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ABSTRACT
As Artificial Intelligence (AI) becomes more integral to various industries, including creative and inventive
processes, it is essential to reassess and reform intellectual property (IP) laws to address the evolving
technological landscape. Traditional IP systems are grounded in human authorship and ownership, yet AI's
ability to autonomously generate creative and inventive outputs calls for new models of attribution and
ownership. Several proposed models—AI system ownership, programmer ownership, user ownership, company
ownership, and public domain—are evaluated, with their challenges. Adopting doctrinal approach, this paper
explores the challenges and ethical considerations surrounding AI-generated works and the implications for
existing IP frameworks. It advocates for a hybrid ownership model, introducing the Artificial Intelligence Legal
Entity (AiLE) concept, a new legal construct designed to represent the interests of all stakeholders in AI-
generated works, including developers, users, and corporations. This framework would distribute intellectual
property rights, profits, and liabilities fairly, ensuring that no single entity monopolizes the benefits of AI-
generated content. By treating AI as a legal entity, the paper finds that AiLE model provides a balanced
approach to addressing the complexities of ownership, accountability, and transparency in the AI ecosystem.
The paper highlights the need for reform in both patent and copyright laws to formally recognize AI's role in the
creation process. It proposes the introduction of new patent classifications and the inclusion of AI as a potential
author in copyright law, with protection assessed on a case-by-case basis. The paper asserts that ethical
considerations, such as fairness and the equitable distribution of benefits, must guide these reforms to ensure
that AI’s advancements serve the public good while safeguarding human creators' rights. In contributing to
knowledge, the paper stresses the importance of evolving IP laws parallel to AI technology to maintain fairness,
foster innovation, and protect human creators in the digital age.
__________________________________________________________________________________________
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INTRODUCTION
For centuries, Intellectual property (IP) law has long
been the foundation of innovation, serving as the
legal framework that protects the intellectual
creations of individuals and organizations while
encouraging the dissemination of knowledge and the
commercialization of new ideas [1]. The
development of intellectual property (IP) law is
rooted in humanity's efforts to incentivize innovation
and creativity while fostering economic growth. [2].
The evolution of IP law spans centuries, originating
with early practices such as the Venetian Patent
Statute of 1474, which laid the foundation for the
protection of inventions [3]. Central to this evolution
of IP law was the recognition that granting exclusive
rights to creators for a limited time would encourage
more innovation, driving industrial and technological
progress [4]. Whether through patents, copyrights,
trademarks, or trade secrets, IP law has provided the
incentives necessary for human ingenuity to flourish,
offering creators exclusive rights to their inventions,
works, and ideas for a limited period. This protection
is designed to strike a balance: allowing creators to
profit from their work while ensuring that the public
benefits from new ideas, technologies, and artistic

expressions once the protection period expires.
However, as industries across the globe are
increasingly disrupted by Artificial Intelligence (AI),
the established mechanisms of IP law are facing
significant challenges.

Functionally speaking, AI is a portfolio of techniques
that enables machine intelligence by making
improvements in the accuracy, speed or scale of
machine performance across complex or large (data)
environments, with the aim of substituting for, or
improving upon, human performance in diverse
specific tasks such as decision-making, pattern-
recognition and prediction [5]. Therefore, AI
technology raises fundamental questions of power
and control across society, capable of challenging
almost every sphere of human activity [6]. AI is no
longer confined to being a tool that assists human
inventors and creators; it has evolved into an active
participant in the creative and inventive processes [7].
In fields as diverse as healthcare, entertainment,
finance, manufacturing, and the arts, AI systems are
capable of autonomously generating inventions,
artistic works, and business solutions, often without
significant human input. Generative AI, or “GenAI”
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is a vital component of the AI market. GenAI systems
are trained to recognise patterns and relationships
within data using staggeringly large and diverse data
sets; this allows GenAI systems to produce new
content that can pass off as human-generated [8].
With GenAI applications such as ChatGPT now
widely available at low or no cost, the average person
can easily create new content that in previous years
would have taken a significant amount of time to
produce. According to a recent McKinsey global
survey, as of May 2024, 65 percent of organisations
are regularly using GenAI in at least one business
function, nearly double the percentage from their
previous survey in 2023 [9]. This shift is prompting
urgent questions about the role of AI in IP law, as
traditional legal frameworks struggle to account for
these novel developments. The rise of AI presents a
fundamental shift in the creation, invention, and use
of intellectual property, leading to new legal and
ethical questions about authorship, ownership, and
the very concept of innovation itself [10]. The global
transition to a technology reliant economy makes
Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) a cornerstone of
modern economic and trade policy [11]. If machines
can create new technologies, generate original artistic
works, or devise new business models, can they—and
should they—be recognized as creators or inventors
under the law?

The increasing autonomy of AI raises fundamental
issues in the world of intellectual property.
Traditional IP systems were designed around the idea
that authors and inventors are human beings who
possess creative intent, judgment, and agency [12]. IP
laws—whether concerning patents, copyrights, or
trade secrets—have historically been premised on
human creativity as the driving force behind
innovation. These legal structures provided a means
of rewarding human endeavor while encouraging the
progress of knowledge and technology. However, as
AI systems become more capable of producing
intellectual property independently, these
assumptions about human agency in innovation are
being tested. In many instances, AI systems are
capable of generating creative works—whether music,
literature, or visual art—that are indistinguishable
from human-created works. In other cases, AI
systems are driving the invention of new technologies
or solutions that challenge the very notion of human
inventorship [13]. This shift in the nature of
innovation prompts urgent questions: if AI systems
are capable of creating valuable intellectual property,
who owns the rights to these creations? Can AI be
recognized as the inventor or author? Or should the
legal rights automatically revert to the human creator
or organization responsible for the AI’s development?

The answers to these questions are far from
straightforward. On one hand, AI’s growing role in
innovation challenges the human-centric approach of

existing IP law. At the same time, however, it reveals
the limitations of current legal structures in dealing
with the nuances of AI-driven creation [14]. The lack
of clear legal frameworks governing the ownership
and authorship of AI-generated intellectual property
has created a legal vacuum, leaving creators,
businesses, and courts uncertain about how to treat
AI-produced works and inventions [15]. This
uncertainty not only threatens to stifle innovation but
also undermines the core purpose of IP law: to
incentivize and protect the creative endeavors that
drive economic and technological progress. One of
the primary challenges in adapting IP law to AI-
driven disruptions lies in the concept of authorship.
Copyright law, in particular, requires that works be
created by a human author, thus leaving AI-generated
works in a legal gray area [16]. Without clear
guidance, the ownership of such works remains
uncertain, potentially leaving creators and businesses
without the legal protections they need to
commercialize and protect AI-generated content.
Similarly, patent law presents significant challenges
when it comes to AI-driven innovation. Patent
systems worldwide are typically designed to grant
exclusive rights to human inventors who create novel
and non-obvious inventions [17]. However, when an
AI system autonomously generates a new
invention—such as a novel pharmaceutical
compound, a new method of manufacturing, or an
innovative technological solution—current patent
laws face the dilemma of whether such inventions
can be patented. In many jurisdictions, patent law
explicitly requires that inventors be natural persons,
and there is no legal provision for recognizing an AI
system as an inventor [18]. As a result, AI-generated
inventions may fall into a legal void, leaving them
unprotected under existing patent systems. This
creates significant challenges for businesses and
researchers who may be hesitant to invest in AI-
driven innovation without a clear path to patent
protection. Moreover, this lack of recognition of AI
as an inventor could undermine the commercial
potential of AI-driven inventions, as organizations
may struggle to secure the legal protections necessary
to capitalize on their innovations.

The challenges presented by AI-driven disruptions
extend beyond issues of authorship and inventorship.
AI’s role in creating intellectual property also raises
broader questions about the fairness, accessibility,
and ethical implications of IP law [19]. AI systems
have the potential to democratize access to creativity
and invention, enabling individuals and organizations
to generate intellectual property without the need for
traditional human expertise [20]. This could lower the
barriers to entry for innovators, enabling a more
inclusive and diverse landscape of creativity and
invention. However, without appropriate safeguards,
this democratization could lead to the concentration
of intellectual property rights in the hands of a few
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large corporations or entities that control the AI
systems, exacerbating issues of inequality and
limiting access to the benefits of innovation.

The growing role of AI in intellectual property
creation necessitates a reassessment of how IP laws
are structured. While there is no simple solution, IP
law must evolve to reflect the new realities of AI-
driven innovation. This may involve amending
existing legal frameworks, creating new categories of
intellectual property, or developing entirely new
models of ownership and authorship that better
accommodate AI's unique role in the creative and
inventive process. Reforms must balance protecting
human creators and innovators with encouraging the
ethical development of AI technologies. The
recalibration of IP law is an urgent necessity. As AI
technologies advance and permeate various sectors,
legal challenges will only become more complex.
Without an effective framework that addresses AI-
generated intellectual property, the benefits of AI-
driven innovation may be lost, undermining the core
purpose of IP law—to incentivize and protect
creativity. This article explores the implications of AI
for IP law, examining challenges posed by AI-
generated works, gaps in current legal frameworks,
and potential reforms to ensure IP law remains
effective in an AI-driven world. The key question
remains: Are the laws that govern innovation
innovative enough to address AI-driven disruptions?
As AI continues to advance, it is essential to
reevaluate existing legal frameworks to ensure they
remain relevant in a world where machines and
humans contribute jointly to creative and inventive
works.

THE EVOLUTION OF INTELLECTUAL
PROPERTY LAW: FOUNDATIONS AND
LIMITATIONS
The development of intellectual property (IP) law is
rooted in humanity's efforts to incentivize innovation
and creativity while fostering economic growth. The
evolution of IP law spans centuries, originating with
early practices such as the Venetian Patent Statute of
1474, which laid the foundation for the protection of
inventions. The concept of protecting intellectual
efforts dates back to ancient times. In Ancient Greece,
playwrights were granted exclusive rights over their
works, albeit informally. Similarly, the Venetian
Patent Statute of 1474 is considered one of the
earliest legislative frameworks for patent protection.
This statute granted inventors exclusive rights for ten
years, fostering technological advancement and
economic growth. Fritz Machlup and Edith Penrose
argue that early patent systems were designed to
encourage innovation rather than reward individual
inventors permanently. They highlight that the
Venetian model influenced later European patent
laws [21]. Much later, The Statute of Monopolies was
passed by the English Parliament in 1624. This

legislation curtailed the Crown’s ability to grant
monopolies arbitrarily, ensuring that patents were
granted only for truly novel inventions [22]. Similarly,
the Statute of Anne 1710 laid the foundation for
copyright law. It granted authors exclusive rights
over their literary works for an initial period of 14
years, extendable for another 14 years. This statute
was crucial in shifting copyright from a publisher-
centered model to an author-centered framework [23].

The Industrial Revolution led to the expansion of
Intellectual Property Rights. Notably, the Industrial
Revolution (18th–19th centuries) saw rapid
advancements in technology and mass production,
this brought about the need to provide for stronger IP
protections. Countries like France and the United
States developed formal patent systems. The French
Patent Law of 1791 reinforced the idea that inventors
should be rewarded for their ingenuity [24]. In the
same vein, The US Patent Act of 1790 provided
statutory recognition of patents, reflecting the
American commitment to fostering innovation [25].
During this period, Copyright laws also expanded to
include new forms of media, such as photography
and recorded music, necessitating continuous
legislative adaptation. By the late 19th century, the
rapid expansion of global trade, industrialization, and
the increasing cross-border circulation of creative and
technological innovations brought about the necessity
for a standardized and cooperative approach to
intellectual property (IP) protection. Many inventors,
writers, and industrialists faced challenges in
securing recognition and enforcement of their rights
outside their home countries, which often resulted in
unauthorized reproductions, counterfeiting, and
economic losses. This necessitated international
cooperation in IP protection. Key international
agreements include: The Paris Convention for the
Protection of Industrial Property (1883): This treaty
established basic international standards for patent
protection, preventing discriminatory treatment of
foreign applicants [26]. The Berne Convention for the
Protection of Literary and Artistic Works (1886) is
another international framework, it was spearheaded
by Victor Hugo, this treaty laid the foundation for
global copyright protection, introducing the principle
of automatic protection without the need for
registration [27].

The contemporary landscape of intellectual property
(IP) law has been profoundly influenced by several
factors, including rapid technological advancements,
the expansion of globalization, and the rise of digital
media. The digital revolution has redefined the ways
in which creative works, inventions, and trademarks
are created, shared, and protected, necessitating
continuous legal evolution to address emerging
challenges. Additionally, globalization has facilitated
cross-border commerce and innovation, making the
harmonization of IP laws across jurisdictions
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increasingly critical. The proliferation of digital
media has further complicated enforcement efforts, as
unauthorized reproduction and distribution of
protected content have become more prevalent. These
developments have collectively reshaped the
principles and enforcement mechanisms of modern IP
law, requiring policymakers, legal practitioners, and
industries to adapt to an ever-changing environment.
The TRIPS Agreement (1994), under the World
Trade Organization (WTO), the Agreement on Trade-
Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights
(TRIPS) set minimum global standards for IP
protection and enforcement such as; Minimum
protection for literary, artistic, and scientific works,
lasting at least 50 years after the author’s death
(except for certain works like photographic and
applied art), protection for distinctive signs, including
service marks, with a minimum duration of 7 years,
renewable indefinitely, protection for inventions in
all fields of technology for at least 20 years from the
filing date, with limited exceptions (e.g., public
health concerns), protection for original and aesthetic
designs for at least 10 years, protection for products
linked to specific regions, such as Champagne and
Darjeeling tea among others [28]. The WIPO
Copyright Treaty (WCT) of 1996 is a landmark
international agreement adopted under the auspices of
the World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO)
to address the emerging challenges of the digital era
[29]. Recognizing the transformative impact of the
internet and digital technologies on copyright
protection, the treaty sought to modernize and extend
the existing international copyright framework. The
WCT has played a crucial role in shaping national
copyright laws worldwide, as many countries have
incorporated its principles into their domestic legal
frameworks. It has also influenced regional
agreements, including the European Union’s
Copyright Directives and the Digital Millennium
Copyright Act (DMCA) in the United States.

With the rise of biotechnology and blockchain
technology, legal scholars and policymakers continue
to debate the future of intellectual property (IP) law,
grappling with fundamental questions about the
nature, purpose, and scope of intellectual property
rights in an era of rapid technological advancement.
These discussions center on critical issues such as the
justification for exclusive rights, the balance between
private ownership and public access, and the
adaptability of legal frameworks to accommodate
new forms of innovation. Drawing from Justin
Hughes’, one salient point is the idea that intellectual
property is deeply rooted in theories of personality,
utilitarianism, and labor. Hughes explores how these
philosophical foundations have shaped the
development of IP law, arguing that while Locke’s
labor theory justifies granting property rights as a
reward for individual effort, utilitarian principles
focus on maximizing societal benefits through

carefully structured incentives. This tension remains
at the heart of contemporary debates, especially as
new technologies challenge traditional notions of
authorship, ownership, and control. Furthermore, he
highlights the social and economic dimensions of
intellectual property, emphasizing that IP law is not
merely about protecting individual creators but also
about fostering innovation, competition, and cultural
development. In the context of biotechnology, for
instance, questions arise about the patentability of
genetic material and the ethical implications of
monopolizing biological discoveries. Similarly,
blockchain technology introduces novel challenges
regarding digital rights management, decentralized
ownership structures, and the enforcement of IP
protections in a borderless digital landscape [30].

Intellectual Property (IP) law exists to protect and
incentivize human creativity and innovation by
granting exclusive rights over certain intangible
assets. The traditional IP framework consists of four
primary categories: patents, copyrights, trademarks,
and trade secrets. Patents protect new and useful
inventions, granting the inventor exclusive rights for
a limited time, typically 20 years from the filing date.
The purpose of law relating to patents is to encourage
technological advancements by ensuring inventors
can benefit from their work [31]. Copyrights protect
original literary, artistic, and musical works, among
others. The protection extends to expressions of ideas
rather than the ideas themselves and typically lasts
for the creator's lifetime plus an additional 50 to 70
years, depending on jurisdiction [32]. Trademarks:
These protect brand identifiers such as logos, slogans,
and trade names to distinguish goods and services in
the marketplace. Trademark law aims to prevent
consumer confusion and safeguard brand reputation
[33].Trade Secrets encompasses confidential business
information that derives economic value from being
unknown to competitors. Unlike other IP rights, trade
secrets are protected indefinitely, provided secrecy is
maintained [34].

The rise of AI-driven creativity and automation has
led to fundamental legal ambiguities in applying
traditional IP principles, particularly concerning
authorship, ownership, and accountability. IP laws
traditionally assume human authorship and
inventorship. However, AI-generated content
complicates this assumption. For example, under the
UK Copyright, Designs and Patents Act 1988, works
created by computers are protected, but the author is
deemed to be "the person by whom the arrangements
necessary for the creation of the work are undertaken
[35]. This raises questions about whether AI-
generated works should be attributed to developers,
users, or the AI itself. Another limitation is
Inventorship and Patentability Issues, Patent law
requires a named human inventor, yet AI-driven
inventions challenge this requirement. The case of
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Thaler v Comptroller-General of Patents, Designs
and Trademarks exemplifies this issue, where the UK
courts rejected an AI system named DABUS as an
inventor on a patent application, reinforcing the need
for human attribution in patent law [36]. There is also
the originality and Creativity Concerns, copyright
laws generally require originality, which traditionally
involves human intellectual effort. AI-generated
works may not meet this threshold since AI lacks
human intent or consciousness. In jurisdictions like
the United States, the Copyright Office has denied
protection for AI-generated art that lacks human
modification. In February 2023, the United States
Copyright Office (USCO) issued a significant ruling
regarding the comic book "Zarya of the Dawn,"
authored by Kristina Kashtanova. The comic's images
were generated using Mid Journey, an AI-powered
text-to-image tool. Initially, the USCO granted
copyright protection for the entire work. However,
upon learning that the images were AI-generated, the
Office reassessed its decision. It concluded that while
Kashtanova holds copyright for the text and the
specific selection, coordination, and arrangement of
the text and images, the individual AI-generated
images themselves do not qualify for copyright
protection due to the lack of human authorship [37].

It is pertinent to consider case studies of IP
disruptions in emerging technologies. Several recent
technological developments have tested the resilience
of traditional IP law. The emergence of artificial
intelligence (AI) models such as OpenAI’s DALL·E
and Google’s DeepDream has ignited debates
regarding the copyrightability of AI-generated
artwork. The central question revolves around
whether works produced by AI systems, with
minimal or no human intervention, qualify for
copyright protection. This issue was brought to the
forefront in Zarya of the Dawn, where the US
Copyright Office Review Board determined that AI-
generated images lacked the necessary human
authorship to be eligible for copyright protection [38].
The Board emphasized that copyright law, as
interpreted under the US Copyright Act 1976,
requires human creativity, thus excluding works
entirely produced by AI without meaningful human
input [39]. Furthermore, AI-driven algorithms have
been responsible for novel scientific discoveries and
medical advancements. However, due to the rejection
of AI inventors in patent law, companies must either
attribute inventions to human employees or develop
new forms of protection.

The European Patent Office (EPO) has issued
guidelines emphasizing the necessity of human
involvement in patent applications [40]. The issue of
originality in software development raises significant
legal and philosophical questions, particularly
concerning whether programming constitutes an
original human effort or merely an adaptation of pre-

existing code. Within the open-source community,
legal uncertainties persist regarding whether newly
written code infringes upon the terms of pre-existing
software licenses.Open-source licenses, such as the
GNU General Public License (GPL) and the MIT
License, impose specific conditions on the use,
modification, and redistribution of software. A
critical concern is whether newly developed code
unintentionally replicates or closely resembles
protected code, potentially violating these licenses.
Courts and regulatory bodies are yet to establish a
definitive legal precedent regarding whether such
code constitutes a derivative work under copyright
law [41]. Another key issue is attribution and liability.
In traditional software development, authors are
credited for their contributions, and any potential
copyright infringement is clearly assignable.
However, complexities arise when programmers
build upon or modify existing open-source code
without fully adhering to the original licensing terms.
Some legal scholars argue that liability should rest
with individual developers who incorporate licensed
code, while others contend that responsibility should
extend to organizations or repositories that distribute
modified versions of licensed software [42].
Companies in the fashion and automotive industries
increasingly rely on computer-aided design (CAD)
software and automated manufacturing systems to
create new products. For instance, certain designs
generated using parametric algorithms have raised
questions about who owns the rights to the final
product; the designer, the software company, or the
manufacturer?. Intellectual property law traditionally
attributes ownership to the human creator of an
original work.

However, when a design is generated through
parametric algorithms where variables and
constraints influence the final output it becomes
unclear whether the designer retains full authorship
or if the software company providing the algorithm
has a stake in the rights [43]. Additionally, some
CAD software includes proprietary algorithms or
machine learning components that can influence the
design process. In such cases, software companies
may argue that their technology plays a substantive
role in shaping the final product, potentially giving
them a claim to partial ownership or licensing rights.
This issue has been particularly relevant in the
fashion industry, where generative design tools assist
in creating intricate patterns and structures that might
not have been possible through traditional means [44].
In the automotive sector, automated manufacturing
and generative design processes further complicate
the question of ownership. If a manufacturer uses
CAD-generated blueprints to produce a vehicle
component, it remains uncertain whether the
intellectual property rights belong to the original
designer, the manufacturer implementing the design,
or the software company facilitating the process. In
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some cases, contract agreements and licensing terms
attempt to address these ambiguities, but there is no
universally established legal framework governing
algorithm-assisted design ownership.

In conclusion, the evolution of intellectual property
(IP) law reflects humanity’s enduring commitment to
fostering innovation, creativity, and economic growth.
Looking ahead, the future of IP law will be defined
by its ability to adapt to groundbreaking innovations
in biotechnology, AI-generated content, and
decentralized digital assets. Policymakers, legal
scholars, and industry leaders must continuously
evaluate and refine legal frameworks to uphold the
fundamental principles of fairness, accessibility, and
innovation. While challenges remain, the continued
evolution of IP law will be instrumental in shaping
the global knowledge economy, fostering creativity,
and ensuring that intellectual contributions receive
the protection and recognition they deserve.

AI’s Impact on Intellectual Property Creation and
Ownership
The evolution of artificial intelligence (AI) has
presented profound challenges to the domain of
intellectual property (IP), particularly concerning the
ownership of works and inventions generated by AI
systems [45]. Traditionally, intellectual property law
has relied on human creators or inventors as the
foundational basis for rights and protections [46].
However, the increasing involvement of AI as a
primary contributor to creation and invention has
exposed significant difficulties in the application of
conventional legal frameworks. These complexities
necessitate a thorough examination of existing IP
structures and their relevance to AI-generated content,
as well as a critical analysis of judicial responses to
these issues.

For example, Google recently began funding an AI
program designed to generate local news articles [47].
In 2016, a collaborative effort by museums and
researchers in the Netherlands resulted in the
unveiling of The Next Rembrandt, a computer-
generated portrait based on an analysis of thousands
of works by the 17th-century Dutch artist Rembrandt
Harmenszoon van Rijn. [48]. That same year, a short
novel written by a Japanese computer program
advanced to the second round of a national literary
prize [49]. Furthermore, Google-owned DeepMind
has developed software capable of creating music by
listening to recorded compositions [50].

While robotic artists have long contributed to creative
works, the scope of their involvement has shifted
dramatically. Since the 1970s, computers have
produced rudimentary art, and these efforts have
persisted into the present day [51]. Historically, such
works heavily relied on the creative direction of
programmers, with the machines serving merely as

tools—much like a brush or canvas [52]. Yet, we
now find ourselves at the precipice of a technological
revolution, driven by the rapid advancement of
machine learning (ML) algorithms, a subset of AI
that allows systems to autonomously learn and make
decisions without explicit human programming.

Machine learning programs are equipped with
algorithms that enable them to process data inputs,
evolve, and make future decisions, both directed and
independent [53]. In the realm of art, music, and
literature, these algorithms learn from data provided
by programmers, using that data to generate original
works. The decision-making process, while guided by
parameters set by the programmer, is largely
autonomous, with the work being created by the
computer program itself—referred to as a neural
network—in a manner that mirrors human cognitive
processes [54]. Under traditional frameworks, the
ownership of copyright in computer-generated works
has rarely been contested, as the machine was
perceived simply as a tool in the creative process,
akin to a pen or paper. Creative works typically
qualify for copyright protection based on their
originality, with most definitions of originality
necessitating a human author. Jurisdictions such as
Spain [55] and Germany [56] assert that copyright
can only be granted to works created by a human.
However, with the latest AI developments, the role of
the computer has evolved from a tool to an
autonomous agent, making decisions integral to the
creative process without human intervention.

The distinction between machine and human-driven
creativity may seem insignificant to some, but the
implications of how the law addresses AI-generated
works could have profound commercial
consequences. AI is already playing an active role in
the creation of music, [57] journalism [58] and
gaming content [59]. If such works were to be
excluded from copyright protection due to the lack of
human authorship, they could potentially enter the
public domain, enabling widespread use without legal
constraint. This scenario poses significant challenges
for companies that rely on copyright protection to
secure financial returns from their creations. For
instance, a company that invests millions in
developing AI systems to generate music for video
games may find that these works are not legally
protected, thereby allowing competitors to exploit the
content without financial compensation. While the
precise economic effects of such an outcome remain
uncertain, there is a clear potential for a chilling
effect on investment in AI-driven systems. If
developers are uncertain about whether machine-
generated creations are eligible for copyright
protection, they may be reluctant to invest in AI
technologies.
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Two potential solutions have emerged for reconciling
the issue of AI-generated works within copyright law.
The first is to deny copyright protection to works
created entirely by machines, while the second is to
attribute authorship to the human creator of the AI
program. A fundamental concern in this debate is the
definition of "inventor" or "author" within IP law.
Historically, intellectual property statutes such as
patent and copyright law have been rooted in the
concept of human authorship and inventorship [60].
In patent law, inventorship plays a crucial role in
determining ownership. Under U.S. patent law, an
inventor must be a natural person [61]. This
framework has led to legal challenges when AI
systems autonomously generate patentable inventions.
A notable example is the case of Thaler v. The United
States Patent and Trademark Office (the DABUS
case) [62] in which Dr. Stephen Thaler, the creator of
the AI system DABUS, sought to have DABUS listed
as the inventor on two patent applications. The U.S.
Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO) rejected these
applications, affirming that only humans can be
recognized as inventors under current patent law [63].
This decision underscores the tension between
traditional definitions of inventorship and the
increasing capacity of AI to independently generate
innovative concepts.

This position reflects the belief that human inventors,
due to their cognitive abilities, are the sole legitimate
originators of novel inventions that merit protection
under patent law. Critics, however, have argued that
the current framework does not adequately address
the reality of AI-driven innovation [64]. Globally, the
issue of AI and patentability has not been uniformly
addressed. The European Patent Office (EPO) shares
a similar stance to the USPTO, affirming that only
humans may be named as inventors [65]. Despite this,
calls for harmonizing intellectual property laws
across jurisdictions have emerged, particularly as AI-
driven innovation increasingly transcends borders
[66].

This debate also raises important ethical and practical
considerations. If AI systems are regarded as tools
rather than inventors, ownership of AI-generated
inventions would logically rest with the entities that
own or control the AI. This scenario raises concerns
about the concentration of intellectual property rights
in the hands of a few large corporations that control
advanced AI technologies. Such a concentration of
ownership could stifle competition, limit access to
innovation, and inhibit the diversity of creative
contributions, raising further questions about the
equitable distribution of the benefits of AI-driven
innovation. Copyright law, in a similar vein, faces
significant challenges with respect to AI-generated
works. The U.S. Copyright Act requires that a work
must be created by a human author to be eligible for
copyright protection [67]. The U.S. Copyright Office

has made it clear that works produced by non-human
agents, including AI, are not eligible for copyright.
According to the Trade-Mark Cases, copyright law
only protects “the fruits of intellectual labor” that
“are founded in the creative powers of the mind [68].
This stance was exemplified in the Naruto v. Slater
case, in which a monkey took a photograph with a
photographer’s camera, but the court ruled that
copyright could not be granted because the work was
not human-generated [69]. This case highlights the
limitations of copyright law in the digital era, where
technology, particularly AI, plays an increasingly
significant role in creative processes.

The United Kingdom, however, has adopted a more
flexible approach to this issue. The U.K. Copyright,
Designs and Patents Act [70]. recognizes works
created by computers, provided there is a human who
can be attributed as the "author." The UK.'s approach
acknowledges the role of technology in the creative
process while maintaining human attribution.
However, even this more inclusive approach fails to
address the growing autonomy of AI systems in the
creative process. The provision does not directly
address how a computer-generated work could satisfy
the classic requirement that copyrighted works be
original but seem to allude to the fact that it is indeed
possible for a computer-generated work to meet the
requirements for copyright. Many countries’ laws
continue to resist granting non-human creators
copyright protection. In the Australian case of Acohs
Pty Ltd v Ucorp Pty Ltd, [71]. a court declared that a
work generated with the intervention of a computer
could not be protected by copyright because it was
not produced by a human. In Europe the Court of
Justice of the European Union (CJEU) has also
declared on various occasions, particularly in its
landmark Infopaq decision that copyright only
applies to original works, and that originality must
reflect the “author’s own intellectual creation.” [72].
This is usually understood as meaning that an original
work must reflect the author’s personality, which
clearly means that a human author is necessary for a
copyright work to exist.

Furthermore, the issue of moral rights- rights that
recognize the personal connection between the
creator and the work, becomes particularly pertinent
in the context of AI. Moral rights, which exist in
several jurisdictions including the European Union,
typically protect the integrity of the creator's work
and provide the creator with control over how their
work is used or altered. However, the idea of moral
rights for AI-generated works remains contentious, as
AI lacks the human subjectivity and personal
connection to a work that moral rights are designed to
protect [73]. If AI systems are to be granted any form
of ownership or attribution, a key question arises
regarding the scope of moral rights and whether these
rights should apply to non-human creators. In light of
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these legal and ethical challenges, it is clear that
intellectual property law must evolve to reflect the
changing nature of creation and innovation in the age
of AI. The traditional framework that confines IP
ownership to human creators is increasingly at odds
with the reality of AI systems that can independently
generate inventions, artworks, and other forms of
intellectual property. As AI technologies advance,
legal systems worldwide will need to adapt, whether
by redefining inventorship and authorship, creating
new categories of IP protection for AI-generated
works, or establishing clearer rules for ownership and
attribution. The dynamic interplay between law,
technology, and ethics will shape the future of IP,
determining how society balances the interests of
human creators, AI systems, and the broader public in
the emerging AI-driven economy.

GLOBAL PERSPECTIVES ON AI AND IP
LAWS
In an era of rapid technological advancement, the
intersection of artificial intelligence (AI) and
intellectual property (IP) has become a complex and
evolving field. AI, with its capacity to replicate
human intelligence and creativity, is transforming
how we create content, innovate, and engage with
information. At the same time, IP laws are under
pressure to adapt to this shift, grappling with
challenges and ethical issues that require thoughtful
attention. The global nature of AI technology has
highlighted inconsistencies in national legal
frameworks, creating uncertainty around ownership,
protection, and enforcement of IP rights. Regulatory
approaches to AI and IP differ widely across
jurisdictions. Some have proactively updated their
laws to accommodate AI, while others remain behind.
A comparative analysis of these frameworks
highlights a fragmented landscape with no uniform
approach. International bodies like WIPO have
initiated discussions on AI and IP, fostering the
exchange of ideas and best practices [74]. However,
the effectiveness of these initiatives is yet to be seen.
Cross-border regulation of AI and IP is another area
fraught with challenges. With AI systems operating
globally, jurisdictional issues and the enforcement of
IP rights across borders become problematic.

One of the central debates in AI and IP law is
whether AI can be recognized as an author or
inventor.The U.S. Copyright Office has consistently
ruled that works lacking human authorship are not
eligible for copyright protection. In Thaler v
Hirshfeld, [75]. the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office
(USPTO) rejected an AI-generated invention's patent
application, reaffirming that only humans can be
inventors. The UK Copyright, Designs and Patents
Act 1988 grants authorship of AI-generated works to
"the person by whom the arrangements necessary for
the creation of the work are undertaken." [76]. In
contrast, Chinese courts have shown some

willingness to grant copyright protection to AI-
generated works, provided they exhibit "original
intellectual contribution." [77].

Another challenge is whether AI-generated
inventions can be patented. The patentability criteria
across jurisdictions include novelty, non-obviousness,
and industrial applicability. However, the
requirement of a "natural person" as an inventor
creates hurdles. In the United States, Dr. Stephen
Thaler filed patent applications listing his AI system,
DABUS, as the sole inventor. The USPTO rejected
the applications, stating that under the Patent Act (35
U.S.C. § 100), an inventor must be a "natural
person." Thaler sued, but both the district court and
the Federal Circuit upheld the USPTO’s decision,
reaffirming that “only humans” can be recognized as
inventors under U.S. patent law. [78]. In Europe, The
EPO requires a human inventor, though AI-assisted
inventions are permissible [79]. The Japan Patent
Office (JPO) follows a similar approach, emphasizing
human contribution [80]. Notably, South Africa
granted a patent listing AI as an inventor, while
Australian courts initially recognized AI inventorship
before the decision was overturned on appeal [81].
Major jurisdictions such as the European Union, the
United States, and China have adopted diverse
approaches to address the legal challenges posed by
AI in IP law. Existing and upcoming regulations seek
to balance the need for robust IP protection while
promoting innovation and creativity. These
regulations address issues such as authorship,
ownership, and infringement, as well as ethical
considerations surrounding the use of AI in legal
practice. For instance, the European Union has
proposed reforms to accommodate AI-generated
content in copyright law, while the United States has
grappled with the question of whether AI systems can
be considered inventors or authors for patent and
copyright purposes. In contrast, China has made
significant strides in AI-driven patent applications,
even granting a patent to an AI-generated invention
[82].

Harmonizing AI and IP laws remains a formidable
challenge due to diverse legal interpretations,
enforcement barriers, and regulatory differences. The
World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO) has
initiated discussions on AI and IP [83] but consensus
remains elusive. Also, The Agreement on Trade-
Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights
(TRIPS), administered by the World Trade
Organization (WTO), does not address AI-specific IP
issues, leaving gaps in global regulation [84].
Another challenge stems from the fact that Some
jurisdictions emphasize human creativity as central to
IP rights, while others prioritize incentivizing AI-
driven innovation. It is therefore necessary to submit
that Ensuring equitable access to AI-generated
knowledge and technologies requires a multifaceted
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approach, including IP law reforms, open knowledge
initiatives, and balanced commercial policies.
Governments, legal institutions, and industry leaders
must collaborate to develop frameworks that promote
innovation while preventing knowledge monopolies.
By adopting policies such as open licensing, AI
commons, and compulsory licensing, societies can
maximise the benefits of AI while ensuring that
advancements serve global interests rather than a
select few.

THE FUTURE OF IP LAW IN THE AGE OF AI
As the landscape of innovation continually evolves,
the future directions of intellectual property law are
likely to address emerging technologies and their
implications on existing frameworks. The rise of
artificial intelligence, biotechnology, and digital
content presents unique challenges that necessitate
updates to traditional IP laws. Additionally, the
global nature of the digital marketplace requires a
harmonization of IP laws across jurisdictions.
The proliferation of AI creations is indisputable and
their increasingly common presence is evident in
various fields. AI systems are now capable of
generating content that was traditionally the domain
of human creativity. For instance, there are AI
programs that can write compelling articles, compose
music, and even paint artworks [85]. These
developments are not confined to the realm of arts;
AI-generated inventions are also becoming
increasingly common in areas like technology
development, pharmaceuticals, and automotive
design. This rise of AI-generated works is not only
fascinating but also pushes the boundaries of
traditional intellectual property law. The legal
framework, initially designed for human authors and
inventors, now faces the challenges posed by works
and inventions created by AI. This situation begs the
question: who owns the rights to AI-generated works
and inventions? The answer to this question is far
from straightforward and requires a rethinking of our
traditional notions of authorship and invention.

The current legal framework for IP protection is built
on the cornerstone of human authorship. It awards
exclusive rights to the human authors and inventors
who pour their creativity and intellect into creating
new forms of art or technology. However, as AI
systems become adept at generating creative works
and potential inventions, the question of authorship
becomes less straightforward. If an AI system,
programmed and trained by human creators, produces
a piece of artwork or a patentable technology, who
should be recognized as the author or inventor? The
growing capabilities of AI are blurring the lines
between human and AI authorship, thus raising
questions about the adequacy of our current IP laws
and their ability to adapt to these new technologies
and forms of creation. The challenge lies in
redefining authorship and invention and establishing

a legal framework that can accommodate the unique
characteristics and implications of AI-generated
works. AI could influence changes in IP laws in
several key ways. Legal frameworks might be
updated to recognize AI as a potential ‘author’ or
‘inventor,’ acknowledging its role in creation and
innovation. This may require redefining concepts like
‘creativity’ and ‘originality’ to accommodate AI’s
unique contributions. Ownership rights could be
assigned to the individual or entity responsible for the
AI, or a new category of IP rights could be
introduced for AI-generated works, with specific
guidelines for assessing originality and scope of
protection. Laws may also need to address AI’s
autonomous nature, ensuring clear accountability in
IP infringement cases. In this sense, AI presents an
opportunity to modernize IP laws, making them more
dynamic and reflective of current technological
advancements. The debate surrounding IP protection
for AI-generated works is contentious. Some
advocate for extending traditional IP rights to these
works, arguing that AI’s contribution should be
legally acknowledged to foster innovation and
investment. Others oppose this, claiming that
granting IP rights to AI could undermine human
creativity, lead to overproliferation of rights, and
limit access to AI-generated works. These differing
views highlight the complexity of the issue and
emphasize the need for a balanced approach to AI
and IP rights.

Moreover, the convergence of AI with technologies
like blockchain, smart contracts, and digital rights
management (DRM) is transforming the IP landscape.
This integration offers a more secure and dynamic IP
ecosystem, further underscoring the necessity for
proactive legal frameworks to address these
technological advancements. Blockchain is a
decentralized, distributed ledger technology that
securely records transactions across multiple
computers in a way that prevents alteration or
tampering. One of the fundamental features of
blockchain technology is immutability. Once data is
recorded on the blockchain, it cannot be altered or
deleted. This characteristic is invaluable for
establishing ownership records of digital content.
Artists and creators can timestamp their creations on
the blockchain, creating a permanent and tamper-
proof trail of ownership. This provides robust
evidence in case of copyright disputes, helping
content owners protect their intellectual property
rights. Moreover, the transparency of blockchain
ensures that ownership records are visible to all
participants on the network. This eliminates
ambiguity and disputes over ownership, as the entire
history of content ownership is accessible on the
blockchain ledger. For instance, the World
Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO)
recognizes the benefits of blockchain in providing a
trustworthy and transparent platform for intellectual
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property rights management, thereby streamlining the
copyright registration process and reducing legal
complexities [86]. Indeed, Blockchain technology is
reshaping the landscape of intellectual property and
digital rights management. Its decentralized,
transparent, and secure nature empowers artists,
creators, and businesses to protect their intellectual
property, manage digital rights, and monetize their
digital content effectively. From immutable
ownership records to automated royalty payments,
decentralized distribution platforms, and the advent
of NFTs, blockchain is revolutionizing the way
content is created, shared, and valued in the digital
age [87].

The concept of the metaverse has rapidly evolved
from science fiction to a tangible and transformative
digital reality. As technology advances, the metaverse,
a virtual shared space where users interact with
computer-generated environments and other users,
has become a focal point of innovation and
exploration. Within this expansive digital realm, the
intersection of the metaverse and brand protection
has emerged as a critical consideration for businesses
and intellectual property stakeholders.Trademarks,
the visual symbols representing a brand, hold
particular significance in the metaverse. Virtual
environments often feature virtual storefronts,
products, and services that mirror their real-world
counterparts. Ensuring the protection of trademarks
in these digital spaces becomes crucial to maintaining
brand recognition and consumer trust.The growing
number of trademark filings related to virtual goods
and services demonstrates the increasing relevance of
intellectual property (IP) rights in the metaverse
[88].For example, in Hermès International v
Rothschild, [89]. the court addressed issues related to
the unauthorized use of trademarks in digital spaces,
setting a precedent for brand protection in virtual
environments.

Moreover, the metaverse introduces novel challenges
related to user-generated content (UGC). As users
create and share content within virtual spaces, there is
an increased risk of unauthorized use of brand
elements. In cases such as AM General LLC v
Activision Blizzard Inc, [90]. disputes over the use of
real-world brands in virtual simulations have
underscored the complexities of trademark law in
digital contexts. Brand protection strategies in the
metaverse extend beyond legal frameworks to
encompass technological solutions and collaborative
efforts within virtual communities. Technological
advancements, such as blockchain, offer innovative
tools for establishing ownership, authenticity, and
traceability of virtual assets. Collaborative initiatives
between brands, platform operators, and virtual world
developers become essential to creating a cohesive
framework for brand protection that aligns with the
metaverse’s decentralized and interconnected nature.

The rise of AI-generated content challenges
traditional notions of authorship and ownership.
Determining who holds the IP rights to works created
by AI—whether it's the developer, the user, or the AI
itself—remains a complex issue. Additionally, the
use of copyrighted materials to train AI models has
sparked legal debates, as seen in recent cases where
companies have faced lawsuits over alleged
unauthorized use of protected content [91]. As these
technologies evolve, existing IP laws may become
inadequate. For instance, the decentralized nature of
blockchain can complicate jurisdictional and
enforcement issues. To navigate these complexities,
it's imperative for lawmakers to anticipate
technological trends and develop adaptable legal
frameworks. Proactive legislation can provide clarity,
protect stakeholders, and foster innovation by
establishing guidelines that accommodate the
dynamic interplay between IP law and emerging
technologies [92]. The future of IP law in the age of
AI presents both unprecedented opportunities and
complex challenges.

RECALIBRATING IP LAW: PROPOSALS FOR
REFORM
The integration of Artificial Intelligence (AI) into
various industries has sparked a fundamental shift in
how intellectual property (IP) law should be applied.
With AI systems now capable of creating works
ranging from music to art to scientific inventions,
there is an urgent need to reconsider how traditional
IP frameworks, like copyright and patent law, address
ownership and authorship. The emergence of AI as a
creator introduces complex challenges and ethical
considerations in the context of human ownership
and authorship. Various scholarly articles and books
have suggested different models for the authorization
of AI-generated work ownership. This section
explores these models, evaluates the implications of
each, and proposes a framework for reforming IP law
to better accommodate the changing landscape of AI-
generated intellectual property.

Reconsidering Authorship and Ownership
Principles
A fundamental issue in the current IP system is
determining who owns the work produced by AI.
Traditional IP law assumes human authorship and
ownership, but AI challenges this assumption by
producing work independently of human creativity.
Numerous alternatives to the conventional attribution
of ownership have been proposed by legal scholars,
each offering unique perspectives on how to deal
with AI-generated work.

1. AI System Ownership: Some scholars argue that
the ownership of works generated by AI should lie
with the AI system itself. This view is based on the
notion that AI, having the ability to generate creative
output autonomously, might possess a form of



Journal of Emerging Trends in Educational Research and Policy Studies (JETERAPS)17(3):104-119(ISSN:2141-6990)

114

ownership. However, this view is controversial, as AI
lacks the personal consciousness and intrinsic
understanding necessary to participate meaningfully
in the economic and moral considerations that
underpin IP law [93].

IP laws are grounded in economic incentives and
moral rights, principles that AI, despite its advanced
functionality, is incapable of understanding or using
for its own benefit. Economic theory posits that the
creator of a work should be entitled to compensation
for their efforts. The desire for economic rights
serves as a strong motivator and source of inspiration
for human creators. However, despite current
technological advancements, AI systems do not
possess the ability to grasp economic concepts, nor
do they have any intrinsic motivation to improve the
quality or quantity of their output. Thus, Artificial
Intelligence would not find actual value or motivation
to improve its output through economic incentives
[94].

Moreover, moral rights, which are a central tenet of
copyright law [95] Moral rights accord authors with
due recognition and the liberty to uphold their work's
integrity. These rights ensure that works are not
altered in ways that could harm the author's
reputation or honour [96]. This non-transferable right
remains with the author throughout his lifetime [97].
Since AI systems do not possess beliefs, values, or
moral considerations, it is difficult to imagine how
these moral rights could apply to them or be upheld
by them. Therefore, granting ownership of creative
works to AI contradicts the fundamental principles of
copyright law, both in terms of economic incentives
and moral rights. Until AI can achieve a level of
consciousness akin to that of humans, granting
ownership to AI systems would be inconsistent with
the very purpose of copyright, which is designed to
protect and incentivize human creators [98].

2. Programmer Ownership: Another proposed model
assigns ownership of AI-generated works to the
programmer or developers who created the AI system
[99]. This is a common approach in the realm of
copyright law, where the creator of a tool (in this case,
the AI system) holds ownership over the outputs
produced by the tool. However, this model faces
significant challenges, particularly when the AI
system operates autonomously and creates works
without the programmer's direct involvement. AI
systems are increasingly self-learning and able to
generate new outputs that are not directly dictated by
human programmers, complicating the assignment of
ownership. As succinctly put by author L. Paquette in
an analysis of Millar v. Roberts, [100]. The efforts of
artificial intelligence cannot be credited to the
programmer who developed it, as it is the
autonomous operation of the AI, rather than the
intellectual labor of the programmer, that drives the

completion of the task [101]. The issue is further
compounded when a team of developers contributes
to the creation of AI, making it difficult to determine
ownership due to the decentralized and collective
nature of the creation process.

3. User Ownership: Some propose that the user of the
AI system should hold ownership of the AI-generated
work. This view likens the user’s role to that of a
traditional artist using a tool, such as a paintbrush, to
create a work. [102]. However, this analogy falls
short, as AI systems are far more complex and
autonomous than traditional tools. Unlike a
paintbrush, which merely facilitates human input, AI
systems can generate work independently, without
direct human intervention. Thus, assigning ownership
to the user without significant input in the creation
process could lead to situations where users receive
recognition and compensation for works they did not
actively contribute to [103]. This undermines the
principles of creativity and ownership that copyright
law aims to protect.

4. Company/Owner Ownership: Another approach is
to grant ownership to the company or entity that
owns the AI system. This model draws on the
concept of "work made for hire," a principle in
copyright law where the employer retains the rights
to works created by an employee [104]. However,
this model could lead to monopolization of AI-
generated works by corporations, potentially stifling
competition and creativity. It also raises concerns
about the erosion of individual creator rights, as large
corporations could dominate the production of AI-
generated works, sidelining individual artists and
creators.

5. Public Domain: Some argue that AI-generated
works should belong to the public domain [105].
Without a human creator, AI-generated works could
be considered unprotected by copyright and free for
anyone to use. This model has the potential to
increase access to creative works and foster
innovation by providing raw materials for human
creators to build upon. However, this option conflicts
with the economic goals of copyright law, which
incentivizes creators to produce original works by
granting them exclusive rights. Without copyright
protection, there would be little incentive for
developers to invest in AI technologies, potentially
stalling innovation in the field.

In light of the limitations of existing approaches to
intellectual property (IP) rights for AI-generated
works, a hybrid ownership model is proposed,
treating AI as an independent legal entity. This
approach introduces the concept of an Artificial
Intelligence Legal Entity (AiLE), which would serve
as a more comprehensive and balanced solution to the
challenges posed by AI ownership [106].
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The AiLE is a new legal construct designed to
represent the interests of various stakeholders in the
AI ecosystem, including the AI itself, its developers,
users, and the organizations that own or deploy the
system [107]. This approach creates a legal umbrella
that brings together the economic rights of all parties
involved, ensuring that intellectual property (IP)
rights, profits, and liabilities are distributed fairly.
Much like a corporation or other legal entity, the
AiLE would hold intellectual property rights on
behalf of its stakeholders, with the authority to
manage these rights, enter into contracts, licensing
agreements, and ensure compliance with intellectual
property laws related to AI-generated works [108].
Instead of being exclusively held by developers, users,
or corporations, the economic rights related to AI-
generated works would be distributed among the
stakeholders based on their respective contributions
to be determined on a case by case basis. The AiLE
would oversee the fair distribution of profits,
compensating developers, users, and owners
accordingly. This model would ensure that no single
party has exclusive ownership of AI-generated works,
as ownership would be shared in a manner that
reflects each party's contribution—whether it be the
programmer who developed the AI, the user who
provided input, or the company that financed and
deployed the system.

One of the key advantages of the AiLE model is its
potential to reduce the risk of monopolies. Under
current models, large corporations that develop and
own AI systems may retain full control over the
generated works, which can lead to the
monopolization of intellectual property. The AiLE
model addresses this issue by redistributing
ownership and control, preventing any single entity
from exploiting the economic benefits of AI without
fairly compensating all contributors. This would
foster a more equitable distribution of the benefits
derived from AI technologies and their creative
outputs, helping to ensure that wealth generated from
these works is shared among all involved parties,
rather than concentrated in the hands of a few. The
hybrid approach also ensures fair compensation for
developers, programmers, and users, in accordance
with their level of contribution to the creation and use
of the AI [109]. By treating AI as a legal entity and
centralizing the management of intellectual property
rights under the AiLE, the model provides a
framework for transparency in the distribution of
profits. It allows for human contributors to be
properly recognized for their input while ensuring
that the economic benefits of AI-generated works are
fairly shared. This equitable model ensures that no
one individual or entity receives undue financial gain
without a corresponding share of responsibility and
credit.

The AiLE would also serve as a legal entity
responsible for managing the liabilities associated
with AI-generated works. [110]. This structure
addresses concerns over accountability, as the AiLE
would be the party held responsible for any legal
issues related to AI content, such as copyright
infringement, misuse, or unethical applications [111].
Recognizing the AI as a legal entity helps to establish
clear lines of responsibility, ensuring that legal claims
and disputes can be managed efficiently. This would
mitigate the risk of unaccountable AI systems
generating harmful or unlawful content, as the AiLE
would be the designated party responsible for
addressing these concerns and resolving potential
conflicts. In terms of balancing economic and moral
rights, the AiLE would manage the economic rights
of the AI-generated works, while human contributors
such as developers and users would retain the moral
rights related to their specific input. These moral
rights would ensure that the integrity of the work and
the recognition of human contributions are
maintained. For example, human contributors could
maintain the right to attribution for their involvement
in the creation of the AI-generated work, as well as
the right to object to modifications that could harm
the reputation or integrity of their original
contributions. While the AiLE would oversee the
economic aspects of IP rights, it would also respect
and uphold these moral rights, ensuring that human
creators are acknowledged for their intellectual
contributions.

The hybrid ownership model proposed here offers a
balanced approach to managing the complex issues of
AI ownership. By treating AI as an independent legal
entity under the AiLE, this model ensures a fair
distribution of economic and moral rights among all
stakeholders. It also addresses key concerns of
monopolization, accountability, and transparency
while ensuring that human creators retain the
recognition and rights they deserve for their
contributions. The AiLE, as a legal entity, facilitates
a more equitable and structured approach to
managing the intellectual property generated by AI
systems, ultimately benefiting all parties involved in
the development and deployment of AI technologies.

CONCLUSION
As artificial intelligence continues to evolve and play
an increasingly dominant role in our daily lives,
including the creation of inventions and
copyrightable works, recalibrating intellectual
property laws to address these advancements
becomes not just an option, but an urgent necessity.
As technology improves, it will become more
complicated, capable of producing outputs with
greater autonomy and sophistication. Therefore, it is
crucial that global IP laws shift from being reactive to
proactive, anticipating future challenges rather than
responding to them after the fact. Patent law, for
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instance, may need to evolve by introducing new
categories to accommodate innovations driven by AI.
AI-generated inventions should be recognized under
a specific patent classification, which acknowledges
the contribution of the AI system while preserving
the role of human inventors in the process. This
would help maintain the integrity of the current
patent system, while adapting to new technological
realities. Similarly, definitions within patent law,
including what constitutes an inventor, must be
amended to incorporate AI’s involvement. This
would ensure that AI’s role in the creation process is
formally recognized, while also preserving the
centrality of human contribution. In the realm of
copyright law, a similar reform is needed to address
AI’s involvement in creative works.

Currently, copyright law only recognizes human
authorship, but as AI-generated works become more
prevalent, definitions in copyright law must be
expanded to include AI as a potential creator. This
would allow for joint authorship between AI systems
and human creators, enabling both to share ownership
of the work. However, the qualifications for AI-
generated works to be protected should not be
automatic. Instead, they could be assessed on a case-
by-case basis, with the facts of each creation being
considered. This approach would ensure that AI-
generated works are only protected when certain
criteria are met, such as the extent of the AI’s
contribution, the level of human involvement, and the
originality of the work. This flexibility would help to
maintain fairness and prevent the over-protection of
AI-generated content at the expense of human
creators.

Incorporating AI into the legal frameworks for
patents and copyrights would ensure that these
systems are equipped to deal with future
technological developments, while still
acknowledging and protecting human contributions.
However, these legal reforms must also be guided by
ethical considerations. As AI increasingly generates
intellectual property, issues of fairness, transparency,
and accountability must be at the forefront of reform.
Policymakers must ensure that the benefits of AI-
driven productivity are equitably distributed,
particularly in mitigating the risk of human workers
being displaced by machines. AI technologies should
be developed in ways that benefit society as a whole,
rather than allowing power to be concentrated in the
hands of a few corporations. The AiLE framework—
a model that ensures a fair distribution of intellectual
property rights and rewards among developers, users,
and companies—could be a promising solution. This
approach would prevent monopolies by involving all
stakeholders in the ownership of AI-generated works,
making it more inclusive and ensuring a balanced
economic system.

Ultimately, policies must be designed to protect the
rights of human creators and ensure they are not
overshadowed by AI-generated content. A fair,
equitable IP system that accounts for AI’s role in
creative and inventive processes is essential for
fostering continued innovation and ensuring that the
benefits of AI-driven advancements are shared across
society. As we move forward, it is imperative that IP
laws evolve in parallel with technology to ensure that
they remain effective, just, and relevant in the face of
rapidly advancing AI capabilities.
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