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Abstract 

Artificial Intelligence (AI) has emerged as a revolutionary force in the domain of creativity, 

fundamentally transforming the way works of art, literature, and innovation are produced. As machine 

learning systems evolve from assistive tools to autonomous creators, the traditional principles of 

copyright authorship, originality, and ownership are being profoundly challenged. This research paper 

critically examines the legal and philosophical dilemmas surrounding AI-generated works within the 

framework of existing copyright law. It explores whether current legal doctrines, grounded in human 

creativity and moral agency, are adequate to govern a world increasingly shaped by intelligent 

algorithms capable of independent creative output. The study adopts a comparative and analytical 

approach, drawing upon legal developments from jurisdictions such as India, the United States, the 

United Kingdom, and the European Union. It evaluates how different legal systems interpret the 

concept of authorship in light of AI’s expanding capabilities and identifies gaps in existing legislative 

frameworks. The paper further addresses the ethical, moral, and economic dimensions of recognizing 

AI-generated creativity, including concerns about accountability, transparency, and cultural 

authenticity. Ultimately, the research advocates for a transformative legal framework that reconciles 

human and machine creativity through hybrid authorship models, sui generis protection, and 

international harmonization under the guidance of WIPO and TRIPS. The study concludes that 

copyright law must evolve not by rejecting AI’s potential, but by ethically integrating it into the 

creative ecosystem to ensure justice, innovation, and human dignity in the digital age. 

 
Keywords: Authorship, machine-created works, digital sovereignty, AI ethics, hybrid authorship 

 

1. Introduction 

In the twenty-first century, the proliferation of Artificial Intelligence (AI) has revolutionized 

the boundaries of human imagination, creativity, and authorship. Machines are no longer 

confined to performing mechanical or analytical functions; they are now capable of 

composing symphonies, generating artworks, writing literature, developing software, and 

even crafting legal arguments. These remarkable innovations have blurred the traditional line 

between human and machine creativity, compelling the legal community to reconsider one of 

the most fundamental principles of copyright law that only human beings can be authors. As 

AI technologies evolve into autonomous creators, the long-established frameworks 

governing intellectual property struggle to keep pace with the transformation of creative 

processes. 

The emergence of AI-generated works has generated profound legal uncertainty concerning 

authorship, ownership, and originality. Conventional copyright systems, including the 

Copyright Act, 1957 in India, the U.S. Copyright Act, 1976, and the U.K. Copyright, 

Designs and Patents Act, 1988, were enacted with a human-centric notion of creativity in 

mind. They presuppose that a work originates from human intellect, skill, and judgment. 

However, when a machine independently produces content without direct human 

intervention the legal premise collapses. Questions such as “Who is the author?”, “Can a 

machine own copyright?”, and “What constitutes originality in machine-created works?” 

reveal the inadequacies of existing laws in dealing with this new phenomenon. This evolving 

landscape demands an urgent re-examination of traditional copyright paradigms. 
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AI-generated content differs fundamentally from computer-

assisted works. In computer-assisted creation, the human 

mind remains the dominant creative force, using technology 

merely as an instrument to execute its vision. By contrast, 

AI systems particularly those based on machine learning 

(ML) and deep neural networks (DNNs) learn from massive 

datasets and make autonomous creative choices, often 

generating results that even their developers cannot predict. 

This level of independence challenges long-held 

assumptions about creativity and authorship, as it becomes 

difficult to attribute the final output to any single human 

author. Consequently, the conventional copyright model, 

which ties protection to identifiable human creativity, 

becomes increasingly obsolete. 

From a jurisprudential standpoint, the debate extends 

beyond technical legality to encompass philosophical and 

ethical considerations. Can creativity be defined purely by 

human consciousness, or does the product of algorithmic 

intelligence also qualify as a creative act? The notion of 

“originality” in copyright law rooted in human intellectual 

effort faces reinterpretation in the age of AI. Moreover, 

granting authorship to machines raises deeper questions 

about accountability, liability, and economic rights. If AI 

cannot hold legal personhood, assigning ownership of its 

works becomes problematic. Conversely, excluding AI-

generated works from copyright protection could discourage 

investment and innovation in the creative industries that 

depend heavily on AI tools. 

This legal and philosophical tension forms the core of the 

present study. The research seeks to analyze how AI is 

transforming traditional copyright paradigms and to explore 

the feasibility of constructing a new legal framework that 

accommodates machine-generated creativity. The study 

investigates global perspectives, including Indian, 

American, European, and international approaches under 

WIPO frameworks, to identify emerging trends and possible 

reforms. The objective is to propose a balanced model that 

preserves human authorship values while recognizing the 

socio-economic realities of autonomous machine creativity. 

The significance of this research lies in its potential to 

bridge the widening gap between technological 

advancement and legal regulation. AI-generated works are 

rapidly becoming integral to industries such as 

entertainment, journalism, design, education, and law. 

Without clear legal recognition, disputes over authorship 

and ownership are bound to multiply, leading to uncertainty 

and economic inefficiency. By addressing these gaps, this 

study aims to contribute to the evolution of copyright law in 

the digital age an evolution that is no longer optional but 

imperative for ensuring fairness, innovation, and the 

protection of creative labor in an AI-driven world. 

 

2. Evolution of Copyright Law and the Traditional 

Concept of Authorship 

1. Historical Foundations of Copyright Law 
Copyright law originated as a mechanism to recognize and 

protect human creativity. The Statute of Anne (1710), 

considered the first modern copyright statute, marked the 

transition from publisher privileges to author rights, granting 

creators exclusive control over their works. This statute 

embodied the belief that creativity arises from human 

intellect and effort, and that authors deserve moral and 

economic protection for their labour. The emphasis on 

human originality and authorship became the cornerstone of 

copyright jurisprudence worldwide. 

 

2. Human-Centric Approach in Indian and International 

Law: In India, the Copyright Act, 1957 upholds this 

traditional human-centered framework by defining an 

“author” as the person who creates a literary, artistic, 

musical, or dramatic work. Similarly, international regimes 

such as the Berne Convention (1886) and WIPO Copyright 

Treaty (1996) assume that authorship and creativity are 

inherently human attributes. These frameworks view 

creative works as manifestations of human intellect and 

emotional expression, thereby excluding non-human entities 

from the scope of authorship. 

 

3. Judicial Interpretation of Originality 

Courts have consistently emphasized the human element in 

determining originality. In Feist Publications v. Rural 

Telephone Service Co. (1991), the U.S. Supreme Court held 

that copyright protection requires a “modicum of creativity,” 

reinforcing that mechanical or automated processes alone 

cannot qualify. Similarly, the Indian Supreme Court in 

Eastern Book Company v. D.B. Modak (2008) stressed the 

need for a “minimal degree of creativity” derived from 

human skill and judgment. These precedents collectively 

affirm that originality remains inseparable from human 

intellectual contribution. 

 

4. Shift in the Digital Era 
The late twentieth century witnessed a dramatic 

transformation with the rise of digital technologies, enabling 

humans to create through computational tools. In such cases, 

copyright law continued to credit human operators as 

authors, treating computers as mere instruments. However, 

the emergence of autonomous artificial intelligence (AI) 

systems capable of generating text, art, music, and software 

independently has disrupted this established model. Unlike 

traditional software, AI systems using machine learning 

(ML) and deep neural networks (DNNs) can generate 

creative content without explicit human command. 

 

5. The Challenge of Machine Autonomy 
The rise of autonomous AI challenges the very foundation 

of authorship. When a machine produces a work with no 

direct human intervention, the question arises: who owns the 

copyright? Existing laws, built on centuries of 

anthropocentric assumptions, struggle to accommodate this 

new form of creativity. Courts and policymakers are divided 

some argue for attributing authorship to the programmer or 

user, while others propose denying protection altogether to 

maintain the human integrity of copyright law. 

 

6. Moral and Economic Justifications Under Strain 
Traditional copyright theory rests on two justifications 

moral and economic. The moral justification recognizes 

authorship as an extension of human personality, granting 

the author moral rights to control and claim credit. The 

economic justification incentivizes creativity by granting 

exclusive commercial benefits. In the case of AI, both 

rationales become problematic: machines lack 

consciousness and moral identity, and the economic 

incentives accrue to corporations or developers rather than 

the AI itself. Consequently, the traditional copyright 
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paradigm begins to lose coherence in the era of algorithmic 

creativity. 

 

7. Divergent International Approaches 
Global copyright regimes exhibit diverse responses to AI-

generated works. The United Kingdom, under Section 9(3) 

of the Copyright, Designs and Patents Act, 1988, attributes 

authorship of computer-generated works to “the person who 

made the necessary arrangements.” In contrast, jurisdictions 

like the United States and India restrict copyright protection 

to human authors only. The U.S. Copyright Office, in its 

recent decision in Thaler v. Perlmutter (2023), refused 

registration for a work produced solely by the AI system 

“Creativity Machine,” reinforcing the necessity of human 

authorship. This divergence reveals a global uncertainty 

over the legal recognition of non-human creativity. 

 

8. The Need for Paradigm Transformation 
The evolution of copyright law demonstrates that its human-

centric foundations are increasingly incompatible with the 

realities of autonomous creativity. As AI systems continue 

to generate original works, the law must evolve from rigid 

human authorship doctrines to a more adaptive framework 

that balances innovation, accountability, and protection. 

This transformation is essential not only for legal coherence 

but also for fostering technological progress without 

undermining human creative values. 

 

3. AI-Generated Works and the Challenge to Existing 

Copyright Doctrines 

1. Emergence of AI as a Creative Entity 

The evolution of Artificial Intelligence (AI) from a 

computational tool to an autonomous creative system marks 

one of the most transformative developments in modern 

intellectual property discourse. Advanced AI models such as 

generative adversarial networks (GANs), large language 

models (LLMs), and neural art systems are capable of 

producing original literary, artistic, and musical works. 

Unlike traditional computer-assisted programs, these 

systems can independently make creative choices, learn 

patterns, and innovate without explicit human input. This 

autonomous behavior disrupts the foundational assumptions 

of copyright law, which historically relied upon identifiable 

human authorship. 

 

2. The Doctrinal Dilemma of Authorship and Originality 
Copyright law is grounded in two essential pillars: 

authorship and originality. Both concepts presuppose a 

human creator exercising intellectual skill and judgment. 

However, when an AI system generates a work 

autonomously, it becomes unclear whether these elements 

exist in the traditional sense. AI lacks human consciousness, 

intention, and moral agency qualities that underpin legal 

recognition of creativity. Consequently, courts and 

policymakers face a doctrinal dilemma: if no human author 

can be identified, can the resulting work ever qualify for 

copyright protection under existing laws? 

 

3. Absence of Legal Personality in AI Systems 
A fundamental obstacle to recognizing AI as an author lies 

in its lack of legal personality. Under most legal systems, 

authorship is inherently tied to natural or juristic persons 

who can own rights, bear duties, and be held accountable. 

AI, being a non-sentient algorithmic entity, cannot fulfill 

these criteria. Granting legal personhood to AI could open 

complex questions regarding liability, accountability, and 

ownership of economic benefits. Therefore, most 

jurisdictions continue to deny copyright to AI-generated 

works, maintaining that protection cannot extend to entities 

incapable of moral or legal responsibility. 

 

4. Ownership Conflicts and Attribution Problems 
AI-generated works also create serious challenges regarding 

ownership and attribution. In the absence of a clear author, 

various stakeholders such as the developer, programmer, 

user, or data provider may claim rights over the output. 

Determining who “made the necessary arrangements” or 

contributed the essential creative input becomes complex. 

For instance, should ownership belong to the company that 

trained the AI model, the individual who used it, or the 

entity that owns the underlying data? The lack of explicit 

statutory guidance leads to legal ambiguity and potential 

disputes among multiple claimants. 

 

5. Policy Inconsistencies across Jurisdictions 
Globally, there exists significant inconsistency in policy 

responses to AI-generated creativity. The United States 

adheres strictly to human authorship, as reaffirmed by the 

U.S. Copyright Office in Thaler v. Perlmutter (2023), 

denying registration to an AI-created image. In contrast, the 

United Kingdom’s Copyright, Designs and Patents Act 

(1988) recognizes computer-generated works, attributing 

authorship to the person making necessary arrangements. 

Meanwhile, the European Union continues to deliberate on 

AI’s creative status within its broader AI Act and digital 

policy reforms. Such inconsistencies hinder international 

harmonization and create uncertainty for AI developers and 

users operating across borders. 

 

6. The Challenge to the Originality Standard 
The notion of originality, central to copyright protection, 

faces significant reinterpretation in the AI context. 

Traditionally, originality required evidence of human 

intellectual effort and creativity. However, AI-generated 

works, though technically novel, lack a conscious creative 

process. Some argue that the outcome of machine learning 

deriving from patterns in existing data does not constitute 

“originality” but “derivative synthesis.” Others contend that 

originality should evolve to include algorithmic innovation 

as a form of non-human creativity. The absence of a 

uniform standard further complicates judicial evaluation and 

policy formulation. 

 

4. Comparative Legal Perspectives on AI-Generated 

Works (India, USA, UK, EU, and WIPO) 

1. The Indian Legal Position: Human-Centric Copyright 

Framework: In India, the Copyright Act, 1957 remains 

firmly rooted in the idea of human authorship. Section 2(d) 

of the Act defines an “author” as a natural person, such as a 

writer, artist, composer, or film producer. Although the law 

does recognize computer-generated works under Section 

2(d) (vi), the provision attributes authorship to “the person 

who causes the work to be created,” not to the machine 

itself. This implies that only humans typically programmers 

or users can claim authorship. Indian courts have yet to 

encounter a major case involving AI-generated creativity, 

but the existing statutory language clearly excludes non-

human entities from holding copyright. Consequently, 
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purely autonomous AI works fall outside the ambit of 

protection, creating a legislative vacuum that will likely 

demand future reform. 

 

2. The United States: Strict Human Authorship Doctrine 
The United States adheres to a rigidly human-centered 

interpretation of authorship. The U.S. Copyright Office has 

consistently maintained that copyright protection extends 

only to works “produced by human authors.” This stance 

was reaffirmed in Thaler v. Perlmutter (2023), where the 

Office denied copyright registration for an image created 

solely by the AI system “Creativity Machine.” The court 

held that since the work lacked human creative input, it 

could not qualify as an original work of authorship under the 

Copyright Act of 1976. Earlier precedents, including 

Burrow-Giles Lithographic Co. v. Sarony (1884), similarly 

emphasized human intellectual conception as the foundation 

of copyright. Thus, in the U.S., AI-generated works remain 

unprotected unless a human author can demonstrate 

substantial creative contribution. 

 

3. The United Kingdom: Recognition of Computer-

Generated Works: The United Kingdom stands out as one 

of the few jurisdictions that explicitly acknowledges 

computer-generated works. Section 9 (3) of the Copyright, 

Designs and Patents Act, 1988 states that “in the case of a 

literary, dramatic, musical or artistic work which is 

computer-generated, the author shall be taken to be the 

person by whom the arrangements necessary for the creation 

of the work are undertaken.” This provision, though 

formulated long before modern AI, offers a pragmatic 

solution by assigning authorship to the individual who 

orchestrated the creation process. While it does not 

recognize the machine as an author, it bridges the gap 

between automation and human accountability. However, 

critics argue that this approach oversimplifies the 

complexity of autonomous AI systems, which may act 

beyond any single human’s control. 

 

4. The European Union: Gradual Adaptation through 

Policy Debate: The European Union (EU) has not yet 

enacted a unified legal position on AI-generated works but 

has initiated extensive discussions under its Artificial 

Intelligence Act and Digital Single Market Strategy. The 

European Parliament Resolution (2020) on intellectual 

property rights for AI highlights the need for a balanced 

framework that encourages technological development 

while safeguarding human creativity. The EU’s copyright 

law, particularly the Directive on Copyright in the Digital 

Single Market (2019/790), continues to tie authorship to 

human creators. Nonetheless, the European Commission’s 

policy papers suggest openness to exploring sui generis 

rights or related rights for AI-generated outputs in the 

future, recognizing the growing economic importance of 

autonomous creativity. 

 

5. Challenges and Ethical Dilemmas in AI-Generated 

Copyright Works: As artificial intelligence continues to 

reshape the landscape of creative industries, it 

simultaneously exposes profound legal, ethical, and moral 

challenges. While AI systems can produce art, literature, 

music, and software with astonishing sophistication, the 

absence of human intention and moral agency complicates 

questions of authorship, originality, and ownership. This 

section examines the major legal and ethical dilemmas 

arising from AI-generated creativity, focusing on 

accountability, bias, originality, and the socio-economic 

consequences of automation in creative labor. 

 

1. Authorship and Ownership Ambiguities 
The most pressing challenge lies in determining who owns 

the copyright of AI-generated works. Traditional copyright 

law presumes a human creator whose intellectual labor 

produces original expression. However, when an 

autonomous AI system generates content without direct 

human input, there is no identifiable “author” in the legal 

sense. 

If ownership is assigned to the developer, it may unjustly 

reward individuals who had no creative involvement in the 

specific output. Conversely, if ownership is granted to the 

user, it might disregard the creative architecture embedded 

in the algorithm itself. This ambiguity leads to a “copyright 

vacuum,” leaving many AI-produced works unprotected and 

open to unrestricted use undermining incentives for 

investment in creative AI systems. 

 

2. Originality and Creativity Tests 
Another major dilemma concerns the test of originality, a 

foundational requirement for copyright protection. Courts 

worldwide have traditionally required a minimal degree of 

human creativity or intellectual effort for a work to qualify 

as original. AI-generated works, however, are often 

produced through automated learning processes that lack 

human intention or emotion. 

This raises critical jurisprudential questions: can machine 

outputs exhibit “creativity” in the legal sense? If creativity 

implies intellectual effort and emotional engagement, AI-

generated content might fail the originality test. Yet, if 

originality is measured by novelty and distinctiveness, AI-

generated works could potentially qualify. This debate 

underscores the inadequacy of current originality doctrines 

to accommodate non-human creativity. 

 

3. Accountability and Infringement Liability 
AI systems, by their nature, operate through data-driven 

algorithms trained on vast repositories of existing works. 

These datasets often contain copyrighted material, raising 

complex issues of secondary infringement. If an AI system 

produces a work that closely resembles or replicates an 

existing creation, determining liability becomes 

problematic. 

Should the programmer, the user, or the AI system itself 

bear responsibility for infringement? Current laws, which 

rely on the presence of human intent and knowledge, fail to 

offer clear answers. The absence of a recognized legal 

personality for AI further complicates enforcement, leaving 

a gap in accountability and deterrence. 

 

4. Ethical Concerns: Bias, Misuse, and Creative 

Authenticity: AI systems reflect the biases inherent in their 

training data. Consequently, their creative outputs may 

perpetuate stereotypes, cultural misappropriation, or 

discriminatory patterns. Ethical dilemmas also emerge when 

AI is used to replicate human artistic styles, blurring the line 

between inspiration and imitation. 

Furthermore, the ability of AI to generate near-perfect 

reproductions of human-made art raises questions of 

authenticity and moral rights. Artists may find their creative 
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identity diluted or their reputations harmed by synthetic 

works that imitate their signature styles without consent. 

These issues highlight the moral dimension of authorship 

that legal systems have yet to adequately address. 

 

5. Economic and Labor Implications 
The automation of creative work through AI presents 

significant economic and labor challenges. Content 

industries music, journalism, design, and software 

development are witnessing a shift from human-centric 

production to algorithmic creation. This transformation 

threatens traditional creative livelihoods, potentially leading 

to creative unemployment or devaluation of human art. 

While AI offers efficiency and scalability, it also risks 

eroding the intrinsic value of human imagination. 

Policymakers must therefore strike a balance between 

technological progress and cultural sustainability, ensuring 

that human creativity remains both recognized and 

economically viable. 

 

6. Privacy and Data Protection Issues 
The creation of AI-generated works often involves the use 

of personal data text, images, or voice samples to train 

algorithms. This process may inadvertently violate privacy 

rights or breach data protection regulations such as the 

GDPR. The unauthorized use of personal likeness or voice 

to generate synthetic works further complicates the legal 

landscape, merging copyright concerns with personality 

rights and data sovereignty. Thus, regulating AI creativity 

also demands robust data governance frameworks to prevent 

misuse and exploitation. 

 

7. Philosophical and Moral Dimensions of Creativity 
The emergence of AI-based creativity challenges traditional 

conceptions of human exceptionalism. If machines can 

compose symphonies or paint artworks indistinguishable 

from human creations, what remains uniquely human about 

creativity? Philosophers and jurists alike question whether 

copyright law founded on moral and natural rights theories 

can extend to non-sentient entities. 

These debates reveal a deeper tension between mechanical 

efficiency and moral agency. While law may eventually 

adapt to recognize AI’s contribution, it must continue to 

preserve the moral significance of human creativity as a 

cornerstone of cultural expression and intellectual property. 

AI’s integration into the creative process exposes an 

intricate web of legal ambiguities, ethical risks, and 

philosophical paradoxes. The challenges of authorship, 

originality, accountability, and morality underscore the 

inadequacy of current copyright doctrines to address non-

human creativity. As AI’s role in cultural production 

expands, a transformative and ethically grounded legal 

framework is essential one that recognizes innovation while 

safeguarding human dignity, creative authenticity, and 

social equity. 

 

6. Towards a Transformative Legal Framework for AI-

Generated Works: Suggestions and Future Directions 
The emergence of artificial intelligence as a creative force 

demands a paradigm shift in copyright jurisprudence. 

Traditional frameworks rooted in human authorship, 

originality, and ownership are no longer sufficient to 

address the complexity of machine-generated works. The 

future of copyright must balance innovation, accountability, 

and equity, ensuring that technological progress aligns with 

human values and societal interests. This section proposes a 

series of legal, institutional, and ethical reforms aimed at 

building a transformative legal framework for AI-generated 

creativity. 

 

1. Recognition of AI-Generated Works through Sui 

Generis Protection: One of the most viable approaches to 

address the authorship dilemma is the creation of a sui 

generis right a special form of intellectual property 

protection tailored to AI-generated works. This would 

acknowledge the distinct nature of AI creativity without 

diluting the traditional human-centric foundation of 

copyright law.Under this model, protection could be granted 

for a limited duration and linked to the human entities 

responsible for designing, training, or deploying the AI 

system. Such a framework would ensure that AI-produced 

content receives recognition and commercial protection 

while maintaining clear accountability mechanisms. 

 

2. Human Oversight and Shared Authorship Models 
Another potential reform is the adoption of hybrid 

authorship models where human creators retain partial rights 

over AI outputs that involve meaningful human input. This 

approach aligns with the principle of “human-in-the-loop” 

creativity, emphasizing the guiding role of human intent, 

selection, or supervision. 

Legal recognition of joint or collaborative authorship 

between human and AI-assisted contributions could provide 

a balanced solution preserving the integrity of human 

creativity while accommodating machine-generated 

elements. Such models would also encourage responsible AI 

use in artistic and creative processes. 

 

3. Legal Personality and Accountability Mechanisms 
While granting full legal personhood to AI may be 

premature, the establishment of limited legal capacity for 

autonomous systems could enhance accountability. This 

concept mirrors corporate personhood, where entities hold 

certain legal rights and obligations without human 

consciousness. 

By recognizing AI systems as “electronic agents” with 

defined liabilities, lawmakers could assign responsibility for 

infringements, contractual breaches, or misuse. However, 

such reforms must ensure human traceability and oversight, 

preventing the displacement of ethical accountability from 

creators, developers, or users. 

 

4. Reforming the Definition of “Authorship” and 

“Originality”: Modern copyright statutes must revisit the 

foundational definitions of “authorship” and “originality” to 

incorporate technological creativity. Legislatures could 

adopt broader interpretations emphasizing creative causation 

focusing on the individual or entity that initiates or 

configures the creative process rather than on direct 

expression. 

This would align with contemporary technological realities 

where creativity often emerges from human-machine 

collaboration. Such reform would prevent interpretive 

deadlocks and provide a consistent basis for judicial 

decision-making in future AI-related disputes. 

 

5. Ethical Guidelines and Creative Responsibility 

Standards: A transformative framework must also embed 

https://www.allresearchjournal.com/


 

~ 405 ~ 

International Journal of Applied Research https://www.allresearchjournal.com  
 

ethical safeguards to regulate the use of AI in creative 

production. Regulatory bodies or copyright offices could 

establish AI Ethics Codes for creators and developers, 

focusing on transparency, bias mitigation, cultural respect, 

and authenticity in AI outputs. 

Mandatory disclosure requirements could compel creators to 

label AI-generated works, thereby protecting consumer 

awareness and preserving the distinction between human 

and synthetic creativity. Ethical design principles should 

form an integral part of AI deployment in the creative 

sector. 

 

6. Strengthening International Harmonization and 

WIPO’s Role: Given the global nature of digital content, 

national-level reforms must converge through international 

harmonization. The World Intellectual Property 

Organization (WIPO) and TRIPS Council could spearhead 

negotiations for a global convention on AI and intellectual 

property, ensuring coherence among member states. 

This harmonized framework should address core principles 

such as authorship attribution, fair use of training data, 

liability distribution, and transnational enforcement. A 

unified international approach would reduce jurisdictional 

conflicts, encourage innovation, and ensure equitable access 

to creative benefits across borders. 

 

7. Data Transparency and Training Dataset Regulation 
AI systems often rely on massive datasets for creative 

generation, many of which include copyrighted or personal 

materials. To prevent infringement and promote ethical data 

use, lawmakers should introduce transparency obligations 

requiring developers to disclose the nature, sources, and 

composition of training data. 

Additionally, the establishment of “data trusts” or licensing 

frameworks could enable creators to consent to the use of 

their works in AI training, thereby ensuring a fair balance 

between data accessibility and copyright protection. This 

would strengthen the ethical foundations of machine 

creativity. 

 

8. Promoting Human Creativity in the AI Age 
While legal reforms aim to regulate AI’s creative potential, 

they must not overshadow the need to preserve and 

incentivize human imagination. Governments and cultural 

institutions should promote digital literacy, creative 

education, and innovation grants to empower human artists 

to coexist with and complement AI technologies. 

Rather than viewing AI as a threat, policy frameworks 

should envision a symbiotic relationship where machines 

assist, rather than replace, human creators. This vision 

aligns with the broader constitutional and moral duty to 

protect the dignity, labor, and moral rights of human 

authors. 

 

9. Conclusion: Rethinking Copyright in the Age of 

Artificial Intelligence: The present research examined the 

transformative impact of artificial intelligence on copyright 

law, focusing on how AI-generated creativity challenges the 

long-standing principles of authorship, originality, and 

ownership. As intelligent systems evolve from mere 

assistive tools into autonomous creators, they disrupt the 

philosophical and legal foundations upon which traditional 

copyright protection rests. It becomes increasingly clear that 

the conventional human-centric framework, designed to 

safeguard intellectual labor and moral agency, must now 

adapt to the realities of machine participation in creative 

processes. 

The comparative analysis of international jurisdictions 

highlights the diversity of legal responses to this challenge. 

Nations such as India and the United States maintain a 

strictly human-oriented approach, emphasizing that only 

works resulting from human creativity can be protected. In 

contrast, the United Kingdom provides a practical solution 

through statutory attribution to the person making the 

necessary arrangements for a computer-generated work, 

while the European Union and the World Intellectual 

Property Organization are gradually developing policy 

initiatives to address the evolving technological landscape. 

Together, these approaches demonstrate an emerging global 

dialogue that recognizes the growing importance of AI in 

the creative economy while remaining cautious about 

granting it independent legal recognition. 

Ethical and philosophical reflections further underscore the 

complexity of this issue. The advent of AI-generated art, 

music, and literature raises questions about the authenticity 

of creativity and the moral significance of authorship. The 

possibility that machines could replicate or even surpass 

human artistic capabilities challenges the very essence of 

what it means to be a creator. Moreover, ethical concerns 

such as algorithmic bias, cultural appropriation, and the 

erosion of artistic identity call for an urgent reassessment of 

the moral dimensions of intellectual property. Copyright 

law, therefore, must not only regulate innovation but also 

protect the values of integrity, authenticity, and respect for 

human creativity. 

A forward-looking legal framework must be transformative 

in nature incorporating elements of sui generis protection for 

AI-generated works, shared authorship models to 

acknowledge human involvement, and ethical standards to 

ensure transparency and accountability. The recognition of 

hybrid authorship, coupled with clear guidelines on liability 

and data governance, can provide stability in the uncertain 

terrain of AI creativity. International harmonization, under 

the guidance of WIPO and TRIPS, is crucial to prevent 

fragmented legal interpretations and to ensure that global 

creative industries operate within a coherent and equitable 

system. Transparency in AI training data, respect for 

privacy, and fair use principles must form the bedrock of 

this new legal structure. 

Looking toward the future, it is evident that artificial 

intelligence does not eliminate creativity it transforms it. 

The role of law, therefore, is not to resist this evolution but 

to guide it ethically and equitably. Legislators, scholars, and 

technologists must collaborate to develop a regulatory 

framework that encourages innovation while preserving the 

moral and cultural essence of human expression. The 

ultimate objective should be to create a balanced ecosystem 

in which AI serves as a catalyst for human imagination 

rather than a substitute for it. 
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