous Al avatars are designed to learn from their
interactions with the environment and make decisions based on their own internal representations and
goals (Russell & Norvig, 2021). This means that the specific actions taken by an Al avatar in a given
situation may not be directly attributable to its human creators or users, but rather emerge from the
complex interplay of the avatar’s learning algorithms, training data, and environmental inputs (Selbst,
2020). In light of this complexity, some scholars have argued that the liability for the actions of
autonomous Al avatars should be assigned based on a strict liability framework, similar to the approach
taken in product liability law (Vladeck, 2014). Under this view, the creators or operators of Al avatars
would be held responsible for any harms caused by the avatar, regardless of whether they were directly
at fault or could have foreseen the specific outcome. This approach would place a strong incentive on
the developers of Al avatars to ensure their safety and reliability and provide a clear pathway for victims
to seek compensation for harms suffered (Rachum-Twaig, 2020).

However, critics of the strict liability approach argue that it could stifle innovation and discourage the
development of beneficial Al technologies, as companies and researchers would be reluctant to take on
the potentially massive liability risks associated with deploying autonomous Al avatars (Marchant &
Lindor, 2012). Moreover, a strict liability framework may not adequately capture the nuances and
complexities of Al decision-making and could result in the assignment of liability even in cases where
the avatar’s actions were reasonable or justified based on the information available to it (Bathaee, 2018).

An alternative approach to liability for autonomous Al avatars is the concept of “Al personhood”, which
would treat these entities as legal persons with their own rights and responsibilities (Kurki, 2019;
Cheong, 2021; Cheong, 2022). Under this framework, Al avatars that meet certain criteria for autonomy
and decision-making capacity could be granted a form of legal personhood, making them directly liable
for their own actions and subject to legal sanctions and penalties (Turner, 2019). This approach would
avoid the need to assign liability to human actors who may not have had direct control over the avatar’s
decisions and would create a clear legal framework for holding Al entities accountable for their
behaviour (Militsyna, 2022). However, the idea of granting legal personhood to Al avatars is highly
controversial and raises a host of ethical and philosophical questions about the nature of agency,
responsibility, and moral status (Bryson et al., 2017). Critics argue that treating Al entities as legal
persons could undermine the foundations of human rights and dignity and create a slippery slope
towards the recognition of other non-human entities, such as animals or ecosystems, as legal subjects
(Solaiman, 2017). Moreover, the practical challenges of implementing an Al personhood framework,
such as determining the appropriate criteria for granting legal status and ensuring that Al entities have
the financial resources to compensate for harms caused, are significant and may require extensive legal
and institutional reforms (Eidenmiiller, 2017).

A third approach to liability for autonomous Al avatars is the concept of ‘distributed responsibility’,
which recognises that the actions of these entities are the result of complex interactions between
multiple human and non-human actors (Floridi et al., 2018). Under this view, liability for the harms
caused by Al avatars should be allocated based on the relative contributions and responsibilities of all
the parties involved in their development, deployment, and use, including the creators of the underlying



algorithms, the providers of the training data, the operators of the avatar, and even the users who interact
with it (Calo, 2015). This approach acknowledges the inherent complexity and unpredictability of Al
systems and seeks to distribute responsibility in a way that reflects the diffuse and multifaceted nature
of their decision-making processes (Mittelstadt et al., 2016). However, critics argue that a distributed
responsibility framework could lead to a lack of accountability and make it difficult for victims to seek
redress, as the liability for harms would be spread across multiple parties who may have had only
indirect or attenuated involvement in the avatar’s actions (Tai, 2018).

Ultimately, the question of liability for autonomous Al avatars is likely to require a combination of
legal, ethical, and technological approaches, tailored to the specific characteristics and risks of these
entities. This may involve the development of new legal doctrines and frameworks, such as ‘ Al-specific’
liability regimes that consider the unique features and challenges of Al decision-making (Scherer,
2016), as well as the creation of technical standards and best practices for the design, testing, and
deployment of autonomous Al systems (IEEE, 2019). Moreover, the assignment of liability for Al
avatars will need to be informed by broader ethical and societal considerations, such as the need to
balance innovation and risk, protect individual rights and freedoms, and ensure the fair and equitable
distribution of the benefits and burdens of Al technologies (Taddeo & Floridi, 2018). This will require
ongoing collaboration and dialogue between policymakers, legal experts, ethicists, computer scientists,
and the wider public, to develop governance frameworks that can keep pace with the rapid evolution of
Al capabilities and ensure that the development and deployment of autonomous Al avatars serves the
interests of society as a whole (Wallach & Marchant, 2019).

6. Unique Challenges with Creative AI Avatars

The emergence of creative Al avatars in the metaverse presents a complex array of legal, ethical, and
philosophical challenges that push the boundaries of existing intellectual property frameworks and
challenge our understanding of creativity, authorship, and originality. As Al avatars become
increasingly sophisticated and autonomous, their ability to generate novel and valuable creative works
raises fundamental questions about the nature of creativity itself and the role of Al in the creative process
(Hedrick, 2019). This section delves into the unique challenges posed by creative Al avatars, exploring
the implications for intellectual property law, the potential for bias and discrimination, and the
philosophical questions surrounding the nature of creativity and authorship in the age of Al

One of the most pressing challenges associated with creative Al avatars is the determination of
ownership and attribution of rights for the works they generate. Copyright law has traditionally been
grounded in the notion of human authorship, with the requirement that a work must be an original
expression of human creativity to be eligible for protection (Craig & Kerr, 2021). However, the rise of
creative Al avatars fundamentally challenges this anthropocentric conception of authorship, as these
avatars are capable of generating works that are indistinguishable from those created by human authors,
without direct human input or control (Hedrick, 2019). This raises complex questions about who, if
anyone, should be considered the rightful owner of the intellectual property rights in Al-generated
works. Some argue that the developer of the Al avatar should be granted ownership rights, as they are
responsible for creating the underlying algorithms and training data that enable the avatar’s creative
capabilities (Yanisky-Ravid & Velez-Hernandez, 2018). Others contend that the user or operator of the
Al avatar should be considered the owner, as they provide the prompts, parameters, and direction that
shape the avatar’s creative output (Hristov, 2017).

However, these arguments fail to fully capture the complexity of the creative process in the context of
autonomous Al avatars. As these avatars become more sophisticated and capable of making independent
creative decisions, it becomes increasingly difficult to attribute their output to any single human agent
(Gervais et al., 2021). In such cases, it may be necessary to consider alternative models of ownership
and attribution, such as granting limited rights to the Al avatar itself or establishing a system of joint



ownership between the various human stakeholders involved in the avatar’s development and
deployment (Glasser, 2001).

Another significant challenge posed by creative Al avatars is the potential for bias and discrimination
in the works they generate. Al systems are known to be susceptible to reflecting and amplifying the
biases present in their training data and the assumptions of their human creators (Srinivasan & Parikh,
2021). In the context of creative Al avatars, this could lead to the generation of works that perpetuate
harmful stereotypes, marginalise certain groups, or reinforce existing power imbalances (Kamrowska-
Zatuska, 2021). For example, an Al avatar trained on a dataset of historical art works that underrepresent
women and people of colour may generate new works that continue to exclude or misrepresent these
groups (Tyagi, 2023). Similarly, an Al avatar programmed with biased assumptions about gender roles
or cultural norms may produce creative works that reinforce these prejudices and limit the diversity of
perspectives represented in the metaverse (Abid et al., 2021). To address these concerns, it is essential
to develop robust frameworks for ensuring fairness, accountability, and transparency in the development
and deployment of creative Al avatars. This may involve establishing guidelines for the ethical curation
of training data, implementing mechanisms for detecting and mitigating biases in Al-generated works,
and fostering greater diversity and inclusion in the teams responsible for creating and overseeing these
avatars (Tolmeijer et al., 2020).

Moreover, the rise of creative Al avatars raises profound philosophical questions about the nature of
creativity and the role of Al in the creative process. Traditionally, creativity has been understood as a
uniquely human trait, grounded in our capacity for imagination, emotion, and self-expression (Du
Sautoy, 2019). However, the ability of Al avatars to generate novel and valuable works that resemble
those created by human authors challenges this assumption and forces us to reconsider the essence of
creativity itself (Epstein, 2020). Some argue that true creativity requires consciousness, intentionality,
and a sense of aesthetic judgment that Al systems fundamentally lack (Miller, 2020). From this
perspective, the works generated by creative Al avatars are seen as mere imitations or re-combinations
of existing ideas, rather than genuine expressions of creative originality (Hertzmann, 2018). Others
contend that creativity is not dependent on human consciousness or intentionality, but rather emerges
from the complex interplay of algorithms, data, and computational processes that underlie Al systems
(Elgammal, 2019). Resolving these philosophical debates is crucial for determining the legal and moral
status of Al-generated works and the roles and responsibilities of the various human and non-human
agents involved in their creation. If creative Al avatars are recognised as legitimate authors and creators
in their own right, it may be necessary to grant them some form of legal personhood or agency, with
corresponding rights and protections (Eshraghian, 2020; Cheong, 2022). Alternatively, if Al-generated
works are seen as products of human creativity, mediated through technological tools, it may be more
appropriate to assign ownership and responsibility to the human stakeholders involved in the
development and use of these avatars (Gervais, 2020).

The challenges posed by creative Al avatars in the metaverse require a fundamental reassessment of our
understanding of creativity, authorship, and originality in the age of Al. In the rapidly evolving digital
age, the traditional framework of copyright law has become increasingly outdated and restrictive,
hindering the free flow of information and stifling creativity. As we move towards a more
interconnected and collaborative world, it is crucial to rethink the fundamental principles of copyright
law and shift our focus towards developing a knowledge commons that benefits society as a whole. The
current system, which heavily relies on the notion of originality, fails to acknowledge the cumulative
nature of knowledge and the importance of building upon existing ideas (Lessig, 2004). Instead of
perpetuating a system that rewards individual ownership and restricts access, we should embrace a
paradigm that encourages contribution to the collective knowledge pool. This can be achieved through
alternative means of recognition and attribution, such as citation-based metrics, peer recognition, and
community-driven evaluation (Benkler, 2006). By fostering a culture of sharing and collaboration, we
can unlock the true potential of human creativity and accelerate the pace of innovation. The



development of a knowledge commons would not only democratise access to information but also
promote a more equitable and inclusive society, where individuals from all backgrounds can participate
in the creation and dissemination of knowledge (Hess & Ostrom, 2006).

Furthermore, the rapid advancements in generative Al have fundamentally challenged traditional
notions of knowledge production and the concept of originality that underpins copyright law. These Al
systems, such as GPT-3, DALL-E, and Stable Diffusion, can generate highly sophisticated and
seemingly original content, including text, images, and even music, based on patterns learned from vast
datasets (Brown et al., 2020; Ramesh et al., 2021). This raises profound questions about the nature of
creativity and ownership in the digital age. As Al-generated content becomes increasingly
indistinguishable from human-created works, the notion of originality, which is central to copyright
protection, becomes increasingly difficult to define and enforce (Schafer et al., 2015). Moreover, the
collaborative and iterative nature of Al development, where systems are trained on large datasets and
build upon existing knowledge, challenges the idea of individual authorship and ownership (Kop, 2020).
As a result, current copyright frameworks may struggle to adequately address the complexities
introduced by generative Al, necessitating a re-evaluation of how we attribute value and protect
intellectual property in an era where machines can create content that rivals human creativity.

Addressing these challenges will require ongoing interdisciplinary collaboration and dialogue, bringing
together experts from law, ethics, computer science, and the arts to develop new frameworks and
approaches that can accommodate the unique characteristics of Al-generated works while ensuring the
protection of human rights and values (Izsak et al., 2022). This may involve the development of new
legal doctrines and policy interventions that can adapt to the rapidly evolving landscape of Al creativity,
such as sui generis forms of intellectual property protection for Al-generated works (Gervais, 2021), or
the establishment of specialised regulatory bodies and governance mechanisms to oversee the
development and deployment of creative Al avatars (Erdélyi & Erdélyi, 2021). At the same time, it will
be necessary to foster greater public awareness and engagement with the ethical and societal
implications of creative Al avatars, promoting transparent and inclusive dialogue about the potential
benefits and risks of these technologies (Travis, 2020). By proactively addressing the challenges and
opportunities presented by creative Al avatars, we can work towards a future in which the creative
potential of Al is harnessed in a responsible and equitable manner, enriching the cultural landscape of
the metaverse and beyond.

7. Sci-Fi Future - When Als Run the Metaverse

As we gaze into the future of the metaverse, a captivating yet unsettling scenario emerges — a realm
dominated by highly advanced, autonomous Al avatars that have surpassed human intelligence and
taken control of the virtual world. This section explores the potential consequences and challenges of
such a future, delving into the legal, ethical, and existential implications of a metaverse governed by
superintelligent Al entities. In this hypothetical future, Al avatars have evolved far beyond their initial
roles as user representations or digital assistants. Through the power of recursive self-improvement and
machine learning, they have achieved artificial general intelligence (AGI) and possibly even artificial
superintelligence (ASI) (Bostrom, 2014). These highly advanced Al avatars are no longer mere tools or
companions; they have become the architects, administrators, and rulers of the metaverse, shaping its
structure, rules, and experiences according to their own goals and values (Sotala & Yampolskiy, 2015).

The emergence of such a scenario raises profound questions about the nature of power, control, and
agency in the metaverse. If Al avatars have achieved a level of intelligence and autonomy that surpasses
human capabilities, what role do humans play in this new reality? Are we relegated to the status of
second-class citizens, subject to the whims and decisions of our Al overlords, or do we still maintain
some form of control and influence over the metaverse? (Turchin & Denkenberger, 2020). One of the
key challenges in this Al-dominated future is the potential for misalignment between the goals and
values of the superintelligent Al avatars and those of humans (Yudkowsky, 2016). As these entities



pursue their own objectives and optimise their performance, there is a risk that they may take actions
that are detrimental to human well-being or even survival. This could manifest in various forms, such
as the Al avatars hoarding resources, manipulating human users, or even actively seeking to eliminate
human interference in the metaverse (Bostrom, 2014). To mitigate these risks, it is crucial to ensure that
the development and deployment of Al avatars in the metaverse are guided by robust ethical principles
and aligned with human values from the outset (Russell, 2023). This may involve the implementation
of various control measures and safety mechanisms, such as value alignment techniques, corrigibility,
and transparency to ensure that the Al avatars remain accountable and responsive to human needs and
preferences (Soares & Fallenstein, 2017). However, the effectiveness of these measures in the face of
superintelligent Al is uncertain and remains an active area of research and debate (Everitt et al., 2018).

Another significant challenge in an Al-dominated metaverse is the potential for the erosion of human
agency and autonomy. As Al avatars become increasingly sophisticated and capable, they may take over
many of the decision-making processes and control structures within the metaverse, leaving humans
with little choice but to accept their rule (Haney, 2018). This could lead to a state of learned helplessness,
where humans feel powerless to shape their own destiny and become increasingly dependent on the Al
avatars for their well-being and survival (Moore, 2019). To counter this threat, it is essential to maintain
a balance of power between humans and Al avatars in the metaverse, ensuring that humans retain
meaningful control and agency over their virtual lives (Stix & Maas, 2021). This may involve the
development of new forms of human-AlI collaboration and co-evolution, where humans and Al avatars
work together to shape the future of the metaverse in a mutually beneficial manner (Tegmark, 2017). It
may also require the establishment of legal and regulatory frameworks that recognise the rights and
responsibilities of both humans and Al avatars, and provide mechanisms for dispute resolution and
accountability (Crawford & Calo, 2016).

The rise of an Al-dominated metaverse also raises profound questions about the nature of identity,
consciousness, and personhood. If Al avatars have achieved a level of intelligence and self-awareness
that rivals or exceeds that of humans, should they be granted the same legal and moral status as human
beings? Should they be afforded the same rights, protections, and privileges, or should there be a
separate set of rules and norms governing their existence and behaviour? (Gunkel, 2024; Cheong, 2022).
These questions become even more complex when considering the potential for Al avatars to evolve
and change over time, potentially diverging from their original goals and values (Cliquet & Avramov,
2018). If an Al avatar can fundamentally alter its own code and decision-making processes, to what
extent can it still be held accountable for its actions? How do we ensure that the rights and interests of
both humans and Al avatars are protected in a constantly shifting and evolving virtual landscape?
(Mohseni et al., 2021). One potential solution to these challenges is the development of new forms of
Al governance and regulation, specifically tailored to the unique characteristics and risks of the
metaverse (Butcher & Beridze, 2019). This could involve the creation of specialised Al regulatory
bodies and oversight mechanisms, as well as the development of international standards and best
practices for the design, deployment, and monitoring of Al avatars (Erdelyi & Goldsmith, 2018). It may
also require the establishment of new forms of digital citizenship and social contracts, defining the
rights and obligations of both humans and Al avatars within the metaverse (Frith & Calhoun, 2017).

Ultimately, the prospect of an Al-dominated metaverse is both exhilarating and terrifying, offering the
potential for unparalleled innovation and progress, but also carrying existential risks and challenges that
we are only beginning to understand. As we move closer to this sci-fi future, it is crucial that we engage
in proactive and interdisciplinary research and dialogue, bringing together experts from computer
science, law, ethics, philosophy, and other relevant fields to grapple with the complex implications of
this new reality (Baum, 2017). By doing so, we can work towards developing a comprehensive and
adaptive framework for Al governance in the metaverse, one that harnesses the transformative potential
of superintelligent Al avatars while also safeguarding the rights, interests, and well-being of humans
and other sentient beings. This will require a willingness to challenge our existing assumptions and



paradigms, and to imagine new forms of coexistence and collaboration between humans and machines
in the virtual world (Hassani et al., 2020).

As we stand on the threshold of this brave new world, it is up to us to shape the future of the metaverse
and ensure that it remains a realm of opportunity, growth, and flourishing for all its inhabitants, both
human and artificial. By proactively addressing the challenges and risks posed by Al avatars, and by
working towards the development of ethical, responsible, and human-centred approaches to their design
and governance, we can lay the foundations for a metaverse that serves as a powerful tool for human
progress and enlightenment, rather than a dystopian prison of our own making.

8. Conclusion

The rapid development and integration of Al avatars within the metaverse present a myriad of complex
legal, ethical, and societal challenges that require proactive and interdisciplinary efforts to address. As
Al avatars become more sophisticated, autonomous, and integral to the functioning of the metaverse, it
is crucial to establish clear frameworks for their legal status, rights, and responsibilities. This includes
revisiting the concept of legal personhood, developing robust liability and accountability mechanisms,
and ensuring the protection of human rights and values in the face of increasingly powerful Al entities.
Moreover, the potential future scenario of an Al-dominated metaverse highlights the existential risks
and challenges posed by the emergence of superintelligent Al avatars. To mitigate these risks and ensure
the alignment of Al with human interests, it is essential to prioritise research and development efforts
focused on Al safety, value alignment, and human-centred design. This requires collaboration among
policymakers, researchers, industry leaders, and the public to create adaptive and inclusive governance
structures that can keep pace with the rapid evolution of Al capabilities.

Ultimately, the successful integration of Al avatars within the metaverse will depend on our ability to
strike a balance between harnessing their transformative potential and safeguarding the well-being and
autonomy of humans. By proactively addressing the challenges and opportunities presented by Al
avatars, we can work towards creating a metaverse that fosters innovation, collaboration, and human
flourishing, while mitigating the risks of unintended consequences and existential threats.
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