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B crarbe aHanu3upyeTcst BIUsiHAE HUMPOBBIX TEXHOJOTUI HA TOCYIAPCTBEHHBIN CYyBEPEHUTET B
KOHTEKCTe TIpaB uejioBeka. [1og BozaeiictBueM MHTepHETa 1 IPYyTruX TEXHOJOTUI 060CTpUIACH ITPO-
GJieMa oIpeleeHUs] TePPUTOPUATIbHBIX TIPENEIOB NeiCTBUS HALIMOHAIBHBIX 3aKOHOB, BO3HUKAIOT
BOIIPOCHI T10 OTPEACIEHUIO IOPUCIUKIIMY 110 IM(MPOBBIM MPECTYIICHUIM. BiusiHue undpoBusaimm
Ha TOCYTApCTBEHHBIN CYBEPEHUTET BHIPA3UJIOCHh B YTBEPXKICHUU TTOHATHS IIU(POBOTO CYBEepEHM-
teTa. [IpobaemMaTKa MpaB YejJoBeKa, a UMEHHO UX YHHUBEPCAIbHOCTH TMO3BOJISIET ellle GoJiee BbI-
MyKJIO TTPOJEMOHCTPUPOBATh MPOGJIEMBbI, ¢ KOTOPHIMU CTAJIKUBAIOTCSI COBPEMEHHbBIE TOCYIapCTBa.
MHorue TpaBa IoJIyJyaloT WHOE HamoJHEeHUe (CBoOOIa BhIpaxkeHUsT MHEHUI, cBOOOJa 00beIUHE-
HUH, 3alllUTa MMePCOHATBHBIX JaHHBIX, 3alllUTa OT HeXelaTeIbHONH WH(bOpPMalMK), BOSHUKAIOT HO-
Bble MpaBa (poctyn K MHTepHeTy, nMpaBo Ha uudpoBoe 3a0BeHue). Bce oHU 06agaloT CBOMCTBOM
YHUBEPCATBHOCTH, & 3HAYUT, CTAHOBATCS HEKUM OTPAHUIUTENIEM TOCYJapCTBEHHOTO CyBepEHUTETA.
OpHaKo yCUTMBAETCS TIO3ULINS, COTJIACHO KOTOPOI TOCYyIapCTBEHHAS BIACTh TOXE O0JIaaeT 3aKOH-
HOW TIPepOraTMBOi OrpaHWYECHUS TIPaB YeIoBeKa B 1IeJISIX 3alUThl TOCYIapCTBEHHOTO CYBePEHUTETA.
B nonuTuyeckoii puToprke rocyaapcTB UMEHHO TpaBa YeloBeKa UCTIONb3YIOTCS KaK OCHOBHOM MO-
TUB JUIs1 00OOCHOBAaHMST HAITMOHAIBHOTO IIM(PPOBOTO cyBepeHUTeTa. HagHaoHalbHAast YHUBEPCAJIb-
HOCTb OCHOBHBIX TTpaB MPY 3TOM HUBEJUpYeTcs. B uTore mpoTuBopeurie Mexy YHUBEPCATbHOCTHIO
OCHOBHBIX TIPaB YeJIoBeKa U TU(POBBIM CYBEPEHUTETOM HapacTaeT.
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The digital technologies impact on State sovereignty in the context of Human Rights is analysed. The
problem of the national laws territorial limits determining has become more acute under the influence of the
Internet and other technologies, there is also questions on the jurisdiction definition over digital crimes. The
impact of digitalization on State sovereignty was expressed in the emergence of the notion of digital sovereignty.
The issue of Human Rights, namely their universality, makes it possible to demonstrate even more clearly
the problems faced by modern States. Many rights have a new content (freedom of expression, freedom of
association, personal data protection, protection against unwanted information), new rights arise (access to the
Internet, digital right to be forgotten). All of them have the property of universality, which is a kind of restriction
for State sovereignty. However, there is an increasing position that State also has the legitimate prerogative of
Human Rights restricting in order to protect State sovereignty. In the State’s political rhetoric it is Human
Rights that are used as the main motive for justifying national digital sovereignty. The supranational universality
of fundamental rights is not accounting for. As a result, the contradiction between universality of fundamental
Human Rights and digital sovereignty is aggrading.
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