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General Questions

1. As described above, generative Al systems have the ability to produce material that
would be copyrightable if it were created by a human author. What are your views on
the potential benefits and risks of this technology? How is the use of this technology
currently affecting or likely to affect creators, copyright owners, technology
developers, researchers, and the public?

(ZEN

1. ERRAIS AT AE. ABIDEFE(CK D THER SRS (CEFEC K DRER
ERRDDDRIBEREMZENT DT ENTEXT . CORIMDBIERNRFmEIRD(C
DT, EDLSCHEXTIN ? COKMDER(E. JUTA5—. EFEE. B
FFEE. ARERVU—HEHRCH U TCREEOLSBIFEZTRIFL. X(FFHRL(F I
BN S DFIN ?

(BR%L)

2. Does the increasing use or distribution of Al-generated material raise any unique

issues for your sector or industry as compared to other copyright stakeholders?

(ZEN

2. MDEVFERMRE LB U T AIDY AR UTESM OEREMOIEN(E. HRTzD
BIDTTY—PERCEOTINBEROEEZELSEETIN ?

(BRAL)

3. Please identify any papers or studies that you believe are relevant to this Notice.
These may address, for example, the economic effects of generative Al on the
creative industries or how different licensing regimes do or could operate to
remunerate copyright owners and/or creators for the use of their works in training Al
models. The Office requests that commenters provide a hyperlink to the identified
papers.

R

3. ABHCEAET D EHEBR (DB XIIARZHRLESW BIREE JUT
AT+ TEZEICH T DERAIDRENFEE, AIET)LOIIEICH T DB IEMOFIA (Xt
U CEFEB X (SAWFE (SIRMZSTHA S TZHICWLINRD SA 2 XFIENER SN, X
(FEBERASNEDINCHIDED) .

(BR%L)
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4. Are there any statutory or regulatory approaches that have been adopted or are
under consideration in other countries that relate to copyright and Al that should be
considered or avoided in the United States? 40 How important a factor is international

consistency in this area across borders?

For globally operating companies that conduct
research and development or provide services
related to Al in various countries, it is extremely
important that international consistency is achieved
regarding this theme. For example, the Japanese
Copyright Act has provisions that limit copyright at
least for exploitation of a copyrighted work without
the purpose of enjoying the thoughts or sentiments
expressed in it, and it is desirable that a similar
environment be developed also in the United States.
On the other hand, the Al Act proposal under
consideration in Europe has been discussed in the
direction of imposing on Al companies an obligation
to provide a detailed summary of the use of training
data protected under copyright law. We are carefully
watching the developments regarding this point, as it
could impose excessive burden on companies
providing Al. We consider it desirable for the United
States not to introduce such regulation.

4, EVREECALICEAL. MMETI TITEASN., XIIMERFTINTUVDEN X (SFEHE 7
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[ TREBHNEESEEEDEEEBRERCTIH ?
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5. 1s new legislation warranted to address copyright or related issues with generative
Al? If so, what should it entail? Specific proposals and legislative text are not
necessary, but the Office welcomes any proposals or text for review.

R

5. ERAIDZEFEX (IBEEY DA T DIeeH(C. FITHIDEFES(ESNET
M? EHESNDHZE. EOLDIBRETZZORETIN?

(BRAL)

Training

6. What kinds of copyright-protected training materials are used to train Al models,
and how are those materials collected and curated?

R

6. AIETIILDOFB(ERASNDIT/ M TH D CEFIETRENDIEDILCIFZEDLDR
EOMNBD., Fe. ENEDRMEEDKDCERVF 1L — henNFIh ?

(BR%L)

6.1. How or where do developers of Al models acquire the materials or datasets that
their models are trained on? To what extent is training material first collected by
third-party entities (such as academic researchers or private companies)?

(ZEN

6.1. AIETI/ILORFEEL. EFIINZFBSEILHDREMRIEIT Iy ba, £
T, EDOKDICUTAFUTIN ? FERMIE. &HIIC. EOEHETHE=EMKE (Filt
MEE. BEEELRE) (CLoTRESNFTIN?

(BRAL)

6.2. To what extent are copyrighted works licensed from copyright owners for use as
training materials? To your knowledge, what licensing models are currently being

offered and used?

1R

%

6.2. EFME. FBRMEUTCOREADIEHIC. EOREEFEENSHFHEZZITT
WEIN ?REEDRIDIRBSA T AET /LM SN, ERSNTUHEIM?

(BR%L)

6.3. To what extent is non copyrighted material (such as public domain works) used
for Al training? Alternatively, to what extent is training material created or

commissioned by developers of Al models?

(EN

6.3. ZFEDRRVERM (NTUY T RAAZOERIZE) (F. EOREAIFE(CEM
SNTVFEIN? HBV\E. FERMGEDIEEAIETILOFRFESE (CKD TERXIFE
FESNTNEIN?

(BR%L)

6.4. Are some or all training materials retained by developers of Al models after
training is complete, and for what purpose(s)? Please describe any relevant storage
and retention practices.

6.4. FBMRT UIR. FBRMO—EIXIEENAIETILHEFEE CL> TRIFEN
FIMN?FE. EOLSREBNTHRESNET I ? HET IRENMRIFOEBZH R
L<TEE0N,

(BRAL)

7. To the extent that it informs your views, please briefly describe your personal
knowledge of the process by which Al models are trained. The Office is particularly

interested in:

(BR%L)




7. AIETI)ILOFEZB T OTCR(CET DRI OE AN GRICEER LT ZE

BR L kmm e, BTSN BET
7.1. How are training materials used and/or reproduced when training an Al model?
Please include your understanding of the nature and duration of any reproduction of
works that occur during the training process, as well as your views on the extent to
which these activities implicate the exclusive rights of copyright owners. (BR#%AL)
7.1. ATESTILICEB IR, EFBRMEIEDKI D ICHEAXFERENEIN ? FB
RER BIETRE UICEEMOEROMHE RV ICRTICEBEE. CNSDITRNE/FIE
B DBHBIEF (C EDIRERMR T DIMNCDODNWTHOZRBEEEZHTLIZEL,
7.2. How are inferences gained from the training process stored or represented within
an Al model? (=an L)
_ 7.2. ZBT7OCAsE5NH#RmE. AIETILANTEDKS (CREXFRAETNE
ER S
7.3. Is it possible for an Al model to “unlearn” inferences it gained from training on a
particular piece of training material? If so, is it economically feasible? In addition to
retraining a ‘model, are there other ways to “unlearn” inferences from training? (BB L)
7.3. Al EFIILAY BHEDFEBRM(CH I DIFEB CHLERZ [TNSED
R ER (unlearn)] C&IFRIEETI N ? AIRECTHDIZE. THUIRBEM(CEIREIEEN ? EF )L
(CEFETILUNC, EFENSELH:GRZ [Nl HEEFHDFEIN?
7.4. Absent access to the underlying dataset, is it possible to identify whether an Al
model was traine(‘i‘ on a particular piece of tr:aining material? _ (m8%4 L)
R 7.4. BREE1RDT -5y MDTITANRWNGE., AIETILIMEDZEZRMT
FERUHEDNZ#BITDZE(ERIEETIN?
8. Under what circumstances would the unauthorized use of copyrighted works to Under Article 30-4 of the Japanese Copyright Act, an
train Al models constitute fair use? Please discuss any case law you believe relevant |act of exploiting a copyrighted work for Al
to this question. development/training is allowed without the
authorization of the copyright owner, unless the
action would unreasonably prejudice the interests of
the copyright owner; therefore, such use is
considered to constitute fair use.
8. LWHVRBBEBHR(CHBNT. AIETILZFBSEICOHOCEIFECTRESNICENF |AAOBFEEEIRIATIIZFEEE DN RERY (ICE
MeBHACHAITDICEFTI I VI RICHEDEZBZIFTIN? COBMCEETD |[F2BE5%2KBLT. AIDRER - 2B OO DEFEYD
R EBEZICRBHBNBIEH LTI RE,

MABITRICOWTIHEFEE OFHR C RERIRETH
V. 727 A-RIHITE2BEHEEX 5N D,




8.1. In light of the Supreme Court’s recent decisions in Google v. Oracle America 41

and Andy Warhol Foundation v. Goldsmith,42 how should the “purpose and character”

of the use of copyrighted works to train an Al model be evaluated? What is the
relevant use to be analyzed? Do different stages of training, such as pre-training and
fine-tuning,43 raise different considerations under the first fair use factor?

8.1. J—=UILMASIIL « PRAUABHET 2T« - TA—NILBMENT—ILRR=

(BR%L)

ABHICHBITIRODREHHRICBS UT. AIETI)ILZIIFRS DIzsbDEEDFIF
R D TEHUERVHERE] (FEDKDICFHIETNINETEZRIFTIN ? D IRSHAE(EE
SVWSEDTUL DM ? BRIFBC I 7A>F 11— JIREDFBZEPEICLD T,
JI 71— ADHLIBRICEHAT IR CHNWTERDIZEBRNMVEELRDITLLDOIN?
8.2. How should the analysis apply to entities that collect and distribute copyrighted
material for training but may not themselves engage in the training? (E84 L)
R 8.2. IR DIZD (CEVFMZINER VBN T D EDD, B SIFRICES UIRWFEIR(C
(F. T V71— ADBHZEEDLDITHEAIANETLLDN?
8.3. The use of copyrighted materials in a training dataset or to train generative Al Whether the purpose is non-commercial or
models may be done for noncommercial or research purposes.44 How should the fair [commercial, an act of exploiting a copyrighted work
use analysis apply if Al models or datasets are later adapted for use of a commercial |without the purpose of enjoying the thoughts or
nature? 45 Does it make a difference if funding for these noncommercial or research [sentiments expressed in it, which does not prejudice
uses is provided by for-profit developers of Al systems? the economic interests of the copyright owner, is
considered to constitute fair use.
8.3. JlfRAT —5 Y MMCHBITDIEEMOFIAY. AIEKRETILOINIRDIZODEE |BMNIEEFNBENTH->TH, BEFENTH>TH,
MOFIAZ. FIEEEBNXFARBNTITONDIHZENDDE T, AIETILXET—F [EBFEZE DR BN R EI A VEEZZENOEEY
R Y MHRICEENCAR(CEASNLES. JT 71— ADDHEEDLD ICEAS |0 BITAIE 7 71 —RIHYTI2bDEEZ B,
NBARETUL&LDOIN? COKDRIEEEBN X FHAFTENDFIADIZHDEEN . EF
BZHE I DA R T LARREEC LD TRHEINDIHES, TDEWIHDITLLDIN?
8.4. What quantity of training materials do developers of generative Al models use for
training? Does the volume of material used to train an Al model affect the fair use
analysis? If so, how? (EBB7% L)
8.4. £RKAIETILOMRE(F. FHBICENKBVDEDFEBRRMZERLEIN ? Al
ER EFIILDIRICERETNDIFTZMDEF,. TT 7 1—-RDDHICHEEITDITLLOM?E

LEBTBHE. EOLSCHBIZTLLIN?




8.5. Under the fourth factor of the fair use analysis, how should the effect on the
potential market for or value of a copyrighted work used to train an Al model be
measured? 46 Should the inquiry be whether the outputs of the Al system
incorporating the model compete with a particular copyrighted work, the body of
works of the same author, or the market for that general class of works?

8.5. JT V71— RDBICHITDHRADERTI(E. AIETILOIRICFIASNDEE
DBENEHIS X (HIENDEZEZ EQOXD (TUEIRETULLIN ? EF/LZHMHA

(BR%L)

i ATZ AL AT LDT D NIy b FEOEEY. BUEFEDESEMEE. XIEZED
— AR IR EVEEIDOTHIZ LFRE T DN E DN ZER SRS TLUL DN ?
9. Should copyright owners have to affirmatively consent (opt in) to the use of their It is not realistic to require copyright owners to
works for training materials, or should they be provided with the means to object (opt |manifest their intention to opt in or opt out. In
out)? addition, the bar is also considered to be extremely
high both technical- and cost-wise to identify the
manifested intention at the Al training stage.
9. EFIEE (L. FBFRM(ICTDERMZFERIDIZELCODVWTEBNCEAERE (AT |7 A/ 777 FOBBRTEZEFEEICK
B 1) URIFNERSRNTULL DM BNEERM (AT RFDIL) I3FENMER |92 0I3BENTIEARL, £/, WThHPOEBRTR
iR SNBIRETULEDMN? HPBEETHNT DI EHEMMICHE IR MIICDH
FBILN=—FLAEWEEZR 2,
9.1. Should consent of the copyright owner be required for all uses of copyrighted Consent of the copyright owner is considered not to
works to train Al models or only commercial uses? 47 be required regardless of the purpose of use.
B 9.1. EFtEBDRRIZ. BEEMOETOFACONWTHEEIREZTTULLDIN. TN (BEFEZECREFFABAENICELSTRELEZ S,
RER CEBENFRBCONWTDHBEEINETULLDIN?
9.2. If an “opt out” approach were adopted, how would that process work for a
copyright owner who objected to the use of their works for training? Are there
technical tools that might facilitate this process, such as a technical flag or metadata
indicating that an automated service should not collect and store a work for Al
training uses? 48 (E84 L)
9.2. RIC AT b7~ ZTO-FHEASINZHEES. BSOEEMZEFE(CHA
FTRCEICHU TR T DEFESICEDT. TRTOLRIEEDKDICHKEET DT
RER L&DH? COTOCRZBH(CTDLOEFMNRY—)L (FHIXE. BEBH—EIN

Al DFBRBDTZH (CEFMDINERMRFZ I NRE TR &R T BAfis)ia T
SONOALIT—4) (FHDTLELOIN?




9.3. What legal, technical, or practical obstacles are there to establishing or using
such a process? Given the volume of works used in training, is it feasible to get
consent in advance from copyright owners?

There will be a need to develop technology for
identifying the opt-out. Supposing that the opt-out
could be identified, if a copyright owner declares its
opt out after Al training with materials excluding
opted-out copyright works, it is technically difficult to
cancel the already trained contents; thus, some
arrangement would be needed under the rules to
exempt the Al company from liability regarding that
part. Moreover, a heavy obligation on Al companies
could serve as a barrier for entry into this business,
and we are concerned that this would promote an
oligopoly by a limited number of companies that can
deal with that obligation.

9.3. ZOXSRTOCRZHIIRFTERT D LT, EOXDEN, KifiHy, X(FE
BIAEEN DD FIN ? FB(CEASNDIEFMOEZE RO L. EFIEEN SR
(CRABZE/DCEIERAETLLIN?
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e FICHT2EVNEBIT. IXFE~DSARRELLY
B, TNICHRTHZENTEE—BOREILLDE
LHZEBRIE BN DH B,
9.4. If an objection is not honored, what remedies should be available? Are existing
remedies for infringement appropriate or should there be a separate cause of action?
9.4. EFHII THRDHSNIRAVEE. EQOXDIRFHREZHAEINRNETTULLDOIN? (BR#%AL)
(CEN BECHITIEHFOFTEIITL L DM ENEBRIDBEKRIRRZHZITIRNETULL

DH?

9.5. In cases where the human creator does not own the copyright—for example,
because they have assigned it or because the work was made for hire— should they
have a right to object to an Al model being trained on their work? If so, how would

such a system work?

(Z8 1)




9.5. AEIDOVUI A —NEFEZRBLTLRWNES (BIRIE. BfFEZEELT
BEVPHBEEEDSZSIRE) | BSFAIESTILIESOBEFM TEFEB NI L(CESR
ZIBADEFZFTFONRETULOIM? BLEDIES, BEDLIRSZRATAFEDKSIC
PEELE TN ?

AINRYC N

10. If copyright owners’ consent is required to train generative Al models, how can or
should licenses be obtained?

(ZEN

10. ERAIETILDIIFRICEFIEEDRBNRERSE. SA T REEDLDS (CHEIF
TED (BBDVEIARE) TLLDN?

(BRAL)

10.1. Is direct voluntary licensing feasible in some or all creative sectors?

R

10.1. — 85X (ELTOOVIAT 4 INTFICHNT, EIENLRERENS I X(FEIR
TEETCL L DN ?

(BR%L)

10.2. Is a voluntary collective licensing scheme a feasible or desirable approach? 49
Are there existing collective management organizations that are well-suited to provide
those licenses, and are there legal or other impediments that would prevent those
organizations from performing this role? Should Congress consider statutory or other
changes, such as an antitrust exception, to facilitate negotiation of collective

licenses?

10.2. BEMREPRHFERF—ARFERAEXFEZ LW TO-FTIN? TS UL
SATDRZRHT DDICEBUZBIFOEREREKREH D EIN ? Fe. ZOEKA
M B1&ENIZRIZY Z 2T DX DIPENRIZDMDIEZ (FH DX IH ? BT
EPFHEDODRBZRET DD, R SR NELDFINDL SR, BIEEX (FZDA
DEBEZRFINESTLULIN?

(BRAL)

10.3. Should Congress consider establishing a compulsory licensing regime? 50 If so,
what should such a regime look like? What activities should the license cover, what
works would be subject to the license, and would copyright owners have the ability to
opt out? How should royalty rates and terms be set, allocated, reported and
distributed?

10.3. F=(F. BHEEFFEEHEOHIEZRT INRSESTLLDOMN? BLEDRS, HXHIE
(FEDKDBREDTHDINETIN ? TOFFHEDKIDIPEE T IHREINET, &
DRDRBREEMIEZEFEDOMREIRD, Fie, BFEEIAT KO RTERTLEL
INRETLLOM? OAVILT A BRUOFHFFEDL D (THESN. DN, I_ES
N DEESNBIRETLLDIMN?

(BRAL)

10.4. Is an extended collective licensing scheme 51 a feasible or desirable approach?

R

10.4. HEAREFFFERF—AF, FRAEXEFEZLVLWZTO-FTIN?

(BRAL)

10.5. Should licensing regimes vary based on the type of work at issue?




10.5. FFEFIE(E. BREELR D TVLWBIEIEYOBMEICE DWW TEILIRETLL DN ?

(BRAL)

11. What legal, technical or practical issues might there be with respect to obtaining
appropriate licenses for training? Who, if anyone, should be responsible for securing
them (for example when the curator of a training dataset, the developer who trains an
Al model, and the company employing that model in an Al system are different entities

and may have different commercial or noncommercial roles)?

11. SNBRDTZH DB RFFAEDEUS (CEAL T, EDKD/RER. HAlTHI X (IEFERI /R
BN HDBTIN ? TR T DIEEZEINETEN VD ETNE. ZNEFHTL L
Sh (BIR(E FEBRT -y bOF1L—F— AIETILZIIE T DHFEERVAL
SRATACEDETIVERAITDIEENRRDIERTHD . BENX(IIFFENDIEE
NELDEEENGDIHE) .

(BRAL)

12. Is it possible or feasible to identify the degree to which a particular work
contributes to a particular output from a generative Al system? Please explain.

R

12. FEDERIMNERAIS AT LN SDRFEDHN (S UTEDIEEFS L TLDH
ERTET D E(SAIREX (FEIRBJEETI M ?

(BRAL)

13. What would be the economic impacts of a licensing requirement on the
development and adoption of generative Al systems?

13. FFAEMHE. &k Al S RTLAOHERRAICEDL SIEFNTLEZSIETT
e

(BR%L)

14. Please describe any other factors you believe are relevant with respect to
potential copyright liability for training Al models.

14. AIETI)LZIIEIT B E(CEAL. BERENBENDIBIENREECDVT. BEETS
ERER(CRDZOMDER(CDVNTEHRBLTLSIZEUN,

(BR%L)

Transparency &
Recordkeeping

15. In order to allow copyright owners to determine whether their works have been
used, should developers of Al models be required to collect, retain, and disclose
records regarding the materials used to train their models? Should creators of training
datasets have a similar obligation?

We oppose imposition of such obligation, but we
consider that companies will take reasonable
measures in due course based on the awareness that
it is important for companies to secure transparency
of the Al they provide as a business. However, given
that the amount of data used for Al training is
enormous, and that the recording/disclosure, etc. of
records would exert a considerably large burden on
Al companies, we are concerned that such a
requirement would restrain use of Al.




15. EREENBDOEFMNFIBASNIEN ESINZHII TET D LDICT DT, AlE
TILORFEE(F. TOETILOFB(CERASNIZRM(CET DECRDUNE. RIFNRUEH
TERGMNITENBRETLLON ? FBRAT -ty hOERE (CERKRDERHZR
IRETLELDIM?

REMFITIERATEA, bFEE L TFEEE L TRE
THOADERUEDCHERNEZTHD LDRBDD &,
FRMICIETEEE LTHEDOREA BRI TWL D
EEZD, —H. FEICBVWST—XIIFEBICEKRT

R HBH1=H, Lk - ARFICHDDAIFEE~DEHE(L
FEBICKZVWLDTH 7D, AIDERZIF L A1
WA D B,

15.1. What level of specificity should be required? (B84 L)
1R ER 15.1. EOEREDERENROSNDIRETIN?

15.2. To whom should disclosures be made?

- v — (BR#AL)

R 15.2. #CHUTHRRINETIMN?

15.3. What obligations, if any, should be placed on developers of Al systems that

incorporate models“from third partfes? i =8k L)
R 15.3. E=BDEFTIVZEHHFHAATLAIS AT LAOHRE CEBZRINETTHDETN

(E. TNEEDKIDIREBTLLDOIN?

15.4. What would be the cost or other impact of such a recordkeeping system for

developers of Al models or systems, creators, consumers, or other relevant parties?

15.4. AIETIIE UK B RTLORREE. JUITAY—. HEEZTOMOBGREC (BRA&L)
RER EDT. COXSREFEEFEDIRX MEDMDEE(FIEDKSREDICIRDTL &

SH?

16. What obligations, if any, should there be to notify copyright owners that their

works have‘been used to train én Al model? ‘ (BEA4 L)
R 16. Al EI)ILOZFEB(CERMMMER SN C L2 LREREE (BT 2EHENHD

ETNE, TNEEDELDREFE CTHINETLLDMN?

17. Outside of copyright law, are there existing U.S. laws that could require developers

of Al models or systems to retain or disclose records about the materials they used for

training? (BERAL)
R 17. BEREEUN T, AIETILXES AT LORAREE(CH L. FB(CHEAURMICE

I DEHRDORIFR(IHREERBMTDCENTEDRFOKREEEHDFIH ?

Generative Al
Outputs

18. Under copyright law, are there circumstances when a human using a generative Al
system should be considered the “author” of material produced by the system? If so,
what factors are relevant to that determination? For example, is selecting what
material an Al model is trained on and/or providing an iterative series of text

commands or prompts sufficient to claim authorship of the resulting output?

When a human uses Al as a tool for creative
expression, the human using the Al could be
considered as the author.




18. EfFtEE L. EMAIS AT LAZERTBARBN S AT ALK TERSNE
MDD [BFE] EHRSNBIRSHERFHDEIN?HDEITNUL. TDHRRICEFE
DEIOBRERNEMRTDDTULOIN ?HIRE. AIEFILICFBSEDIRMEERL.
XIFEOBU—EDTFI IV RELLEFTOYT baEHLIZEDTD L, &
RELTESNS IR Y bOBEFETHDEERIDDICHHTIN?

AEDAIZEMERICKRIET 270 DEB & L THAIAL
75 EICiE. AlZFIA L ANBEIAEEEEICH VIS
2

19. Are any revisions to the Copyright Act necessary to clarify the human authorship
requirement or to provide additional standards to determine when content including
Al-generated material is subject to copyright protection?

R

19. ABIRBEETRIINIZRSIBVEWVWDSEH (human authorship requirement)

ZHEC L. XIEWLWHVRBIBEI(CAI MR UM Z S0 0> T YD EVEHERED

MR ETRDNEHIRTT DIzHDBINNREEZIRME T D2 (C. BEVFEEDETE
TIh?

(BR%AL)

20. Is legal protection for Al-generated material desirable as a policy matter? Is legal
protection for Al-generated material necessary to encourage development of
generative Al technologies and systems? Does existing copyright protection for
computer code that operates a generative Al system provide sufficient incentives?

R

20. AI PR UTZERM (ST DIEREL. BEREICEFZLWLTU & SH ? AL HVER
UTZERM (TR T DIERRE (L. LRk AIDBIMINRU S R T ADORFEZIR I TZHICHET
L&k DN ?ERAIS AT LAZEEISER I Ea1—4 - O— RICH T DEHFOEIFER
FIHDRA T TZRHLEIN?

(BR%L)

20.1. If you believe protection is desirable, should it be a form of copyright or a
separate sui generis right? If the latter, in what respects should protection for Al-
generated material differ from copyright?

R

20.1. RENLFULWEHBEBR(CRDIHBE. TNEBEIFEO—REIRETLLD
M ENEBIMEDKRIMERI E IRETLLOIN ? BRETHDIHE. AINERT DR
(T DREL. EDRDSBRTEFEERIRDINETULIN?

(BRAL)

21. Does the Copyright Clause in the U.S. Constitution permit copyright protection for
Al-generated material? Would such protection “promote the progress of science and
useful arts”? 52 If so, how?

(ZEN

21. REREDEIFIESRIAL. AINER U/ (CH I 2B FIEREZRDHTND T
L& DN ? ZDLSIMREL [FMNRUBREBEREDESZRET D] CVWADTUL
SM?ELEDRS. EDOLDIBETDIENZIDITLLDIN?

(BR%L)




Infringement

22. Can Al-generated outputs implicate the exclusive rights of preexisting copyrighted
works, such as the right of reproduction or the derivative work right? If so, in what

circumstances?

We consider that Al-generated outputs could
implicate the rights of preexisting copyrighted works,
but even if an output resembles a preexisting work,
the determination on the implication is considered to
be affected by the extent of dependence on the
preexisting work in the generation process. In a case
where a training result is output as-is, dependence is
likely to be found and the output could constitute an
infringement.
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22. AIRMER LT D R w b BEIER I TRNEFICE T DIEFRE, BIFD
ERCHRDIBHBEERIDRE LRD DD TLELOIM ? XD S BHE. BNUIEDKS
IPRR(CHENTTLEL DM ?
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23. Is the substantial similarity test adequate to address claims of infringement based
on outputs from a generative Al system, or is some other standard appropriate or
necessary?
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23. RENFALMT X MIERAIS AT LDT I Ty MCED<EZEOERICHALT
BOCHEYITL & DH ENEBMOBENBYIXR (FHBBETULL DM ?

(BRAL)

24. How can copyright owners prove the element of copying (such as by
demonstrating access to a copyrighted work) if the developer of the Al model does
not maintain or make available records of what training material it used? Are existing
civil discovery rules sufficient to address this situation?

(ER

24. ATETILORREN. EOXSRFBRMZMEAUENCDOVNTOREFZRFE
9 XGFRHELBRWES, BFEEQEDLDSICUTEROEBRZIIPAI DI LN TS
FIN ? BIFORFIHIBRRAIE. COXDPRRICHALTDIDC+DBTLLDIN?

(BRAL)

25. If Al-generated material is found to infringe a copyrighted work, who should be
directly or secondarily liable—the developer of a generative Al model, the developer of
the system incorporating that model, end users of the system, or other parties?

R
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25.1. Do “open-source” Al models raise unique considerations with respect to
infringement based on their outputs? 53

25.1. [A=—T>YV—X] DALl EFI)ILOT7 D R Tw MCEDLEFECHEALTIE. ¥F8

(BR%L)

PR pgspamicnsTLESn?
26. If a generative Al system is trained on copyrighted works containing copyright
management information, how does 17 U.S.C. 1202(b) apply to the treatment of that
information in outputs of the system? i (BEAL)
26. &£k Al S RF AN EFEBIRERZSOCEEMICE DV TSN DIHE. €D
R SRFLADT I RT Y MBI DEZIBERDMNCDNT., KEZFHEE1202%(b) (&
EDLDICEAETNDTLLEDM?
27. Please describe any other issues that you believe policymakers should consider
with resp‘ect to potential copyright liability based\on Al generated output. (BB L)
R 27. Al MR LI D by BMCEU. ERENBIN DBTENREE(C DUV TERIL
RENZBEINRSTEBEZ (/XD ZTDMDRBIBEICDWTEHRAL TIZEL),
Labeling or 28. Should the law require Al generated material to be labeled or otherwise publicly |We consider that identification, including labeling, of
Identification identified as being generated by Al? If so, in what context should the requirement Al generated materials is not a matter that should be
apply and how should it work? required by law, but a matter that should be
independently determined and dealt with by
companies based on consumer needs and each
company's ideas in the process of free competition
among companies.
28. EE L. AINER UIEHEMICIE. ALICK D TERSNIEEDTHDZEZRT IN|AIEBY~D T RILETE BT HBIFRTICOWLWTILE
IWEATH. RIEEDMMDHFETRICHN T DI EZEBFITDIRNESTIMN? EUED |BTEBMNITZ20TIEAL, REMOBEFESEDE
{RER THNE, ZOBHEEDOLSINMTHEAEININETH D, Fleo EOXRDICHEE |2T. BHBED - —XPRDEDEZ HICAI > Th¥
IRETCLLDM? NEOYML TSI NEEIETHD EER D,
28.1. Who should be responsible for identifying a work as Al-generated?
- 28.1. #NAIC K D TR ESNIEEFN TH D L ZHMBI T DEEZEINETIN ? (BRAL)
28.2. Are there technical or practical barriers to labeling or identification
requirements? (BR#AL)
RER 28.2. SNYU T RIFHBIDOEH(C, M (IEBNIREZ(EHDFEIN ?
28.3. If a notification or labeling requirement is adopted, what should be the
consequences of the failu“re to Iabe\lf particular work or the removal of a Iabel? (E84 L)
R 28.3. BAIX(F SN T DEHHRASNDHE. IFEDEEMICINI > I=E

T RESNILZRNT CECLDHRKEEDHDINETIN?




29. What tools exist or are in development to identify Al-generated material, including
by standard-setting bodies? How accurate are these tools? What are their limitations?

29, BEILEWRES . Al IMER LR E BRI S STehIc ED & STy — LD

(BR%L)

RER L. XEHEFERTIN? INSDOY—ILOFBEFEDIZETIN ? TDORF(FEITT
e
Additional 30. What legal rights, if any, currently apply to Al-generated material that features the
Questions About name or likeness, including vocal likeness, of a particular person? (BE%4 L)
Issues Related to R 30. FEDADOZFIN (FEG (FOBGZSHET ., ) ZHE T DAIEMFRMICIR
Copyright TBERASNDEMNEFNSD D EITNE. ZNUIEDKISREDTI N ?
31. Should Congress establish a new federal right, similar to state law rights of
publicity, that would apply to Al generated material? If so, should it preempt state
laws or set a ceiling or floor for state law protections? What should be the contours of
such a right? (EE7% L)
31. BR(E. AINER UIeRMICEREND. NMELED/I\TDUS 71 & (TR UTIEHTZ
R IREFE FOERNZRIFRINEZTTUL DN ? TDIFE. TOEREINEZELHL. X
(FNECKDFREDLREU S ([FTFRZFHEITNETTU &L DN ? TDLX DIMEFDERED
(FEDKDIREDTHAIRNETTULDOIN?
32. Are there or should there be protections against an Al system generating outputs |We think that protection of artistic styles is
that imitate the artistic style of a human creator (such as an Al system producing unnecessary, as it would narrow the range of
visual works “in the style of”” a specific artist)? Who should be eligible for such creation/art. In addition, it is considered to be
protection? What form should it take? excessive protection to protect even expressions that
are not protected by existing intellectual property
law, on the basis that they are outputs generated by
Al.
32. AEIDOYUTA G —DEMMN AL AIVEBRUTZT7 DO KT w hEER T DAIS AT |ERDREICDOWTIE, AL - ZMoE42 kD30T
I BIRIE FEDF—FT+4 AL [DRIAILT] AEERZEMRTDAIZRATL) DNRERELBbNDS, FHEHMAITHDZ I EEL -
R ER SOFREFFTEIDTLLEDN. BDIVGFEITINRETULDOM? #H#NZDXRD/MR [T, BEOMNBHEETCREINTULAVRIEX TR
EDWURERDINRETIN? TOEREFEDL DB ZEDIRESTULLDIN? EITLHDIRBRLERELEDONS,
33. With respect to sound recordings, how does section 114(b) of the Copyright Act
relate to state law, such as state right of publicity laws? 54 Does this issue require
legislative attention in the context of generative Al? ‘ (EEaL)
33. REWICEAL T, RESBIFHEEL1145(b) (& ME ONDIT U EERE)
R EEDKDIRERICHDEIT M ? CORIEL. ERRAIDXARICHEWTILE LEDFEZIA

SHENGDTLLIN?




34. Please identify any issues not mentioned above that the Copyright Office should
consider in conducting this study.
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