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Abstract

This article investigates how AI-generated content can dis-
rupt central revenue streams of the creative industries, in par-
ticular the collection of dividends from intellectual property
(IP) rights. It reviews the IP and copyright questions related
to the input and output of generative AI systems. A system-
atic method is proposed to assess whether AI-generated out-
puts, especially images, infringe previous copyrights, using a
CLIP metric between images against historical copyright rul-
ings. An examination (economic and technical feasibility) of
previously proposed compensation frameworks reveals their
financial implications for creatives and IP holders. Lastly, we
propose a novel IP framework for compensation of artists and
IP holders based on their published “licensed AIs” as a new
medium and asset from which to collect AI royalties.

1 Introduction & Background
This decade has seen spectacular advances in generative arti-
ficial intelligence (AI) models – notably generative adversar-
ial networks (GANs)(2020), VQVAE (2021) and probabilis-
tic diffusion models (DMs)(2015, 2022) – ushering in a new
area of high quality multimedia AI content generation, start-
ing with image [DALL-E 2 (Ramesh et al. 2022), Imagen
(Saharia et al. 2022), Parti (Yu et al. 2022), Stable Diffusion
(Rombach et al. 2022a), eDiff-I (Balaji et al. 2022), (Ho,
Jain, and Abbeel 2020; Karras et al. 2018; Rombach et al.
2022b; Dhariwal and Nichol 2021; Saharia et al. 2021)],
and now pushing the frontier in AI video and sound gen-
eration [Imagen Video (Ho et al. 2022), Phenaki (Villegas
et al. 2022), Make-a-video (Singer et al. 2022b), (Dhariwal
et al. 2020; Singer et al. 2022a)].

Increasing public access to these technologies has led to
a boom in AI-generated content (Rombach, Blattmann, and
Ommer 2022), provoking a global debate around the legality
of AI-generated content, the future of intellectual property
rights (IPR), and potential disruption of the creative indus-
tries (Burk 2020; Levin and Downes 2023; Compton and
Mateas 2015; Gordon et al. 2022; Shan et al. 2023; Lemley
and Casey 2020; Levendowski 2018; Grimmelmann 2015;
Sobel 2017; Franceschelli and Musolesi 2022; Eshraghian
2020; Guadamuz 2017; Baio 2022; Fjeld and Kortz 2017;
Margoni and Kretschmer 2022; Fjeld and Kortz 2020a,b;
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Somepalli et al. 2022; Heikkilä 2022; Hetrick 2022; Hertz-
mann 2018; Henderson et al. 2023; Huang and Siddarth
2023; Elish 2019; Epstein et al. 2020; Watson 2019; Reeves
and Nass 1996; Ramalho 2017).

At the heart of concerns about IPR, legality, and AI-
generated content lies the question of compensating cre-
atives and IP-holders for their work.

Any such successful compensation framework will be
based on contractual agreements, underpinned by some en-
forceable IP rights. Importantly, IPRs grant the power to
exclude others from infringing on the IPR. This exclusiv-
ity (often limited in time) is at the heart of IP law and en-
ables artists, creatives, and IP-holders to enforce and collect
dividends from the revenues generated by their IPRs. These
revenues are then contractually split amongst different stake-
holders by a series of licensing frameworks.

As of now, limited frameworks have been proposed to
compensate IP-holders in a future where content is AI-
generated – most are based on paying to access the data nec-
essary to train AI systems, and none have found widespread
adoption from the creative industries (Grimes 2023; Gapper
2023; O’Keefe et al. 2020).

In this article, we focus on the key question of how
to compensate creatives and IP-holders in a world of AI-
generated content.

We first review the IP legal questions around input (train-
ing) and output (inference) of generative AI systems – fo-
cusing on whether creatives and IP-holders can claim com-
pensation for copyright infringement under US law. This
prompts us to propose, focusing on the case of image gener-
ation, a systemic method to evaluate whether or not an AI-
generated output violates previous copyright – and assess the
performance of this metric (CLIP) on a series of copyright
rulings.

Subsequently, we document previously proposed com-
pensation frameworks, and estimate their monetary out-
comes for artists and IP holders.

Finally, we propose a new IP framework based on offi-
cially “licensed AIs”, viewed as a new format (and medium)
for artistic creative expression, and a new asset from which
creatives and IP-holders can collect AI royalties. We discuss
the grounds (contractual and rights) for enforcing this new
IP framework (extending copyright, trademark, and rights of
publicity, to AI models).
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2 IP Problems of Generative AI: Training
and Outputs

U.S. law recognizes several classes of IPR that protect cre-
ative expression. These include:
• Copyright: Protects original works of authorship, includ-

ing literary, dramatic, musical, and artistic works (U.S.
Copyright Office 2022b).

• Trademark: Protects brand names, logos, and other iden-
tifiers of source (U. S. Patent and Trademark Office
2013).

• Rights of Publicity: Protects an individual’s right to ex-
ercise control over the commercial exploitation of their
name, image, likeness, or other distinctive personal char-
acteristics (persona) (Nimmer 1954). These rights pre-
vent unauthorized use of an individual’s identity for com-
mercial purposes without obtaining their explicit con-
sent. Unlike the Copyright and Trademark, there is no
federal law that explicitly safeguards an individual’s right
of publicity. Instead, the protection of this right is granted
and regulated primarily by state laws through common
law, statute, or both (California Civil Code § 3344(a)
1971; Civil Rights (CVR) Chapter 6, Article 5 - § 50-f.
Right of publicity 2020).

In the U.S., several tort claims arise from violations of
copyright, trademark, and rights of publicity. These include:
Infringement: This pertains to unauthorized IP usage, gov-
erned by copyright, trademark, or rights of publicity laws
(Rozansky, Antoine, and Beutler 2021; United States Patent
and Trademark Office (USPTO) 2023; Copyright Infringe-
ment and Remedies - 17 U.S.C. § 501 2012); Dilution (di-
minishing trademark (Moorhead 1995)); False Advertising
(misleading promotion (15 U.S.C. § 1125 2021)); Misap-
propriation (unauthorized use of valuable asset such as a
trade secret (Uniform Trade Secrets Act with 1985 Amend-
ments 1985)); Unfair Competition (dishonest industry prac-
tice (Case Western Reserve School of Law 2023; ABA Sec-
tion of Antitrust Law 2006)).

Specifically, copyright infringement is assessed based on
four fair use factors. These are outlined in § 107 of Title
17, termed ”Limitations on exclusive rights: Fair use” (U.S.
Copyright Office 2022a):

17 U.S.C. §107: Four Factors for Copyright Fair
Use
1. The purpose and character of the use, including

whether such use is of a commercial nature or is
for nonprofit educational purposes

2. The nature of the copyrighted work
3. The amount and substantiality of the portion used

in relation to the copyrighted work as a whole
4. The effect of the use upon the potential market

for or value of the copyrighted work

Artists and the wider creative industries earn revenue
through the monetization of IPR – including royalties from

copyright (creative works) and licensing related to rights of
publicity and trademarks (World Intellectual Property Orga-
nization 2014; Rothman 2018). Generative AI has prompted
a backlash of copyright infringement lawsuits from the cre-
ative industries, for producing art-like output and training
on copyrighted material scrapped from the Internet, with
neither consent nor compensation (Henderson et al. 2023;
Getty Images v. Stability AI 2023; Coscarelli 2023; Ander-
sen et al v. Stability AI 2023). Other creative industry figures
have sought to proactively integrate AI into their IP strate-
gies, creating digital replicas of celebrity likenesses and cor-
responding licensing schemes (Coffee 2023; Grimes 2023).
Academic and industry discussion is centered on two areas:
foundation model training – the ”input” – and whether it
constitutes fair use or copyright infringement, (Henderson
et al. 2023; Epstein et al. 2023; Lemley and Casey 2021;
Bonadio and McDonagh 2020; Hsu and Myers 2023; Metz
2022; Lemley and Casey 2020; Sobel 2017; Levendowski
2018; Williams 2023; Samuelson 2023), and to what ex-
tent (and under which circumstances) the outputs of AI sys-
tems can be copyrighted (Samuelson 2023). Varying regula-
tory perspectives have emerged on whether AI training falls
under fair use (Kii 2023; Band 2023) and whether AI out-
put is afforded intellectual property rights, including works
of mixed human and AI authorship (U.S. Copyright Of-
fice 2023; Stephen Thaler v. Comptroller General of Patents
Trade Marks and Designs 2021; South Africa Companies
and Intellectual Property Commission).

Concerning our key question of compensation for AI-
generated content, if training an AI system on data consti-
tutes a violation of IP rights, then the IP-holders can claim
compensation – this is the approach taken by the recent wave
of lawsuits against the use of the LAION dataset and open
image-generating AI systems (such as Microsoft & OpenAI
(Metz 2022), Meta (Plaintiffs Richard Kadrey, Sarah Silver-
man, and Christopher Golden v. Meta Platforms, Inc. 2023),
Stability.ai (Getty Images v. Stability AI 2023), Midjourney
(Plaintiffs Sarah Andersen, Kelly McKernan, and Karla Or-
tiz v. Stability AI Ltd., Stability AI Inc., Midjourney Inc.,
and DeviantArt Inc. 2023)). Some proposed compensation
schemes studied in section 3 rely on compensation for train-
ing, somewhat resting on the assumption that training is not
fair use. New registration guidance released in March 2023
reflects the U.S. Copyright Office’s increasingly nuanced
stance towards AI authorship – suggesting that there will be
more paths toward extending some IPR to AI output (U.S.
Copyright Office 2023).

Two key unanswered questions emerge from this discus-
sion:

1. Does an AI-generated output infringe someone’s IPRs (in
particular copyright)?

2. If the output does not infringe IPRs, what framework
could compensate IP-holders for inspiring AI-generated
content, and on what grounds could it be enforced? (we
propose AI publishers and AI royalties in section ??).

We propose a systematic AI method to evaluate whether
an AI-generated output infringes previous IP rights, and as-
sess its performance on a series of rulings.



For standardization, we focus on image copyright in-
fringement, using an approach that is readily extendable
(with corresponding metrics) to other forms of IPRs (trade-
mark, image, name, likeness, etc.) and creative expres-
sion protected by copyright (sound, video, 3D graphics and
games, text, etc.). Of the four factors considered when ruling
for copyright infringement 2, we focus on a metric for suffi-
cient transformation the image itself (factor 3). For a broader
analysis encompassing all four factors, this metric could be
combined in a multi-modal AI system incorporating predic-
tive treatments of court rulings, such as previous specifically
developed LLMs (Li and Zhang 2021).

Copyright infringement metric
Metrics to measure whether or not a new image con-
stitutes sufficient transformation for fair use or vio-
lates previous copyrights must:
• Identify identical images beyond formats, aspect

ratios, or indistinguishable pixel alterations
• Identify transformations of the same image
• Identify different images referencing identical

objects or subjects
• Integrate the subjective elements of precedent

jury’s decisions and court rulings
Since these combine technical and subjective social
aspects, such metric should extend beyond mere
visual image analysis. We propose to use a recent
AI metric that combines pixel processing of images
with contextual language, called CLIP. CLIP models
(Radford et al. 2021) were made freely available by
research organizations such as OpenAI, Hugging
Face, Stability.AI, etc. The family of CLIP image
understanding models is trained to recognize the
similarity between an image and a caption. They
thus combine elements of visual and language
intelligence of images that could be repurposed to
assess the level of transformation an original image
has undergone, and interpret it in light of precedent
copyright rulings.

Dataset of U.S. Copyright Images Rulings: We
constituted a dataset of 10 copyright fair use rulings
(accessible here a), totaling 20 pairs of contested
works, opposing 14 original works to derivative
ones, where the ruling was primarily decided along
the criteria of sufficient transformation for fair use
or not (factor #3 – “the amount and substantiality
of the portion used in relation to the copyrighted
work as a whole.”). There is no straightforward way
to do this: there are relatively few cases limited to
factor #3 and visual image; and some of the cases
(such as Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual
Arts, Inc. v. Goldsmith) were also ruled with other
factors contributing significantly. It is likely many
cases were settled out of court or not contested, and
these cases are not represented in the dataset.

(a) Kienitz v. Sconnie Nation: fair use, CLIP metric = 0.479

(b) Cariou v. Prince: probably not fair use, CLIP metric = 0.776

(c) Dr. Seuss v. ComicMix: not fair use (copyright infringement),
CLIP metric = 0.723

(d) Warhol foundation v. Goldsmith: not fair use (copyright in-
fringement), CLIP metric = 0.852

Figure 1: Copyright cases and CLIP-based metric
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Figure 2: CLIP Metric and Copyright Infringement

Table 1: CLIP distance between contested cases

CLIP Distance Mean Standard Deviation
· Fair Use 0.604 ±0.093
· Not Fair Use 0.764 ±0.123

Analysis: We measured the CLIP distance for ev-
ery pair, documenting the results in figure 2 and ta-
ble 1. In figure 2, the CLIP distance between im-
ages ruled as fair use is documented in green, that
between those ruled not fair use (copyright infringe-
ments) in red, those in blue were deemed probably
not fair use, while the CLIP distance between all
other pairs is documented in grey.
Though we are in a heavily undersampled regime
with low statistical power (only 20 pairs of copy-
right infringement image cases) we can observe a
distinction between uncontested images, and con-
tested ones, with the average CLIP distance between
uncontested image pairs around 0.5, while that for
those contested around 0.69. Moreover, for con-
tested images, CLIP seems to be able to discern be-
tween those ruled fair use (mean of 0.6), and those
infringing copyright (mean of 0.76), with a resolu-
tion beyond the first standard deviation. Examples
of contested image pairs are documented in figure 1,
along with their respective CLIP distance. Though
more cases would be necessary to improve the sta-
tistical power and resolution, this approach shows
promise towards building an AI system to detect
copyright infringement. Note that starting from a
CLIP based metric with the thresholds proposed in
table 2, additional training on an embedding special-
ized on copyright cases is likely to produce a metric
with a more statistical resolution power.

ahttps://github.com/Pablo-Ducru/ai-royalties

Table 2: CLIP-Based Thresholds for Copyright & Fair Use

If Contested CLIP Distance
Copyright safe CLIP ≤ 0.6
Likely fair use 0.6 < CLIP ≤ 0.7
Likely copyright infringement 0.7 < CLIP

3 Previously Proposed Compensation
Frameworks

As of now, three main frameworks have been proposed to
compensate IP-holders for AI-generated content:

1. Universal income from Windfall AI profits (section 3.1).

2. Pay to train, proportionally to contribution to training
dataset (section 3.2).

3. Pay to train & inspire, proportionally to “what input
training data inspired this output?” (section 3.3).

The latter two implicitly rest on assuming training is not
fair use, and the last one seeks to make a direct connection
between inputs and outputs of an AI system (at inference).
We assess compensation for these frameworks across exam-
ples from three categories of artists, looking at relative out-
put volume and fame: the median Shutterstock stock photo
contributor (2,000 low-fame images) (Kneschke 2023), the
emerging artist Sam Yang (500 medium-fame images), and
the renowned artist Claude Monet (2,000 high-fame im-
ages).

3.1 No Direct Compensation – Windfall Clause

No shared ownership is a scenario where both training is
fair use (does not infringe IPRs), and the outputs of genera-
tive AI systems cannot be legally owned through copyright
or another IPR mechanism. In this case, creatives and IP-
holders cannot be compensated for contributing to the train-
ing of an AI system, nor can they own the AI outputs. If AI-
generated content ends up being very valuable, the artists are
simply displaced. If artists and IP holders are not compen-
sated for inspiring, contributing to directly, or prompting AI
art, this raises serious ethical, moral, and financial concerns
about the viability of creative work (Epstein et al. 2023).

Anticipating a world where AI-caused displacement neg-
atively impacts labor participation, a proposal has emerged
for a “windfall clause” as an “ex ante commitment by AI
firms to donate a significant amount of any eventual ex-
tremely large profit” (O’Keefe et al. 2020). The authors pro-
pose that this commitment scales “based on signatory’s prof-
its as [a] portion of gross world product” – for example, with
a marginal clause obligation (portion of marginal profits) of
1% to be donated for profits 0.1%-1% of gross world prod-
uct (O’Keefe et al. 2020). We here estimate the compensa-
tion this Windfall Clause would yield for displaced artists.

Windfall Clause, Adapted for US:



The proposed windfall clause could offer
an “unemployability insurance” to someone
who loses their job due to AI. (O’Keefe et al.
2020).

In 2030, assume the U.S. workforce is 165.4 million
(U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) 2021), 30%
of US labor automated (Ellingrud et al. 2023) and
AI developers’ profits equal 0.5% of US GDP ($35
trillion).
Compensation: With AI profits at $175 billion, a
1% Windfall Clause would generate $1.75 billion for
the estimated 50 million displaced workers (30% au-
tomation), amounting to $35 per year per displaced
worker. Profits of 5% of GDP would lead to a 20%
clause, yielding $700 per year per displaced worker.

3.2 Compensate to train - Pay IP holders for
contribution to training datasets

Pay-to-train is a proposed compensation scheme consist-
ing of paying IP holders for the use of their IP in train-
ing datasets of generative AI models (Gordon-Levitt 2023;
Miller 2023; Murphy 2023). Compensation for and – by
extension – consent to train are at the core of the lawsuits
brought against AI developers, including Microsoft & Ope-
nAI (Metz 2022), Meta (Plaintiffs Richard Kadrey, Sarah
Silverman, and Christopher Golden v. Meta Platforms, Inc.
2023), Stability.ai (Getty Images v. Stability AI 2023), Mid-
journey (Plaintiffs Sarah Andersen, Kelly McKernan, and
Karla Ortiz v. Stability AI Ltd., Stability AI Inc., Midjourney
Inc., and DeviantArt Inc. 2023), etc. Regardless of whether
or not training is considered fair use (Henderson et al. 2023),
current pay-to-train compensations are based on contribu-
tions as a percentage of the total dataset – often hundreds of
millions of unique works.

Compensate to Train (Shutterstock’s AI Data
Contributor Fund): Shutterstock constituted a
large training dataset (734 million images by Q3
2023), licensing it to earn revenues, and contribu-
tors earn a share of this revenue on a pro-rata basis
of their content volume in the dataset (Licensing and
the Contributor Fund 2023).

Contributors to Shutterstock’s AI models
will get a share of the contract value based
on the amount of their content in the li-
censed datasets (Licensing and the Contrib-
utor Fund 2023).

Compensation: A recent survey of revenue to
contributors from AI generated content (Kneschke
2023) found the average contributor has 6,343 im-
ages, with a median of 2,112 images, and esti-

mated a total payout to contributors of $4.4 mil-
lion in the first 6 months. Assuming Shutterstock’s
first 6 months revenue is $430M, this means about
1% of total revenues went to the contributor fund.
This yielded average revenues per image of $0.008,
and (median of $0.007), and corresponding 6-month
payout averages of $46 ($92/yr), with a median of
$18.5 ($37 /yr) per contributor – for a total dataset
with 615 million images (Kneschke 2023). In com-
parison, traditional compensation for contributors to
stock imaging have averaged $0.24 per image over a
year (though royalty-free sales can generate as much
as $100 (Broz 2023)). This means a median contrib-
utor with 2,112 images can expect $507/yr (and the
average one with 6,343 some $1,522/yr).
Let dc be the percentage of total revenues for AI-
generated outputs that are distributed to the contrib-
utors of the AI dataset. Without knowing the fraction
of total revenues that was generated by AI contracts,
we cannot provide a clear estimate of dc for today’s
Shuttershock Contributor Fund. However, we could
consider dc = 55%, since YouTube and Instagram
share 55% of ad revenue with creators, which has
been described as “industry standard” (Dayal 2022).
If we assume that, by the end of 2024, 90% of Shut-
terstock images will be AI-generated, and that the
total revenue is $1 billion/yr, with the dataset size
growing to 1 billion images. A median contributor
with 2,112 images in this scenario would generate
$1,045/yr (and the average revenues from 6,343 con-
tributions would yield $3,140/yr).
One should consider the different dynamics at play
between stock media (often priced in volume) and
famous artwork (often priced on celebrity). For in-
stance, considering Monet and Van Gogh, who each
produced around 2,000 works in their lifetimes, a
contributor fund model based on pro-rata contribu-
tions to the above dataset (by volume) would yield
$990/yr for each artist. Moreover, a different indus-
try standard for AI revenue splitting may emerge
than that of the ads model – especially if IPR are
not infringed or if enforcement is intractable. If, for
example, our simulation were dc = 10% distributed
instead of dc = 55%, Monet would make $180/yr.

3.3 Compensate to train & inspire – Trace back
to the data that inspired the output

Pay to train & inspire is a compensation scheme proposed
as a potential solution to the volume (stock media) versus
value/recognition (say Van Gogh or Monet) problem of a flat
pro-rata pay-to-train scheme (note that both rest on training
not being fair use). Some creatives and IP-holders have ex-
pressed the wish to be compensated proportionately to how
much the content their contributed to the training dataset
is “being consumed” by the AI model and its users, that is
according to “how much was this output influenced by my
data”. Conceptually this would mean calculating an “influ-



ence function” for each training datapoint, given an output
and prompt. Philosophically it is akin to asking someone to
trace back, from everything they have learned, how much
each thing influenced what they just wrote.

Let X = {xi} be a training dataset on which genera-
tive AI model gX is trained. The model is prompted with in-
puts and conditions c, yielding output y = gX(c). Consider
one could build an “influence function”, f(x; y, c) ∈ [0, 1]
which estimates the percentage to which each datapoint xi

contributed to generating output y, such that:∑
xi∈X

f(xi; y, c) = 1 (1)

Tracing back what training data influenced the
AI-generated output
A first way to compute influence functions from
training data was introduced in (Koh and Liang
2017). In theory, one could compute these and nor-
malize them to calculate f(x; y, c) that satisfy (1).
However, this is intractable in practice because the
influence functions need to be computed for every
training point (with respect to an output), including
a Hessian of the size of the parameter space. Though
various methods have made this computation more
efficient (Koh and Liang 2017), their computational
complexity is still prohibitive for large AI systems
with tens of billions of parameters, trained on bil-
lions of datapoints.
Since, discussions about traceability, explainability,
and fair-use of training, have proposed various meth-
ods to trace back the data that influenced a given
output (Henderson et al. 2023; Wang et al. 2023;
Somepalli et al. 2022; Koh and Liang 2017). In par-
ticular, a recent one based on model and instance at-
tribution (Wang et al. 2023) is promising for the cre-
ative industries. It proposes to create various fine-
tuned models (from a foundation base), which can
be attributed to a given dataset (say specific to an
artist or IP-holder) – each for a specific concept (ob-
ject, likeness, style). For a given output, the method
performs model attribution – which models gener-
ated this output? – and within the model, extracts
soft influence scores to determine which images in-
fluenced the output (Wang et al. 2023).
Though promising, these methods remain costly and
more work is needed before industry adoption. For
instance, they only consider the training data. Yet the
prompt and constraints c (specially if an image) are
also instrumental to the output — how to account
for these? Parsing out the influence of training, fine-
tuning, and prompting (in particular augmented re-
trieval), is an open problem which is likely to only
have somewhat subjective answers (highly depen-
dent on modelization and implementation).

Compensate to train & inspire
In pay-to-train-&-influence on dataset X , a contrib-
utor A of data XA ∈ X to would be compensated
for output y according to

∑
xi∈XA

f(xi; y, c). In a
revenue-share scheme where output y generates rev-
enues r(y), the compensation CA to IP-holder A for
all outputs Y generated over a given time period
would be proportional to:

CA ∝
∑
y∈Y

r(y)
∑

xi∈XA

f(xi; y, c) (2)

In practice, estimating such influence functions f(xi; y, c)
is both technically challenging (as reviewed), and may not
really solve the compensation problem:

• First, it does not necessarily solve the compensation
problem, because it is possible to train an AI model with-
out using any data of a given artist, and still produce out-
puts so close to the artists work as to infringe their IP.

No need to train on your data to reproduce you
A generative AI model does not need to train on an
artist’s works to produce an output that closely mim-
ics their style, or infringe on their IP. For instance,
one could train an AI model that produces highly
similar works to Andy Warhol (to the point of possi-
ble infringement) – without that model ever “seeing”
any Andy Warhol works in the training dataset. Un-
der the “pay-to-train-&-inspire” logic, the inspiring
artist would not get compensated. Such reproduction
or inspiration without using the subject in the train-
ing data has long existed, for instance with likeness
and eigenfaces (Turk and Pentland 1991), and is the
subject of recent developments such as “Celeb Ba-
sis”. (Yuan et al. 2023).

• Second, as AI-generated data (influenced by training
data) is used to train new models (and therefore influ-
ence new AI-generated outputs), it opens a somewhat in-
tractable problem of recursive fractionalization.

• Third, it does not solve the ownership problem – spe-
cially if training is fair use. Even if clear attribution
were drawn to original IP, it would not yield owner-
ship rights to the outputs. For instance, style is not
protected – a work can be “heavily inspired by Andy
Warhol” and, with sufficient transformation, not infringe.
As such, a contractual pay-to-train-&-influence compen-
sation would be a departure from current creative indus-
try practices.

4 AI Royalties – Artists partner with AI
companies and share revenues

We hereby propose a partnership framework to compensate
creatives and IP-holders for AI-generated content based on
the market usage and value of their AIs, rather than the vol-
ume they contributed (c.f. sections 3.2 & 3.3).



Table 3: Compensation schemes comparison

No contributor
person

Stock media (median)
contributor

Artist (median)
Greg Rutkowski

Artist (famous)
Claude Monet

Volume of works 0 2000 200 2000
Windfall $35/yr $35/yr $35/yr $35/yr
Compensate-to-train 0 $1,000/yr $100/yr $1,000/yr
AI royalties (fame)
(Monet 1000x Rutkowski) 0 $500/yr $550/yr $50,500/yr

AI royalties (fame)
(Rutkowski 1000x Monet) 0 $500/yr $50,500/yr $550/yr

4.1 Contractual compensation: AI royalties

We propose a collaborative arrangement that would treat
holders of IPR as partners in the success of an AI model that
would be built by an AI company in collaboration with the
IP partner, and specifically dedicated to the named rightsh-
older’s IP. There is no need to revolutionize the existing legal
framework for this to work. The IP partner and the AI com-
pany would enter into a contractual arrangement that accepts
a priori the existing IPR of the rightsholder under the cur-
rent legal framework with respect to outputs of the AI sys-
tem. This proposal would recognize the exclusive rights of
an IPR holder to the commercial exploitation of outputs that
are substantially similar under copyright, derivative works
under copyright, confusingly similar trademark uses or are
readily identifiable uses of the holder’s rights of publicity.
As a partner, the named rightsholder would then participate
in all of the revenues generated by the dedicated AI model.
The rightsholder would grant the AI company the right un-
der their IPR to use the AI system to create outputs. In ex-
change, as a commercial partner, the rightsholder would re-
ceive a share of all of the revenue generated by the dedicated
AI system. Because the rightsholder will participate in all
of the revenue generated by the dedicated AI system with-
out regard to whether the revenue is derived from outputs
that would otherwise infringe the rightsholder’s IPR, there
is no need to make fine legal distinctions with the named
rightsholder partner on an output-by-output basis. As a part-
ner, the rightsholder could participate also in establishing ac-
ceptable use and editorial guidelines with respect to the out-
put, thereby allowing the rightsholder to oversee and protect
enduring brand and name value. The foregoing collabora-
tive partnership reduces many points of potential friction by
aligning the interests of the parties.

To illustrate this framework, we compare the results from
the compensate-to-train model discussed above, to this IP
rightsholder partnership with an AI company to build and
commercialize their AI. We consider that overall, 50% of
revenues will go to stock media having trained the base
models, and 50% will go to AI models dedicated to spe-
cific rightsholders’ IP, taking the example of two artists,
Claude Monet, who produced about 2,000 painting through-
out his life, and Greg Rutkowski, who has produced about
200 to date. Claude Monet being one of the most famous
impressionist painters, and given the power-law distribu-
tions of fame (Simkin and Roychowdhury 2013; Ramirez

and Hagen 2018; Prinz 2022; Gustar 2019, 2020; Etro and
Stepanova 2018; Visser 2013) we can a priori estimate that
1000 times more people know of Monet than Rutkowski. We
compare in table 3 the compensation the different schemes
could amount to, in orders of magnitude. The case of Greg
Rutkowski is particularly interesting here because this artist
became very popular in prompting for AI-generated imaged
(Heikkilä; Lanz 2023). This means that with the type of
scheme that we propose, where a specific Rutkowski AI
model could be attributable and licensed, Rutkowski could
have collected significant revenues from the heavy usage
people did of this AI style (as we suggest with the last row
of table 3).

4.2 Enforcement and defensibly
This framework could be enforced on two grounds:

Legal & contractual: Legally, copyright, trademark, and
rights of publicity would underpin the partnership. Contrac-
tually, licensing rights and terms of service could restrict us-
age (e.g. personal or commercial use). Misappropriation or
other torts could also be claimed for undermining the liveli-
hood of an artist because a “non-licensed AI” is provoking a
loss of revenue in a newly established AI market. This could
make paying AI royalties to artists and IP-holders a de facto
industry modus operandis.

Technology: AI-generated content IDs with tracking sys-
tems, as well as automatic contracts could help enforcement
– e.g. takedowns from automatic identification of copyright
infringement (YouTube), or content moderation on social
platforms. Also, it may be impossible to technologically
suppress online piracy, but convenient technology can funnel
the vast majority of users to a legal paid service – c.f. stream-
ing content platforms (Spotify, Netflix, Disney+, etc.).

4.3 Forward Looking Agenda
In examining the future of AI-generated content, we should
recall the primary objective of intellectual property (IP) pro-
tection: to support and incentivize human creativity by of-
fering financial benefits to creators. As AI starts to create
content of its own, it will be necessary to determine clear
authorship rights and adapt IP frameworks that emphasize
human contribution. Additionally, we should consider the
potential for value dilution from AI-generated content and
find solutions that address this issue without hindering cre-
ative reinterpretation.
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