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AI GENERATED WORKS AND COPYRIGHT
PROTECTION

Abstract. The purpose of the article is to find the most promising and practical way of applying
copyright to Al generated works, taking into account the objectives of copyright law and technolog-
ical progress.

Research methods. The methodology of this study includes analytical, comparative and dialec-
tic methods of scientific research.

Results. Due to the human-centered approach to authorship, the existing copyright legislation
of most countries cannot provide protection for Al generated works. Even the concept of comput-
er-generated works, implemented in the legislation of some countries, cannot fully resolve all complex
issues concerning Al generated works, because it confers copyright on those, who design and operate
Al systems. At the same time, another concept, proposed for Al generated works, regards such works
as public property (public domain), which may be good for the general public, but not good for those
who create and operate Al systems. As for the novel concept of electronic persons, providing legal
personality for autonomous Al systems, this approach is quite flexible as it allows giving copyright to
an Al system itself and enables the owner of such a system to control the exercise of copyright by this
system. However, it may still take a while before this concept is finally appreciated and implemented.
In fact, it may even require reaching the next stage of Al development, namely Artificial General
Intelligence (AGI).

Conclusions. At present, copyright law does not protect Al-generated works in most countries.
Only a few countries have copyright legislation on computer-generated works applying to the works
created by Al systems. According to this legislation, copyright is given to those who have under-
taken the necessary arrangements in order for the computer to produce the works. Even though
this approach protects the economic interests of those who design and operate Al systems, it cannot
always provide a fair allocation of copyrights in situations, involving a large number of stakehold-
ers, due to the complexity of such systems. Another idea is to treat Al generated works as public
property (public domain). However, it cannot have a wide application, as it lacks the incentives for
those who design and operate Al systems. In theory, it is also possible to give autonomous Al systems
their own legal personhood enabling them to become copyright owners. In this case, autonomous
Al systems with the legal status of electronic persons could be recognized as authors of the works
they generated. This flexible approach also enables the owners of Al systems to control the exercise
copyrights belonging to such systems. Although it is unclear if the concept of electronic person can
be implemented at this point, it is quite likely to be recognized when the stage of Artificial General
Intelligence (AGTI) is reached.

Key words: artificial intelligence, intellectual property, copyright, Al generated works, legal
personhood, electronic person.

1. Introduction

Artificial intelligence (AI) is no longer sci-
ence fiction. Due to the advances in digital tech-
nologies, Al applications have recently been
developing at an accelerating pace. Al is already
deployed in different application domains,
e.g., recommendation systems, spam filters,
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image recognition, voice recognition, virtual
assistants, etc. (Delipetrev, Tsinarakli, Kostié,
2020, p.4). As a result, Al is starting to have
a significant impact on our daily lives, economy
and society as a whole. As Al gradually pene-
trates all areas of life, it becomes increasingly
clear that the use of Al has to be governed by
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law. Like many other new technologies, Al
raises a wide range of legal and human rights
issues. According to Rowena Rodrigues, the Al-
related issues include: the lack of algorithmic
transparency; cybersecurity  vulnerabilities;
unfairness, bias and discrimination; the lack
of contestability; legal personhood issues; intel-
lectual property issues; adverse effects on work-
ers; privacy and data protection issues; liability
for damage and lack of accountability for harms
(Rodrigues, 2020).

Among numerous legal issues and chal-
lenges associated with Al, the issues of intel-
lectual property seem to be the most evident as
Al is increasingly used for creative purposes. In
recent years, there have been a lot of examples
of Al systems writing novels, essays and articles
(Loutfi, 2021), painting pictures (the next Rem-
brandt), and composing music (Lauder, 2017).
Contrary to a common belief that only humans
are capable of being creative, modern Al systems
demonstrate a growing capacity to produce
creative works. The creative potential of Al
must not be ignored by law in the sense that
there has to be a clear and unambiguous legal
approach to dealing with AI generated works
that would promote innovation in the field
of AT and its creative application. Taking into
account the above, it is necessary to explore all
potential options of copyright protection with
regards to Al generated works.

In this respect, it is necessary to give credit
to lawyers and scholars, such as R. Rodrigues,
C. R. Davies, L. Gathercole, M. Iglesias, S. Sha-
muilia and A. Anderberg, S. F. Hedrick, M. Kop,
I. Veiksa, R. Free, R. D. Brown, S. Karnouskos,
who have already examined some legal issues
of Al and various ways of applying copyright
protection to Al generated works. Although
many interesting ideas regarding the applica-
tion of copyright law to Al generated works
have been put forward, the findings of the legal
research on this issue vary dramatically. There-
fore, the purpose of this study is to find the most
promising and practical way of applying copy-
right to Al generated works, taking into account
the main objectives of copyright law as well as
technological progress.

This study involves the use of analytical,
comparative and dialectic methods of scientific
research. The analytical method is used for explor-
ing different avenues of copyright application to
Al generated works as well as examining the rele-
vant legislation. The use of the analytical method is
coupled with the comparative method of research,
which is used for identifying the advantages
and shortcomings of different concepts suggesting
copyright protection for Al generated works. The
dialectic method is applied for the investigation
of Al technological development stages.
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2. Al generated works and current copy-
right regulation

As AT systems become increasingly sophis-
ticated, their autonomy and creative capacity
grow considerably. In fact, even today, when
we can witness only the dawn of the Al era (the
stage of the so-called “weak AI” or “Artificial
Narrow Intelligence”), intelligent machines
powered by Al are already capable of producing
original creative works by themselves. In other
words, creative activities leading to the appear-
ance of new original works are no longer
the monopoly of human beings.

Naturally, it gives rise to a question — is
the current copyright law ready to face a new
reality, in which original works are created not
only by humans, but by smart machines as well?
For the vast majority of countries, the answer
is no. In particular, C. R. Davies concludes that
the current regime is woefully inadequate to deal
with the growing use of more and more intuitive
artificial intelligence systems in the production
of such works (Davies, 2011).

The thing is that the existing copyright
law has been built on the idea that creativity
is a purely human attribute. Hence, the origins
of copyright are basically human. As a result,
only a human author can have moral rights to
his/her works, whereas economic rights to such
works also originate from a human author even
in the case of their transfer to another individ-
ual or a legal person.

This human-centered approach to author-
ship is well reflected in the copyright legislation
of Ukraine. In particular, the Law of Ukraine
“On copyright and related rights” defines
an author as a natural person, who produced
awork by way of creative labor. The approach is
quite similar in many other countries. According
to M. Iglesias, S. Shamuilia and A. Anderberg,
most copyright legislation across EU Member
States is very much dependent on human-cen-
tred concepts, for: the beneficiary of protection
(i.e. the author); the conditions for protection
(e.g. originality); and the rights granted (eco-
nomic, but also moral rights). This human-cen-
tred focus is also present in the acquis commu-
nautaire, although arguably to lesser extent due
to the lack of regulation on moral rights... The
outcome is similar under US law. The US Cop-
yright Act protects original works of author-
ship and, to qualify as a work of authorship,
a work must be created by a human being. The
general guide to the policies and procedures
of the US Copyright Office is also clear in this
regard: ‘the Office will not register works pro-
duced by a machine or mere mechanical pro-
cess that operates randomly or automatically
without any creative input or intervention from
a human author (Iglesias, Shamuilia, Ander-
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berg, 2021, p. 14; the Compendium of U.S. Cop-
yright Office Practices).

Given the above, it is possible to conclude
that under the existing legislation of most coun-
tries, copyright protection applies only to origi-
nal works created by human authors. Therefore,
currently works created by autonomous Al
systems cannot be protected by copyright, even
if they meet the criterion of originality. So, it
turns out that there is a large gap in the copy-
right regulation when it comes to the original
works generated by autonomous Al systems.

Considering the objectives of copyright law,
the current lack of copyright protection for Al
generated works appears to be unacceptable.
The main purpose of intellectual property law
in general and copyright law in particular is to
promote creative activities and innovation by
providing legal protection for the results of such
activities. If there is no copyright protection for
the works generated by Al systems, there will
be no incentives for high-tech companies to
design new Al systems and no incentives for
users to make use of such systems for creative
purposes. As a result, this lack of incentives may
lead to lower investments in the development
of AT and a lower level of creative activities in
the field of science, literature, art and entertain-
ment industry, holding back scientific, economic
and cultural progress.

3. AI generated works and human copy-
right holders

Unlike most countries, where there is no
copyright protection for AI generated works,
some countries, including the UK, South Africa,
Hong Kong, India, Ireland and New Zealand,
have enacted legislation protecting comput-
er-generated works ... In the UK, computer-gen-
erated works are defined as works ‘generated by
computer in circumstances such that there is no
human author of the work’ (Iglesias, Shamuilia,
Anderberg, 2021, p. 13). Thus, the concept
of computer-generated works applies to works
created by autonomous Al systems.

According to Laura Gathercole, the current
position under the Copyright, Designs and Pat-
ents Act 1988 is that, where a computer has gen-
erated the works, the author is the person who
has undertaken the necessary arrangements in
order for the computer to produce the works.
The author enjoys copyright protection for
50 years from the date of creation (Gathercole,
2022). In other words, in a situation where
there is no real human author of an Al gener-
ated work, there is a possibility of designating
a copyright holder who will act as an author.
This pragmatic approach provides the possi-
bility of granting copyright to a person, who
has made the most significant contribution to
the creation and operation of an autonomous Al

system, which generated a work. In most cases
a copyright holder is likely to be either the pro-
grammer or the user of an Al system.

This approach seems to be largely in line
with the views, expressed by Ingrida Veiksa,
who points out that works created by artifi-
cial intelligence must be protected by copy-
right, and such protection must not differ from
the usual (traditional) protection of authors'
works ... and only humans can be recognized as
the author of a work, and no computer or algo-
rithm can be identified as the copyright owner
(Veiksa, 2021, p. 235). Furthermore, as Saman-
tha Fink Hedrick points out, the incentives
inherent in the copyright bargain — and the very
rationale for the existence of copyright law — are
only advanced when copyright is allocated to
a human, whether that is the programmer, user,
data owner, or a combination of them (Hedrick,
2019, p. 375).

At the same time, the concept of comput-
er-generated works has its drawbacks. Due to
the growing complexity of modern Al systems,
it is not always possible to clearly identify a per-
son, who has undertaken all necessary arrange-
ments for the AI system to produce a work,
because in many cases there are dozens of people
involved in the process of designing, program-
ming, training and running an Al system. In
this regard, it is not quite clear how the concept
of computer-generated work addresses the use
of various data for machine learning, which is
considered to be a crucial part of any modern
Al system. The thing is that such data may
belong to different persons, who are neither pro-
grammers nor users of Al systems. So, the ques-
tion is whether they can also be recognized as
co-authors of the works created Al systems
using their data. For instance, it is quite possi-
ble for a modern Al system to create a beautiful
picture after studying hundreds or thousands
of paintings created by human artists. Would
it be fair not to recognize these human artists
as co-authors of an Al generated picture along
with the programmers and users of the relevant
Al system?

In addition, an autonomous Al system,
which is capable of making its own decisions,
may resort to some illegal actions, like steal-
ing data from their rightful owners, without
the knowledge and authorization of those in
charge of such a system. A situation like this
may give rise to questions like: “Who is going to
be responsible for such violations?”, or “Is it fair
to make persons, who design or run autonomous
Al systems, responsible for their violations?”.

4. Al generated works and the public
domain

Unlike the concept of computer-generated
works, which aims to provide incentives for all
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those involved in the creation and use of Al sys-
tems by granting them copyright protection,
the concept of public domain for Al generated
works has a completely different objective. It is
aimed at providing open access for the general
public to the works generated by Al systems,
rather than protecting individual economic
interests.

According to the proponents of the Al pub-
lic domain, the concept of Al at the current state
of the art does not need an incentive to create,
nor recognition or reward for its endeavours.
It simply does not need exclusive rights. Addi-
tionally, it is argued that extending copyrights
hinders innovation, cultural diversity and even
fundamental freedoms, and adding extra lay-
ers to the existing rainbow of IP rights is not
a good solution to balance the societal impact
of technological progress. Drawing inspiration
from the Roman Law, Mauritz Kop puts for-
ward an idea of Res Publicae ex Machina (Pub-
lic Property from the Machine) for Al creations
that crossed the autonomy threshold. Accord-
ing to him, the introduction of the legal concept
of Public Property from the Machine is a Pareto
improvement; many actors benefit from it while
nobody — at least no legal person — will suffer
from it (Kop, 2020, p.p. 306, 339).

On the face of it, this approach puts
the interests of the general public first. In the-
ory, on the one hand, the fewer restrictions,
the better for people and companies, when it
comes to using Al generated works. However,
on the other hand, this approach may discourage
investment in complex and costly TA develop-
ment projects as investors will not be willing to
spend their money on technologies that do not
yield a profit. From a practical point of view, this
approach appears to be suitable only for state-
funded and charitable projects of Al develop-
ment designed to meet some social needs. Big
high-tech companies are unlikely to engage in
such projects without any copyright protection
of their economic interests.

The copyright law has to ensure a well-bal-
anced approach to the protection all stakehold-
ers’ interests (both the creators and the general
public). Striking this balance is not an easy
task, when it comes to the copyright protec-
tion of works generated by autonomous Al sys-
tems. Certainly, Al generated works must be
recognized eligible for copyright protection.
At the same time, this protection must not
become an insurmountable barrier for all those
interested in using these works. In light of this,
the concept of public domain for AT generated
works (Public Property from the Machine)
does not seem to have a universal application,
even though it may be applied to the works cre-
ated by state-funded or charitable Al projects.
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In general, the public domain for Al generated
works would be appropriate after the expira-
tion copyright protection, just like in the case
of other literary and art works.

If the concept of public domain is ever
applied in relation to AI generated works,
the issues of moral rights to such work will
remain anyway. According to the classic
approach of the public domain concept, which
is well reflected in article 30 of the Law
of Ukraine “On copyright and related rights”,
only economic rights to works are transferred
into the public domain after the expiration
of a certain time period. This transfer, essen-
tially, means that such a work may be used with-
out paying any fees to its copyright owner. An
author’s moral rights to works must be observed
even after this transfer takes place. Therefore,
the basic question remains the same — who is
entitled to claim authorship for an Al gener-
ated work? The public domain concept does not
seem to provide any answers to this question.

5. AI generated works and the legal
personhood of Al systems

Copyright protections for Al generated
works based on the concepts of public domain
and computer-generated works have their roots
in the current anthropocentric copyright legal
regime. Thus, it is natural that the drawbacks
of these concepts with regards to Al generated
works are also caused by the human-centered
approach of the existing copyright law. So, what
about an alternative to this approach?

In recent years, the growing autonomy
of modern AI systems, the narrowing gap
between Al and human intelligence as well as
numerous legal issues stemming from the appli-
cation of AI systems have provided ample
grounds for interesting suggestions of granting
autonomous Al systems their own legal person-
hood. Furthermore, these suggestions are no
longer purely theoretical as they are considered
at the level of the European Parliament and take
shape of recommendations to the Commission
(European Parliament resolution).

Although these proposals and recommen-
dations to the Commission primarily deal with
theissues of civil liability for the damages result-
ing from the application of Al systems, the very
idea of granting Al systems legal personality
and turning them into the so-called “electronic
persons” implies a totally new approach to many
AT related problems in different areas of law,
including copyright law.

In fact, the emergence of new legal entities,
such as “electronic persons”, may signify one
of the greatest shifts in the field of law in cen-
turies. Ever since legal persons came into exist-
ence there have been only two types of legal sub-
jects, namely natural persons and legal persons.
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If the idea of creating electronic persons as legal
subjects gains recognition and eventually finds
its way into the legislation, natural and legal per-
sons will have to share the legal space with elec-
tronic persons. With regards to the Al related
issues of copyright the emergence of electronic
persons as the embodiment of the legal person-
ality of autonomous Al systems may be quite
significant, as it offers new avenues of solving
the existing problems of authorship and copy-
right for AT generated works.

In theory, the legal personhood of auton-
omous Al systems may serve as a legal basis
for recognizing autonomous Al systems as
the authors of copyright and owners of intan-
gible assets. In light of this, it is worth consid-
ering some of the options, set out by Dr. Rachel
Free. According to her, “one option is to enable
the autonomous Al itself to own the intangible
assets. Those who argue that giving autonomous
Al the status of a legal person would address
the issue of accountability, effectively imply
this solution... if a fully autonomous robot,
such as Rachel in Bladerunner, has the status
of a legal person, then it follows that she can be
an inventor and subsequent owner of a patent.
In the same way, she could be the author of cop-
yright in a computer program...” (Free, 2018).
Although in this case the status of legal person is
referred to as a precondition for owning intangi-
ble assets and being an author of copyright, it is
possible to assume that the status of electronic
person might also be appropriate.

According to the same legal scholar, another
option might be giving autonomous robots
a status akin to that of a child. A human would
then be responsible for the robot in the same
way a human parent or guardian is respon-
sible for a child (Free, 2018). In this case it
is necessary to point out that a child is a nat-
ural person, who can have rights and duties,
even though a child’s legal capacity is some-
what limited. The idea of a child-like status for
robots suggests that an autonomous Al system
as an electronic person could have a limited
legal personality and remain under the control
of natural and legal persons. In effect, regardless
of whether AI systems are granted legal per-
sonhood, they themselves will always remain
someone’s property, which means that they
will always be under the legal control of natu-
ral and legal persons. This approach gives some
flexibility, which means that an autonomous
Al system as an electronic person could be rec-
ognized as a copyright owner and an author,
whereas the owners of such a system itself
could control the use of copyright and protect
the authorship belonging to an Al system.

Although in theory it is possible for
an autonomous Al system to become an elec-

tronic person with certain intellectual property
rights, including the rights to claim authorship
and to enjoy copyright protection, it is far from
clear if the society is ready to accept this idea.
Perhaps, the most likely scenario is the one
described by Rafael Dean Brown. According to
him, “it is unlikely that governments and legis-
lators will suddenly recognise in one event Al's
ownership of property and Al’s legal person-
hood. Rather, acceptance of Al’s legal person-
hood, as with the acceptance of a corporate per-
sonhood will develop as a process and in stages,
... However, as Al develops its ability to commu-
nicate and assert more autonomy, then AT will
come to own all sorts of digital assets” (Brown,
2021, p. 233). In other words, the recognition
of Al systems’ personhood will depend on
the technological progress of Al Therefore, it
is possible to assume that the conferral of intel-
lectual property rights, including copyright,
on autonomous Al systems will also depend on
the progress of Al technology.

There are several evolutionary levels of Al,
including Artificial Narrow Intelligence (ANT)
or weak A, Artificial General Intelligence
(AGTI) also known as strong Al or Human-Level
Al and Artificial Super Intelligence (AST), sur-
passing by far human capabilities. Although we
are still in the age of ANT with self-driving cars,
voice interactions (e.g., Siri/Cortana), recom-
mendations (e.g., Amazon and Facebook), auto-
matic translations (Google translate), the next
level, i.e., AGI may not be very far in the future
(Karnouskos, 2022, p.94).

While at the current level of weak AT (ANT)
the discussion of Al systems’ legal personhood
and the conferral of intellectual property
rights on such systems appears to be largely
theoretical, the next level of Al development
(AGI) will pose practical challenges for people
living side by side with human-like intelligent
machines. So, it is not difficult to predict that
the advent of strong AT (AGI) may turn this
theoretical issue into a practical one, as there
may be a pressing need to recognize autono-
mous Al systems as electronic persons capable
of being authors and enjoying copyright pro-
tections. At the same time, it is necessary to be
careful with the legal personhood of autono-
mous Al systems and the conferral of intellec-
tual property rights on them. In the interests
of humanity, the legal personhood of such sys-
tems will have to be limited at the stage of AGI
and even more so at the stage of ASI. As for
Al systems’ intellectual property rights, they
should be exercised under human supervi-
sion and control, since it is important to pre-
vent any dangerous concentration of intellec-
tual property rights, including copyright, in
the hands of intelligent machines.
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6. Conclusions

As a conclusion, it is necessary to point out
that the copyright legislation of most countries
is currently not ready to deal with AI generated
works and, as a result, such works are not pro-
tected by copyright.

At the same time, a number of countries
have adopted the legislation on computer-gen-
erated works allowing to protect such works by
conferring copyright on those, who has under-
taken the necessary arrangements in order for
the computer to produce the works. However, it
is not quite clear how this approach can apply to
works, generated by complex Al systems, involv-
ing the activities of a large number of professionals
and/or requiring the use of data belonging to dif-
ferent persons. So, even though this approach pro-
tects the economic interests of those, who design
and operate Al systems, it cannot always provide
a fair allocation of copyright in complex situations,
involving a large number of stakeholders.

Anotherapproach discussed in thelegal com-
munity is to treat AT works as public property
(public domain) with open access for the gen-
eral public. Although the public domain con-
cept may potentially apply to works created by

state-funded or charitable Al projects, it cannot
have a wide application, as it lacks incentives for
all those, who design and operate Al systems.

There is also a hypothetical possibility
of giving autonomous Al systems their own
legal personhood and enabling them to be cop-
yright owners. In this case autonomous Al sys-
tems as electronic persons with their own legal
personality could be recognized as the authors
of the works they generated. This approach
appears to be quite flexible, as it also allows
the owners of autonomous Al systems to con-
trol the exercise of copyrights belonging to such
systems (electronic persons). At the same time,
it is unclear, if the society is ready to implement
the concept of electronic persons (Al systems’
legal personhood) at this point. It is more likely
that over time, when we move from the weak
AT (ANI) to the strong Al (AGI) stage of Al
technological development, the governments
will realize that this legal innovation is neces-
sary. However, the recognition of autonomous
Al systems as electronic persons and copyright
owners has to have certain limitations enabling
the human owners of such systems to control
the exercise of their copyrights.
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TBOPHU, CTBOPEHI IITYYHUM IHTEJEKTOM, TA iX OXOPOHA
ABTOPCbKUM IIPABOM

Auorauisi. Memo1o ctarTi € BUSBJICHHS HAlOUIBII IIEPCIIEKTHMBHOTO Ta PAKTUYHOTO CIIOCO0Y 3aCTO-
CYBaHHS aBTOPCHKOTO MPaBa 10 TBOPiB, CTBOPEHUX MITYYHUM 1HTEJIEKTOM, 3 YPaXyBaHHAM IiJiell aBTOP-
CBKOTO IIPaBa Ta TEXHIYHOTO IIPOTPECY.

Memoou docaioacents. MeTo1010Tis1 I1OTO AOCTIIPKEHHS BKITOYAE Y cebe aHai THYHIH, TOPiBHSIIb-
HUH Ta J1aJeKTUYHUI METO/I1 HAYKOBOTO JOCJIJIZKEeHHS.

Pesynvmamu. 3 ormsay Ha Mi/IXi/ 10 aBTOPCTBA, OPIEHTOBAHUI Ha JIIOIIHY, HAsIBHE 3aKOHOIABCTBO PO
ABTOPCHKE I1PaBO GLIBIIOCTI KPAiH He MOsKe 3a0e3I1eUUTH 3aXUCT TBOPIB, CTBOPEHUX IITYYHUM IHTEIEKTOM.
Hagitb KoHIIeIIIis KOMIT'IOTEPHIX TBOPIB, 3aIIPOBAJIXKEHA Y 3aKOHOAABCTBI IETKIX KPAiH, He MOKe ITOBHOIO
MipOIO BUPIMIUTH BCi CKITA/IHI TUTAHHS, 10 CTOCYIOTHCS TBOPiB, CTBOPEHUX ITYYHUM iHTETEKTOM, He3BaKa-
04 Ha Te, 110 BOHA HA/[a€ aBTOPCHKI MIPaBa TUM, XTO PO3POOJISIE Ta KEPYE CHCTEMAMU LITYYHOTO HTEICKTY.
Boanouac iH111a KOHIEMITis1, 3a1IPOIIOHOBAHA /Il TBOPIB, CTBOPEHUX IITYYHUM IHTEJIEKTOM, PO3IJISAIAE TaKi
TBOPH K CYCIIJIbHY BJIACHICTH (CyCIIiJibHe HaAOaHHs), IO MOKe OyTH KOPMCHUM ISl IMMPOKOI IpOMaj-
CBKOCTI, aJie He KOPUCHUM JIJISl TUX, XTO CTBOPIOE Ta Kepye cucteMamu mry4Horo intesekty. [Ilo crocyerbest
HOBOI KOHIIEMILii eJIeKTPOHHMX 0Ci0, IKa TOBOPUTH PO MPaBOCYO'EKTHICTh aBTOHOMHUX CUCTEM IITYYHOTO
IHTEJIeKTY, 1l Mi/IXi/T € IOCUTh THYYKIM Y TOMY CEHCI, 110 BiH JI03BOJISIE HA/IATH aBTOPCHKE TIPABO CaMiii cric-
TeMi MTYYHOTO IHTEJEKTY Ta A€ MOKJIMBICTD BJACHUKY TaKOi CHCTEMHU KOHTPOJIOBATH 3/IiHCHEHHS aBTOP-
CBKOTO MpaBa Iieto crcreMoo. OHAK /st TOro W00 115t KOHIENIIis OyJia HAPEIT] OlliHeHa Ta PeajlizoBaHa,
MOJKe 3Ha0OUTHCS Tiie esikiii yac. Hacrpasi, 1te MoJKe HaBiTh BIUMAraTi OCSTHEHHS] HACTYITHOTO eTaIry
PO3BUTKY IITYYHOTO iHTEJIEKTY, & CAME IITYYHOTO 3arajlbHOTO iHTEJIEKTY.

Bucnoexu. Huni aBropcbKe 1paBo B GilbIIOCTI KpaiH He 3aXUIIac POOOTH, CTBOPEH] MITYYHUM iHTe-
JiexToM. JIwine B KiTbKOX KpaiHax Aif0Th 3aKOHW PO aBTOPChKE MTPAaBO Ha KOMIT'TOTEPHI TBOPH, SIKi 3aCTO-
COBYIOTBCS 10 TBOPIB, CTBOPEHUX 3a JIOMIOMOTOIO CHCTEM TITYYHOTO iHTeIeKTY. BifmoBiHO /10 1[OTO 3aK0-
HOJIABCTBA aBTOPCHKE IIPABO HANAETBHCS TUM, XTO BKUB HEOOXIIHUX 3aXO0/IiB /ISl TOrO, 00 KOMITIOTEp
crBopuB TBip. Hespaxkaioun Ha Te, 10 TaKKI MIIXiJ 3aXKIa€ €KOHOMIYHI iHTEpeCH THX, XTO PO3podIse
Ta EKCIIYaTy€E CUCTEMH IITYYHOTO IHTEJIEKTY, Yepe3 CKJIAIHICTh TAKUX CHCTEM BiH He 3aBXK/IM MOXKe
3a0e3MeUNTH CIIPaBe/IMBII PO3IIOLT aBTOPCHKUX MPAB Yy CUTYAIliAX i3 3aJyYEHHAM BEIUKOI KilTbKOC-
Ti 3aiikaBaeHux oci6. [HuIa izes moJsrac B ToMy, o6 po3rJIsAaTH CTBOPEHI IITYYHNM IHTEJIEKTOM TBO-
pU sIK cycrisbHy BiacHicTs (cyciinbe HagOatHs ). OlHAK BiH He MOKe MATH IIMPOKOTO 3aCTOCYBAHHS,
OCKIJIbKU He 3a0e31euye CTUMYIIB [UIsk THX, XTO PO3POOJISIE Ta KEPYE CUCTEMAMU IITYYHOTO IHTEJIEKTY.
3 TEOPeTHYHOI TOUKU 30pY TAKOK MOKHA HalaTH aBTOHOMHUM CHCTEMaM INTYYHOTO iHTEJIEKTY BJIACHY
1paBocyO’€KTHICTb, 110 J03BOJIUTH IM CTATH BJACHUKAMU ABTOPCHKKX IIPaB. Y IIbOMY BUIIAJKY aBTOHOMHI
CHUCTEMHU IITYYHOTO IHTEJIEKTY 3 TPABOBUM CTATYCOM €JIEKTPOHHUX 0Ci6 MOKYTh OyTH BU3HAHI aBTOpaMu
CTBOpeHNX HUMU TBOPiB. Lleit THyuKnil mifxiz TakoK A03BOJIIE BAACHIUKAM CUCTEM MITYYHOTO iHTETEKTY
KOHTPOJIIOBATH BUKOPUCTAHHS aBTOPCHKUX IIPaB, M0 HAJIEXKATh TAKUM CHCTeMaM. X04a MOKH 1110 HESICHO,
YU MOJKHA PeasiisyBaTi KOHIIETIIIIO eIeKTPOHHOI 0CO0M Ha TAKOMY €Talrli, IIiJIKOM fIMOBIPHO, 1110 BoHa Oyie
peasizoBaHa Tojii, KoJM OyJie IOCATHYTA CTajlist 3aralbHOTO MITYYHOTO HTEIEKTY.

KiouoBi ciioBa: 1mITyuHMIl iIHTEJIEKT, iHTEJIEKTYaIbHA BIACHICTH, aBTOPChKE TIPABO, TBOPH, CTBOPEHI
HITYYHUM IHTEJIEKTOM, IPABOCYD €EKTHICTD, EJIEKTPOHHA 0C00a.
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