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Acomparative legal analysis of Al-generated works and copyright law explores how different legal systems address the challenges
posedby artificial intelligence (Al) in the realm of intellectual property. In recent years, Al has become a prominent force in creative
fields, raising profound questions about the applicability of existing legal frameworks to works that are generated autonomously or with
minimal human input. The issue of Al-generated works challenges traditional copyright doctrines, which were designed to protect the
rights of human creators. This analysis compares how various jurisdictions—specifically the United States, the European Union, and

India—approach the issue of authorship, ownership, and liability in the context ofAl-generated works.

1. TheUnitedStatesApproach

In the United States, the legal framework surrounding copyright law has historically been rooted in the principle that works are eligible
for protection only if they are the product of human authorship. This foundational idea is enshrined in the U.S. Copyright Act of 1976,
which explicitly states that only human creators can be recognized as authors. Under this statute, the concept of authorship requires a
human element in the creation of a work, specifically stating that a work must be the product of a human’s intellectual effort and
creativity to be eligible for copyright protection. This provision has served as a cornerstone of copyright law for decades, ensuring that

the rights to creative works are granted only to individuals who contribute their personal, creative efforts to their productions.

However, as technology has evolved and artificial intelligence (Al) has advanced, this traditional understanding of authorship has come
under scrutiny. Al systems, particularly in recent years, have demonstrated an ability to independently create a wide variety of works,
ranging from music and literature to visual arts and even scientific innovations. These Al-generated works, while highly complex and
impressive, have raised significant legal and philosophical questions about whether they should be

affordedthesameprotectionsundercopyrightlawashuman-generatedcreations. The
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emergence ofAl as a creative force has thus tested the limits of current legal doctrines, especially those concerning authorship and

ownership!?.

OneofthemostnotablelegalcasesaddressingtheissueofAl-generatedworksinthe

U.S. wasThaler v. U.S. Copyright Office (2022). This case arose when Dr. Stephen Thaler, an inventor and Al researcher, sought to
register a work created by his Al system,DABUS(Device for the Autonomous Bootstrapping of Unified Sentience). Thaler argued that
DABUS, an Al system capable of generating innovative designs, should be recognized as the author of the work in question, which was
a series ofimages generated by the Al system. Thaler submitted an application to the U.S.
CopyrightOffice,requestingthatcopyrightprotectionbegrantedtothework.However, the U.S. Copyright Office rejected the application,

asserting that the work could not be registered because it lacked a human author, a requirement under the CopyrightAct.

The Copyright Office’s decision was grounded in  the belief  that authorship, as defined
bythelaw,mustinvolveahumancreator. Theoffice’sreasoningwasthatcopyrightlaw, as it stands, does not recognize non-human entities as
valid authors, and therefore, Al systems like DABUS cannot be considered the author of a work, regardless of their ability to create it.
This rejection was consistent with previous positions taken by the Copyright Office, which had also denied requests to register works
created by Al in earlier instances. The office's stance is that, in accordance with U.S. law, copyright protection is granted only to works

that are the product of human intellectual labor, thereby excluding Al as a legal author.

In response to this rejection, Thaler appealed the decision in U.S. courts, arguing thatthe law should be updated to reflect the
technological advances that have allowed Al systems to play an increasingly central role in creative endeavors. Thaler's argumentwas
thatAl, although not a human being, can serve as a tool in the creative process and can even contribute autonomously to the generation

of original works. He contended thatthelaw’srigidfocusonhumanauthorshipfailstoaccountforthefactthatAl

systems are now capable of contributing meaningfully to the creative process andshould not be excluded from copyright protection
merely because they lack human attributes. Thaler's appeal underscored the need for a reexamination of copyright law in light of
contemporary technological developments, suggesting that copyright protection should beextended to works created byAl systems,
perhaps with thehuman operator of theAl system being recognized as the owner of the work.

Despite these arguments, U.S. law has thus far resisted granting copyright protection to Al-generated works. This resistance is rooted
in a deep-seated belief that copyright law exists to incentivize human creativity and innovation. The central concern is that extending
copyright protection to works created by Al systems would undermine the traditional purpose of copyright, which is to encourage and
reward human authors for their intellectual and creative contributions. The fear is that allowing Al systems to be recognized as authors
or granting them rights over their creations could dilute the very essenceofwhat copyrightlawseekstoprotect:humancreativityand the

labor ofhuman creators.

Moreover,thereisconcernthatrecognizingAl-generatedworksaseligibleforcopyright  protection could create legal and practical
challenges. For example, if Al systems were considered authors, the question of ownership would become more complicated. Would
the owner of theAl system be the rightful owner of the copyright? Or would the person who programmed or utilized the Al be entitled
to the copyright? Such questions are difficult to answer under the current framework, and many legal scholars have raised concerns
about the implications of granting Al authorship rights, particularly when it comes to issues like licensing, infringement, and

enforcement.
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Nevertheless, the growing body of works produced withAl tools is fueling an ongoing debateaboutwhetherthe traditionalinterpretationof

authorshipshouldbereconsidered. Some legal scholars and tech industry experts argue that the law must evolve to accommodate the rise
of Al in the creative industries. They suggest that an inclusive approach to authorship could foster innovation and allow for a broader
range of creative expressions. Others,however,maintainthat thecurrent systemissufficientandthatanychanges to copyright law should be

made with caution, ensuring that the rights ofhuman creators remain paramount.

2. TheEuropeanUnion’sStance

The European Union (EU) has long followed a copyright framework that is grounded in the principle of human authorship. This principle
is enshrined in key legal instruments, such as Directive 2001/29/EC, which seeks to harmonize aspects of copyright and related rights
across the EU member states. The Directive requires that for a work to be protected under EU copyright law, it must be created by a
human author. This stipulation has been a cornerstone of EU copyright law, ensuring that intellectual property protection is granted
only to works that reflect the creative input of human beings. The reasoning behind this requirement is that copyright law is

fundamentally designed to protect and incentivize human creativity and effort in the creation oforiginal works.

As artificial intelligence (Al) technologies have advanced, the legal landscape has been forced to contend with the challenges posed by
Al’s growing role in the creation of works in fields such as music, art, literature, and even scientific innovation.Al systems are
increasingly capable of generating content autonomously, raising significant questions about the application of traditional copyright
principles. Unlike in the past, when the human element of authorship was clear,Al now produces creative works with little or no direct
human input, which makes the question of authorship and ownershipin the context of Al-generated works highly complex. This
technological shift has sparked considerable debate within the EU about how to adapt copyright law to address the rise of Al in creative

processes.

The question of whetherAl-generated works should be eligible for copyright protection has become a key issue in EU legal and policy
discussions. In 2020, the European Parliament issued a report that acknowledged the growing importance of Al in the creative industries
and called for the development of new intellectual property frameworkstoaccommodateAl -
generatedinventionsandcreativeworks.Thisreport recognized that Al’s role in creativity could change the traditional concept
ofauthorship, particularly the notion that only human creators can be considered authors. The report underscored the need to explore
legal mechanisms that could balance the protection of intellectual property with the realities of AI’s expanding capabilities. However,
despite this call for exploration, no significant reforms to EU copyright law have been enacted to explicitly recognize Al as a potential

creator of works or toprovide clear guidelines for the protection of Al-generated content.

The reluctance to allow Al systems to be considered legal persons capable of holding copyrights remains a significant obstacle in the
EU, similar to the approach in theUnited States. One of the core challenges is the deeply ingrained association of authorship with human
subjectivity, creativity, and the personal connection between the creator and the work. In the EU, authorship has traditionally been tied
to the emotional andintellectualinvestmentofhumancreators intheirworks,aswellas tothe conceptof moral rights. Moral rights, which are
a critical part of EU copyright law, reflect the personal and artistic relationship between an author and their work. These rights are meant
to ensure that authors can maintain control over how their works are used and ensure that their reputation is protected. The notion of
granting Al systems copyright protection seems to conflict with the personal connection and moral rights that the law seeks to uphold

for human creators.
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AsAl systems become increasingly autonomous and capableof creating highly original and complex works, the legal system is faced
with the dilemma of whether to continue to deny copyright protection to such works or to revise the legal framework to
accommodatethenew reality. TheEU’s currentpositionremainshesitantaboutgranting Al authorship status. Although Al-generated works
are not explicitly excluded from protection under EU law, the absence of clear provisions for Al as a potential author means that these
works often fall into a legal grey area.The lack of legal clarity leads to uncertainty about who, if anyone, should be granted ownership
rights overAl-generated content. This uncertainty creates practical challenges for those wishing tocommercializeAl-generated works
and raises the possibility of disputes over ownership and licensing.Furthermore, the issue of ownership is complicated by the fact that
Al systems themselves are not legal persons and cannot hold property rights under current EU law. As a result, questions arise about
who should be considered the rightful owner of anAl- generated work. In scenarios where human involvement is minimal, such as when
anAl systemoperateslargely autonomously,should theownerofthe Alsystem,thedeveloper who created the system, or the person who
used the Al to generate the work be considered the legal owner? In the absence of clear guidance from the law, these questions remain

unresolved, and various stakeholders may find themselves in disputes over who holds the rights to such works.

In addition to concerns about authorship and ownership, there are also broader ethical and philosophical questions surroundingAl-
generated works in the EU. The concept of authorship has traditionally been tied to human creativity, personal expression, and moral
rights, and some argue that granting copyright protection to works created byAl could undermine the human-centric nature of intellectual
property law. Critics of extending copyright toAl-generated works contend that doing so could dilute the value of human creativity and
lead to a situation where Al-generated content floods the market, potentially diminishing the opportunities for human artists to
berecognized and compensated for their work. These concerns have fueled debates about whether it is appropriate to allow Al systems

to hold intellectual property rights or whether the current human-centered framework should be preserved.

Despite these challenges, there is growing recognition within the EU that copyright law must evolve to address the impact of Al on the
creative industries. The European Commission has acknowledged the need to consider AI’s potential role in the future of copyright,
and there have been discussions about the possibility of creating new legal categories or exceptions to accommodate Al-generated works.
For instance, some have proposed the creation of a new category of works that are not directly tied to human
authorshipbutarestillentitledtosomeformofprotection. ThiswouldensurethatAl -generated content is not left without protection, while still

maintaining the traditional human connection to creativity that has long been central to copyright law.*?

3. India’sLegalFramework

In India, the Copyright Act of 1957 governs the protection of various creative works, including literary, dramatic, musical, and artistic
compositions. Similar to the legal frameworks in the United States and the European Union, India’s copyright law has traditionally been
based on the concept that only human creators are eligible to claim authorship and, therefore, protection under copyright law. According
to the Indian CopyrightAct,an authorisdefined as apersonwho createsawork.TheAct doesnot, at present, contemplate artificial
intelligence (Al) as a creator or author of a work,meaning that content generated solely by Al systems is not entitled to copyright
protection under Indian law. This strict human-centric approach to copyright protection is in line with the broader philosophy that

copyright is intended to safeguard human creativity and labor.

The exclusion of Al-generated works from copyright protection in India is consistent with the global consensus that copyright law is

inherently tied to human authorship. However, this narrow interpretation of authorship has increasingly been called into question asAl
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systems continue to advance and demonstrate remarkable capabilities in generating creative works. Al tools can now compose music,

produce visual art, write literature, and even design products, which raises the fundamental issue of whether the law should recognize
the role of Al as a creator, or whether such works should remain unprotected because they lack a human creator. The rapid rise of Al in
creative industries challenges thetraditional boundaries of copyrightlaw, leading to theneed for a reconsideration of the existing legal

framework in India.

Despite the challenges posed byAl to traditional copyright concepts, India’s copyright
lawhasnotyetundergonesignificantreformtoaddresstheimplicationsof Al -generated

works. Thelndiangovernment,however,hasshowngrowinginterestinexploringhow

2K .Kurian,'CopyrightabilityofAl-GeneratedWorksinIndia'(2021) 7(2)JIPR115. Al impacts various sectors, including intellectual
property. Over the past few years, the government has begun to recognize that Al technologies present new challenges that may
requirelegaland regulatory responses.Whilethelndian CopyrightActof 1957 has not explicitly addressed Al-generated works, the legal
community in India is slowly beginning to acknowledgethatthe law may need to evolvein responseto the increasing use of Al in
creative industries.

One avenue for legal reform in India could be the development of a framework that recognizesAl as a contributor to the creative process,
or as a potential author of works. While this concept remains far from realization, there are early signs that India is beginning to engage
with these ideas. For example, India’s patent system has already taken steps to recognize the role of Al in the innovation process. In
2017, the Indian government introduced amendments to the Patent Rules, which explicitly acknowledge Al systems as contributors to
inventions. While the recognition of Al as an inventor in thepatent contextis notdirectly related to copyright law, itrepresents a
significantshift in the Indian legal landscape and suggests that India may be open to extending similar considerations to Al-generated

works in the future.

However, it is important to note that copyright law and patent law operate differently, and there are distinct legal challenges associated
with extendingAl recognition to each area. Patent law focuses on the novel and technical aspects of inventions, while copyright law
deals with the protection of creative works that reflect personal expression. In the context of Al-generated works, questions arise about
whether the work can truly reflect human creativity and whether AI’s involvement in the creation process goes beyond mere technical
assistance.Al systems, after all, do not possess the same creative intentions, emotions, or subjective experience that human creators do,

which is one of the key reasons why Al-generated works are not currently eligible for copyright protection.

In the realm of copyright law, one of the primary challenges is defining the relationship between human creators andAl systems in the

creative process. If anAl system creates aworkentirelyonitsown,withoutsubstantialhumanintervention,shouldthe Al
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system be considered the author, or should the work remain unprotected?Alternatively, if a human provides significant input or guidance

to the Al does this make the human the author, or is the AI’s contribution substantial enough to warrant co-authorship? These questions
are further complicated by the fact that current Indian copyright law does not provide clear guidance on how to address works created

with the assistance of Al, or works where theAl is the primary creator.

While the Indian judiciary has not yet had the opportunity to address the issue of Al- generated works in the context of copyright law,
the rise ofAl technologies has made it clear that legal reform is needed.AsAl continues to play an increasingly important role in the
creative industries, the Indian legal system may need to adapt in order to provide clarity and certainty regarding the treatment of Al-
generated works. In the absence of clear legislative provisions or judicial precedents, there is a growing recognition among legal scholars

and practitioners that India’s intellectual property laws may require modernization to reflect the realities ofAl in the creative process.

One possible avenue for reform could be the establishment of a specific legalframework for Al-generated works. This could involve
creating a new category ofworks that are generated with significant input from Al systems, or it could involve updating the definition
of authorship to recognize Al as a potential creator in certain contexts. Such a framework would help clarify the ownership and
protection of Al- generated works and ensure that creators and innovators who use Al systems have a clear understanding of their rights

and obligations under the law.

Furthermore, there may be opportunities to incorporate elements of the Patent (Amendment) Rules, 2017 into the copyright law, which
would allow for therecognition of Al systems as contributors to creative works, while still maintaining the focus on human creativity as
the central tenet of copyright protection. This approach could help strike a balance between protecting the rights of human creators and

acknowledging the increasing role ofAl in the creative process.*3

While India’s Copyright Act, 1957 currently limits copyright protection to workscreated by human authors, there is growing

recognition that the law may need to evolve to address the challenges posed by Al-generated content. The country’s intellectual
property system has not yet fully engaged with these challenges, but the increasing role of Al in creative industries and the
recognition of AI’s role in other areas, such as patents,suggest thatreform maybeon the horizon. Inthe coming years,India may need to
develop new legal frameworks that strike a balance between protecting human creativity and adapting to the technological
advancements brought about by Al. As the legal landscape evolves, the treatment of Al-generated works will undoubtedly becomea
significant issue for policymakers, legal professionals, and the creative industries in India.

4. ComparingApproachestoOwnershipandLiability

One area where the U.S., EU, and India differ significantly is in the treatment of ownershipandliability forAl-
generatedworks. Thesedifferences are aresultofvarying interpretations of intellectualproperty law and thecomplex relationship between
human authorship andAl technology in creative processes. While all three jurisdictions—U.S., EU, and India—adhere to the general
principle that copyright protection is traditionally tied to human authorship, they approach the question of ownership and liability in

distinct ways, particularly when theAl is heavily involved in the creation of a work.

IntheUnitedStates, ownershipof acopyrighted workistypicallygranted to the creator, who is usually a human author. The U.S. Copyright
Act assumes that works are created byhumansand attributesownership tothepersonresponsibleforthecreation.However,
complications arisewhenthecreatoris

anAlsystem.AccordingtocurrentU.S.law,ifa work is generated solely by anAl system without human involvement, no individual or
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entity can claim ownership. This is because, under U.S. law, the requirement for authorship necessitates human involvement. As a

result, works created exclusively byAl would not qualify for copyright protection and would instead fall into the public domain. This
creates a gray area for creators who use Al systems in their creative processes. While Al can assist in generating content, the law does
not recognize it as a legitimatecreator,leavingtheworksitgenerateswithouttheprotectionstypicallyafforded by copyright law. This
limitation has led to debates about whether the U.S. copyright framework should be updated to address the evolving role of Al in

creative industries.

On the other hand, the European Union shares a similar view regarding ownership, with copyright protection being granted only to
works created by human authors. The EU’s legal framework, as outlined in Directive 2001/29/EC, maintains the principle that
authorship must be human, but it also allows for certain exceptions in the form of work- for-hire agreements. In a work-for-hire
arrangement, the individual or entity commissioning the work—rather thanthecreator—mayhold theownershiprights tothe work. The
issue becomes more complex whenAl is involved in the creation process. In these cases, the human who controls theAl system, or the
person who commissions the work, might be deemed to own the rights to the work generated by Al. However, this remains an open
question in European law, as there is no clear, widely accepted rule on how to handle ownership in Al-generated works. The concept of
work-for-hire has the potential to complicate matters further, as it raises the issue of who should own the rights to works where human
creators work alongside or under the direction of an Al system. For example, if anAl system produces a significant portion of the work,
should the ownership be attributed to the human who provided the input, or should it be the entity that owns the Al system? These are
unresolved questions that are the subject of ongoing legal debate in the EU, with no definitive framework for Al-generated works yet
established.

In India, the Copyright Act of 1957 similarly links ownership to human authorship. Indian copyright law, like that of the U.S. and the
EU, does not currently recognize Al as a creator or author of a work. Under this legal framework, if Al is used as a tool inthe creation
of a work, the ownership of that work rests with the human who directs or controls the Al system. However, as Al becomes more
autonomous and capable of contributing independently to the creation process, ownership questions may arise. For instance, if anAl
system is able to generate works without substantial human guidance, it becomes unclear who should own the rights to these works.
Should it be the person who designed or programmed the Al system? Should it be the user who operated the
system?Or,shoulditbeanewlegalentityaltogether?Thesequestionshaveyettobeaddressedexplicitlyby Indian courts,
andasAlcontinuestoplayamoresignificantrole in creativefields, theneed for legalclarity on ownership issues willlikely becomemore

pressing.

In terms of liability, all three jurisdictions—U.S., EU, and India—currently assign liability for copyright infringement to human actors.
This means that when an Al- generated work infringes upon existing copyright protections, the responsibility for the infringement falls
to the human involved in the creation or use of theAl. However, the question of who should be held responsible in the case of Al-
generated infringement remains a complex issue. For example, if an Al system creates a work that copies another existing copyrighted
work, it may not be clear who is at fault.The creator of the Alsystem,theuserof theAl,orthe entity thatowns theAlsystemcould all
bepotential candidates for liability. The current laws in these jurisdictions do not offer definitive guidance on how to allocate

responsibility in such cases, creating legal uncertainties.

The complexity of liability issues increases as Al systems become more autonomousand capable of independent decision-making. In

the future, asAl systems become more sophisticated, there may be situations where the Al acts without human oversight, further
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complicating the question of liability. Should the liability for infringement rest with the person who programmed or designed the Al

system, or should theresponsibility lie with the user who activated or interacted with the Al? In such cases, determining liability could
become even more difficult. This presents a need for legal reforms in all three jurisdictions to establish clearer rules regarding liability

in the context of Al-generated works and to account for the evolving nature of Altechnologies.

To address these issues, all three jurisdictions may need to update their legalframeworks to create more specific provisions regarding
ownership and liability forAl- generated works. This could involve developing new guidelines for determining authorship, ownership,
and liability in cases where Al plays a significant role in the creation process. Such reforms would help provide greater clarity and
predictability for creators, users, and businesses that rely onAl technologies.In conclusion, while the U.S., EU, and India share a
common legal foundation in their treatment of Al-generated works, they each face unique challenges in addressing
ownershipandliability issues.AsAlcontinuestoplayamoreprominent role in creative industries, these jurisdictions will likely need to
update their legal frameworks to reflect the changing realities of the digital age. By doing so, they can ensure that their intellectual

property laws remain relevant and capable of protecting the rights ofcreators and users in the age of Al.

5. LegalChallengesand Reforms

As Al-generated works continue to gain prominence, there are increasing calls for legal reforms to adapt copyright laws to the modern
digital age. Across the United States, the EuropeanUnion,andindia, thereisagrowingrecognitionthatAlisplayingan essential and
increasingly influential role in the creative process. Whether in music composition, visual arts, literature, or even software development,
Al is pushing the boundaries of traditional creative practices. Despite this, the legal frameworks in these jurisdictions struggle to keep
pace with these advancements. The central issue that arises is the lack of clarity regarding Al's status as a creator or author, leaving a

significant gap in the legal protection available for Al-generated works.

In the United States, there has been a firm rejection of granting copyright to works generated solely by Al systems. The U.S. Copyright
Office has consistently upheld the principle that works must be the product of human authorship to be eligible for protection. In 2022,
the case of Thaler v. U.S. Copyright Officereaffirmed this stance, with thecourtruling thatworks created entirely by Al systems could
notbecopyrighted because they lacked a human author. While the U.S. has firmly rejected the idea ofAlas a valid author, there are
ongoing discussions within legal and academic circles about how copyright laws could evolve to address the increasing role of Al in
the creative industries. Some experts advocate for reforming the law to recognize Al as a tool or collaborator, allowing human creators
to claim copyright on works that involve substantial Al input. Others argue that the law should
acknowledge Al as
anindependentcreatorwithitsownrights,thoughthisremainsacontentiousissue.Thechallenge in the U.S. lies in finding a balance between

incentivizing human creativity and acknowledging the transformative potential of Al in the creative process.

In the European Union, the conversation around copyright protection for Al-generated works is more focused on exploring how existing
legal frameworks can be adapted to accommodate the role of Al in the creative process. In 2020, the European Parliament issued a
report that called for the creation of new intellectual property frameworks to address the challenges posed by Al. The report emphasized
that Al's involvement in creative processes could redefine the concept of authorship, suggesting that Al shouldbe treated as a tool in the
creative process rather than as an independent creator. This shift in perspective is significant, as it opens the door for potential reforms
that could allow human creators to claim ownership over works produced with the assistance ofAl. However, despite these calls for

reform, the EU has not yet implemented comprehensive changes to its copyright law, and the legal status of Al-generated works remains
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ambiguous. The EU's approach reflects a recognition that Al is increasingly central to creative industries, but it also shows caution in

integrating Al fully into the legal framework. The challenge lies in striking the right balance between adapting the law to technological

advancements and maintaining a legal system that continues to prioritize human authorship and creativity.

In India, the debate surrounding Al-generated works is still in its infancy. The Indian Copyright Act, 1957, similarly requires human
authorship for works to qualify for protection, and as of now, there is no legal provision that accommodates works generatedsolely
byAl.However,asAltechnology continuesto makestridesin creative fields such as music composition, art, and literature, legal scholars
and practitioners in Indiaarebeginningtorecognizetheneedfor reform. Thelndiangovernmenthas started to explore the implications of Al
on various sectors, including intellectual property, but there has been no formal movement to amend copyright laws to account for Al-
generated works. The potential for legal reform in India lies in the development of clear guidelines that would allow for the recognition
of Al as a tool used by human creators or,insomecases,asanindependentcontributortocreativeworks.Thediscussionis stillin
itsearlystages,butasAltechnologycontinuestoimpactvarious industries,there will likely be increasing pressure to address this issue in
India's legal framework.

Overall, the comparative legal analysis of Al-generated works highlights significant challenges but also opportunities for innovation in
copyright law. While the U.S. has firmly rejected the idea of granting copyright to Al-generated works, the EU has been more open to
exploring how existing frameworks could be adapted to accommodateAl's growing role in creativity. In India, the legal conversation is
still emerging, but there is a growing recognition that the country's copyright laws may need to be updated to reflect the increasing
importance of Al in the creative industries. The core issueacross all three jurisdictions is the uncertainty surrounding the role of Al as a
creator or author. This uncertainty leaves a significant gap in the legal protection available for worksgeneratedbyAl,which

couldstifleinnovationandhinder thedevelopmentofAl- assisted creativity.

As Al technology continues to evolve, it is likely that these legal systems will need to adjust to better reflect the realities of Al-driven
creativity. Legal reforms could take several forms, from creating a new category of intellectual property that accounts forAl-generated
works to adapting existing frameworks to allow for the recognition of Al as a tool or collaborator. Such reforms would ensure that
creators—whether human or machine-assisted—can obtain appropriate protection for their works. By updating copyright laws to reflect
the increasing role of Al in creative fields, these legal systems can support innovation and encourage the continued development of Al
technologies, ultimately benefiting both human creators and the industries thatrely on creativeworks. As the legal frameworks evolve,
it will be essential to strike a balance between preservingtheprinciplesofhumancreativityand embracingthetransformativepotential of Al

in the creative process.®®
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