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Introduction 

The National e-Governance Division (NeGD), under the Ministry of Electronics & 

Information Technology (MeitY), is at the forefront of driving the Digital India 

vision. A critical pillar of this mission is Capacity Building (CB), aimed at equipping 

government officials and stakeholders with the knowledge and skills required to 

implement and sustain transformative digital initiatives. 

This case study on “AI Copyright in India: Bridging the Digital Divide” is a part of 

NeGD's ongoing effort to document, analyse, and disseminate best practices in 

digital governance and legal innovation. Developed by our internal experts at the 

Technical Advisory Unit (TAU), this study provides a comprehensive examination 

of the emerging challenges and opportunities posed by artificial intelligence in the 

realm of copyright law—a domain undergoing rapid transformation. 

Our case studies are developed through a rigorous methodology that involves in-

depth research, detailed analysis of legal frameworks and policy documents, and, 

most importantly, interviews with key stakeholders and legal experts who have been 

instrumental in shaping India’s response to AI-generated content. This ensures that 

the narratives are not only accurate but also rich with practical insights and firsthand 

perspectives. 

The objective of this repository is to create a valuable knowledge asset for 

policymakers, legal professionals, technologists, and implementers across all levels 

of government, facilitating learning and enabling the development of responsive 

legal frameworks under the broader Digital India umbrella. 
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Disclaimer 

This case study has been developed by the National e-Governance Division (NeGD) under its 

Capacity Building mandate for the purpose of knowledge sharing and academic reference. The 

information presented herein has been compiled from official government sources, project 

documents, and interviews with relevant stakeholders involved. 

While every effort has been made to ensure the accuracy and reliability of the information, this 

document is intended for educational and illustrative purposes only. It should not be interpreted 

as an official policy statement or a guideline for implementation. The views and conclusions 

expressed are those of the author and contributors based on their analysis and do not necessarily 

reflect the official position of the Ministry of Electronics & Information Technology (MeitY) 

or the National e-Governance Division (NeGD). 

The commercial use of this material is strictly prohibited. This case study is meant to be used 

as a learning tool for government officials, trainees, and individuals interested in e-Governance 

and public policy. 

Any reproduction or use of this material must include proper attribution to 'National e-

Governance Division (NeGD).' All intellectual property rights remain with NeGD unless 

otherwise specified. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 

Case Study: 

AI & Copyright in India: Law, Policy, and the Future of Creative Rights 

By Astha 

 

(Sr. Consultant Data Privacy and Security, NeGD) 

Introduction 

Artificial Intelligence (AI) is changing the way creative content is distributed, produced and 

experienced. From composing music and writing literature to generating lifelike images and 

videos, AI is redefining the world of artistic and cultural production. This brings about 

significant opportunities for innovation and growth, but it also poses complex challenges for 

policymakers, particularly in the realm of copyright law. AI and copyright laws create big 

problems for Governments to solve. A recent report (2025) states that India's AI market will 

surpass $17 billion by 2027, hence there is a need to have clear rules, policy & guidelines 

governing content that AI creates. The challenge is making laws that help technology grow 

while also protecting people's creative work. 

India's technology is advancing at a much faster pace. The concern is that while India's digital 

world is racing ahead the legal system needs to keep pace with the changing realm. India’s 

Copyright Act, 1957 has undergone phased amendments: in 1994, the law addressed digital and 

computer works; in 1999, it aligned with TRIPS Agreement for international compliance; and 

in 2012, it extended strong digital protections and recognized online rights, yet there is a need 

to have provisions covering AI-generated works. Today's challenges are completely different: 

we have machines making art and writing, instances where AI is creating fake but realistic 

videos, and LLM’s harvesting data from many of copyrighted works. 

The main goal is to create fair rules and promote the ecosystem that protects artists and writers 

while still letting organisations innovate and grow. This is important for India to stay 

competitive with other countries in the AI world. 

India's National AI plan was launched in 2018, when NITI Aayog envisioned that the country 

needed to develop AI in a responsible way with proper guidelines and teamwork between 

different groups. The idea grew bigger with the 2021 IndiaAI Mission, which got 

Rs.10,371.92/- crore budget outlay as reported in PIB on 07 March 2024. 

Recently, MeitY has issued an advisory to platforms and intermediaries involved in AI to 

ensure compliance with certain requirements, such as avoiding bias and labelling AI-generated 

content. 

Executive Summary 

With the projection of India’s AI market to cross $17 billion soon, addressing copyright 

challenges around AI is not just a legal need but an economic priority. Clear rules are urgently 

required to support this growth and at the same time safeguard the rights of creators. The 

intersection of this expanding market with a copyright framework designed for the pre-digital 

era creates significant legal uncertainty that affects both technology innovators and content 

creators. 

https://www.convergence-now.com/reports/boston-consulting-report-indias-ai-market-to-cross-17-billion-by-2027-119447/
https://www.pib.gov.in/PressReleasePage.aspx?PRID=2012355
https://www.meity.gov.in/static/uploads/2024/02/9f6e99572739a3024c9cdaec53a0a0ef.pdf


 
 

 

Legal Framework Gaps: The Copyright Act 1957 lacks provisions for AI-generated content, 

creating uncertainty for both creators and technology companies. Section 27(2) of the Trade 

Marks Act, 1999 states that nothing in the Act shall affect the right to take or continue an action 

against another for passing off. In other words, the Act says that it does not stop anyone from 

taking legal action against someone who wrongly passes off someone’s goods/ services as their 

own. This protection covers even unregistered trademarks or distinctive artistic styles from 

unauthorized use if such use causes confusion or misrepresents the origin of goods or services. 

Under Sections 2(d), 3, and 15 of the Indian Designs Act, 2000, protection is granted to new 

and original designs defined by their visual features applied to articles through industrial 

processes, giving the registered owner exclusive rights to use and commercialize such designs. 

This framework safeguards the ornamental aspects of products but requires novelty and 

industrial application for registration and enforcement. The landmark RAGHAV AI case 

demonstrates a regulatory vacuum, where initial copyright recognition was later withdrawn due 

to unclear legal standing of AI co-authorship. 

International Scenario: Global approaches to deal with copyright protection for AI generated 

works, vary significantly, from the US's strict human authorship requirement to China's 

progressive recognition of AI-generated works with demonstrable human intellectual effort. 

This divergence complicates cross-border AI development and content licensing. 

Implementation Challenges: While MeitY's March 2024 advisory on “Due diligence by 

Intermediaries/ Platforms under the Information technology Act, 2000 and the Information 

technology (intermediary Guidelines and Digital media Ethics Code) Rules, 2021” establishes 

platform obligations, practical implementation mechanisms remain undefined, particularly 

regarding content labelling, liability assessment, data harvesting practices and enforcement 

procedures. 

The present case study addresses critical problem statements including how India's copyright 

framework can adapt to accommodate AI-generated content without stifling technological 

innovation, what legal and policy questions arise when AI systems utilize copyrighted materials 

as training data, how India can prevent AI misuse for deepfake generation and misinformation 

while maintaining research freedom essential for technological advancement, and what 

regulatory approach best serves India's global AI leadership goals while adequately protecting 

creator interests and intellectual property rights. 

Overview 

Public officers need a clear understanding of AI-related copyright issues so they can properly 

balance new technology while protecting intellectual property. Current regulatory gaps create 

significant uncertainty for technology developers and content creators alike, potentially 

impacting India's position as a global digital leader. Clear policy frameworks and well-defined 

guidelines are essential to ensure that both the technology sector and the innovation-driven 

industries (such as Software & Technology industry; Media & Entertainment; Education and 

Research; Publishing; Design, Fashion and Architecture; Healthcare & Pharma, to name a few) 

operate with confidence, while maintaining appropriate legal protections. 

Recent legal developments demonstrate the urgency of these challenges. In India, the landmark 

RAGHAV AI case involved Ankit Sahni, who created the RAGHAV (Robust Artificially 

Intelligent Graphics and Art Visualizer) app and filed for copyright protection of an AI-

generated artwork titled "Suryast." The Indian Copyright Office initially granted registration in 

https://ijlmh.com/wp-content/uploads/Reconciling-the-Notion-of-Authorship-in-AI-Generated-Works-under-the-Indian-Copyright-Act-1957.pdf
https://www.indiacode.nic.in/bitstream/123456789/15427/1/the_trade_marks_act%2C_1999.pdf
https://www.indiacode.nic.in/bitstream/123456789/1917/1/200016.pdf
https://csriprnusrl.wordpress.com/2022/03/11/recognition-of-ai-co-author-raghav-an-anomaly/
https://www.reuters.com/legal/legalindustry/us-copyright-office-issues-highly-anticipated-report-copyrightability-ai-2025-04-02/
https://sites.usc.edu/iptls/2025/02/04/ai-copyright-and-the-law-the-ongoing-battle-over-intellectual-property-rights/
https://sites.usc.edu/iptls/2025/02/04/ai-copyright-and-the-law-the-ongoing-battle-over-intellectual-property-rights/
https://www.meity.gov.in/static/uploads/2024/02/9f6e99572739a3024c9cdaec53a0a0ef.pdf
https://ksandk.com/intellectual-property/divergent-copyright-recognition-ai-generated-works-sahnis-case-us-vs-india/


 
 

 

November 2020, recognizing RAGHAV as co-author alongside Sahni, making this potentially 

the first case globally where an AI tool was recognized as co-author of copyrighted work. 

However, the Copyright Office later issued a withdrawal notice, questioning the legal status of 

the AI tool and asking Sahni to clarify RAGHAV's legal standing, highlighting the regulatory 

uncertainty surrounding AI-generated works. 

Internationally, the same artwork "Suryast" faced different outcomes: while Canada recognized 

Sahni's co-authorship with the AI tool, the US Copyright Office rejected the application in 

December 2023, stating it was "too robotic, too soulless to bear the human touch of authorship." 

Recently, a legal challenge has been filed in Canada seeking to strike "Suryast" from the 

copyright registry, questioning if AI-generated images qualify for copyright protection. 

Timeline 

Date Jurisdiction Legal Development 

Nov 2020 India 
Indian Copyright Office grants registration to Suryast, 

recognizing RAGHAV AI as co-author. 

Mid 2021 India 
Office issues a withdrawal notice, questioning RAGHAV’s 

legal status and Sahni’s claim. 

2022 Canada 
Sahni secures copyright registration for Suryast, listing both 

himself and RAGHAV AI as co-authors. 

July 2024 Canada 
Canadian Internet Policy and Public Interest Clinic (CIPPIC) 

challenges the registration in Federal Court. 

Dec 2023 United States 
US Copyright Office rejects Sahni’s application, calling the 

work “too robotic, too soulless”. 

Jan 2024 United States 
US Copyright Review Board affirms rejection, citing lack of 

human authorship. 

 

This reflects an ongoing global debate and legal uncertainty about whether and how AI-

generated works can be copyrighted. Both Canada and the US currently require human 

authorship for copyright protection, though Canada’s earlier decision to register an AI tool 

(RAGHAV) as a co-author sparked legal challenges and highlighted the debate. Similarly, in 

November 2020, India’s Copyright Office made history by initially recognizing RAGHAV as 

a co-author alongside its human creator, potentially the first global case of an AI co-author. 

However, India later questioned the AI’s legal status, reflecting the widespread regulatory 

uncertainty around AI-generated works. The outcomes of these cases across different countries 

will be crucial in defining the future of copyright law for AI-generated content worldwide. 

Similarly, the Thaler v. U.S. Copyright Office (2023) case denied copyright protection to 

artwork created by the DABUS AI system, and the Zarya of the Dawn case (2023) granted 

limited protection only to human-created portions of an AI-assisted comic book. Getty Images 

vs. Stability AI (2023) raised critical questions about harvesting copyrighted materials to train 

AI models without permission. In the United States, the case of Authors Guild v. Google Inc. 

https://litigate.com/ai-artistry-on-trial-can-machines-hold-copyright/pdf
https://litigate.com/ai-artistry-on-trial-can-machines-hold-copyright/pdf
https://www.dentons.com/en/insights/newsletters/2025/february/13/dentons-intellectual-property-hub/copyrightability-of-works-created-using-generative-ai
https://litigate.com/ai-artistry-on-trial-can-machines-hold-copyright/pdf
https://www.reuters.com/world/us/us-appeals-court-rejects-copyrights-ai-generated-art-lacking-human-creator-2025-03-18/
https://jolt.law.harvard.edu/digest/zarya-of-the-dawn-how-ai-is-changing-the-landscape-of-copyright-protection
https://www.reuters.com/sustainability/boards-policy-regulation/gettys-landmark-uk-lawsuit-copyright-ai-set-begin-2025-06-09/
https://www.reuters.com/sustainability/boards-policy-regulation/gettys-landmark-uk-lawsuit-copyright-ai-set-begin-2025-06-09/
https://www.scconline.com/blog/post/2025/08/30/legal-accountability-for-ai-driven-intellectual-property-infringements-an-analysis-of-international-and-indian-laws


 
 

 

(2015) reinforced the principle that non-commercial, transformative uses of copyrighted works, 

such as digitizing books to create a searchable database, can qualify as fair use. The Second 

Circuit upheld that Google’s full-text scans and snippet displays were transformative and did 

not serve as market substitutes for the original works, establishing a key precedent that supports 

text and data mining for innovation and research 

The Delhi High Court in ANI Media (P) Ltd. v. Open AI Inc. (CS(COMM)-1028/2024), is 

dealing with a case where ANI Media has contested that OpenAI used its copyrighted news 

content to train ChatGPT without authorization, raising important questions on copyright 

infringement, fair use under Section 52 of the Copyright Act, and jurisdictional applicability in 

the context of AI training data. 

Comparative Analysis: How AI generated work is dealt with in other jurisdictions 

 

USA: The United States maintains a traditional approach requiring human authorship for 

copyright protection while explicitly rejecting copyright extension to purely AI-generated 

materials. The U.S. Copyright Office's January 2025 report states that copyright questions 

involving AI can be resolved through existing legal frameworks, reflecting broader American 

preference for judicial rather than legislative solutions to emerging technology challenges. This 

approach has been reinforced through significant judicial precedents including Thaler v. U.S. 

Copyright Office (2023), where DABUS AI artwork was denied copyright protection, and 

Zarya of the Dawn (2023), which granted limited protection exclusively for human-created 

portions of mixed AI-human creative works. 

EU: The European Union has developed a more nuanced regulatory framework emphasizing 

"significant human input" standard for AI-generated content. The Council of the European 

Union determined in December 2024 that AI-generated content may qualify for copyright 

protection only when human involvement in the creative process demonstrates substantial 

contribution. This framework mandates comprehensive content labelling requirements and 

https://www.scconline.com/blog/post/2025/08/30/legal-accountability-for-ai-driven-intellectual-property-infringements-an-analysis-of-international-and-indian-laws
https://www.amsshardul.com/insight/stealing-styles-artistic-styles-and-ai-generated-art/
https://www.copyright.gov/ai/Copyright-and-Artificial-Intelligence-Part-2-Copyrightability-Report.pdf
https://media.cadc.uscourts.gov/opinions/docs/2025/03/23-5233.pdf?preview=true&site_id=1864&utm
https://media.cadc.uscourts.gov/opinions/docs/2025/03/23-5233.pdf?preview=true&site_id=1864&utm
https://www.copyright.gov/docs/zarya-of-the-dawn.pdf
https://orgs.law.harvard.edu/halo/2025/02/21/why-the-obsession-with-human-creativity-a-comparative-analysis-on-copyright-registration-of-ai-generated-works/
https://artificialintelligenceact.eu/


 
 

 

establishes clear liability frameworks for AI technology companies, representing a more 

interventionist regulatory approach. 

China: China presents the most progressive approach among major global economies 

regarding AI copyright recognition. The Beijing Internet Court's landmark November 2023 

decision in Li v. Liu established precedent by recognizing copyright protection for AI-

generated images where demonstrable human intellectual effort was involved in the creative 

process. This framework requires AI-generated content to be clearly labelled and makes AI 

companies responsible for their systems' actions. It creates balanced rules that support new 

technology development while protecting creators' rights through effective cooperation 

between Government departments and industry. 

UK: The United Kingdom has a unique legal framework that has protected "computer-

generated works" in light of its 1988 Copyright Act. This framework is currently being 

reviewed through consultations launched by the UK Intellectual Property Office in December 

2024. The British approach focuses on adapting existing laws to work with modern AI 

applications rather than creating entirely new legislation. This reflects a practical regulatory 

philosophy that favours gradual, evolutionary changes over major legal overhauls. The UK 

model demonstrates how countries can build on existing copyright frameworks while 

addressing new AI challenges through targeted modifications and policy adjustments. 

Japan: Japan develops its AI copyright policies through Cultural Council legal subcommittees 

that work closely with industry partners. Japanese law protects AI-generated works only when 

humans are significantly involved throughout the creative process. This approach balances 

protecting creators' rights with supporting technology development. Japan emphasizes working 

with other countries and focuses on practical implementation through ongoing discussions 

between Government and industry. This consultation process helps ensure that regulations 

work effectively while keeping Japan competitive in technology markets. 

Current Regulatory Framework in India on AI and Copyright Issues 

MeitY's Regulatory Framework and Directions: March 15, 2024 Advisory 

Implementation 

In December 2023, MeitY issued its first advisory on due diligence under the Intermediary 

Guidelines and the IT Act, focusing on misinformation and deepfakes. This was followed by 

the March 1, 2024 Advisory (“Old Advisory”), which for the first time expanded the scope to 

AI-specific regulations. It introduced provisions such as mandatory prior Government approval 

for deploying under-tested or unreliable AI tools, labelling requirements, and reporting 

obligations to MeitY. 

Responding to industry concerns, MeitY issued the Revised Advisory on March 15, 2024, 

which superseded the Old Advisory. 

https://commission.europa.eu/news-and-media/news/ai-act-enters-force-2024-08-01_en
https://www.iam-media.com/article/beijing-internet-court-rules-ai-generated-content-eligible-copyright-protection
https://kclpure.kcl.ac.uk/ws/portalfiles/portal/327873967/Repeal_section_9_3_.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/copyright-and-artificial-intelligence/copyright-and-artificial-intelligence
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/copyright-and-artificial-intelligence/copyright-and-artificial-intelligence
https://www.mondaq.com/copyright/1370008/japanese-government-identified-issues-related-to-ai-and-copyrights
https://www.pib.gov.in/PressReleaseIframePage.aspx?PRID=1990542
https://www.meity.gov.in/static/uploads/2024/02/9f6e99572739a3024c9cdaec53a0a0ef.pdf


 
 

 

 
Figure 1 MeitY's advisory handling misinformation and deepfakes 

The Revised Advisory: 

(i) Removed the requirements for prior Government approval and for submitting action-

taken reports. 

(ii) Retained and expanded due diligence norms, making them applicable to all 

intermediaries and platforms, not just large ones. 

(iii)Extended the scope by mandating that intermediaries must prevent not only IT Rules 

violations but also any unlawful content under prevailing law. 

(iv) Introduced labelling obligations for unreliable AI outputs and deepfakes, including 

embedding metadata or unique identifiers to ensure traceability of origin for AI-

generated or altered content. 

(v) Clarified that non-compliance may result in prosecution under the IT Act and other 

criminal laws. 

The Revised Advisory thus establishes mandatory obligations for intermediaries and platforms 

deploying AI technologies. It requires comprehensive due diligence, including risk assessment 

protocols before releasing AI tools to users, regular monitoring mechanisms to ensure 

compliance, and robust content moderation systems to identify and address AI-generated 

materials that may violate laws. 

Although not legally binding under a specific provision of the IT Act, the advisory functions 

as strong regulatory guidance. Its purpose is to ensure reliability and transparency of AI outputs, 



 
 

 

minimize harms such as misinformation and electoral manipulation, and strengthen content 

traceability. Importantly, platforms or applications that fail to comply risk losing safe harbor 

protection and may face enforcement actions. 

User protection measures constitute a central component of MeitY's advisory, requiring explicit 

user notification about potential unreliability of AI-generated outputs through consent popup 

mechanisms or equivalent transparent disclosure methods. All intermediaries must inform users 

comprehensively about consequences of engaging with unlawful content, including potential 

account suspension, content removal, and legal penalties under applicable laws, ensuring 

informed user decision-making regarding AI tool utilization. 

Content identification and labelling requirements mandate that intermediaries utilize 

appropriate labels, metadata, or unique identifiers for content generated, modified, or created 

using AI technologies. This requirement extends to identifying not only original creators of 

misinformation or deepfake content but also users or computer resources causing subsequent 

modifications to such information, creating comprehensive traceability systems for AI-

generated content throughout its lifecycle. 

Non-compliance may result in prosecution under the IT Act 2000 and other applicable criminal 

laws for intermediaries, platforms, and their users. The advisory applies to all intermediaries 

using AI models, LLMs, or generative AI software, with enforcement retained under existing 

Information Technology Act frameworks. 

NITI Aayog's AI Governance Framework: Implications for Copyright Policy 

NITI Aayog's comprehensive AI governance approach, developed through three key policy 

documents from 2018 to 2021, establishes foundational principles that directly influence India's 

approach to AI copyright challenges. The 2018 National Strategy for Artificial Intelligence 

introduced the "#AIforAll" philosophy, emphasizing inclusive technology development that 

serves India's developmental needs while prioritizing social impact over commercial 

considerations. This framework advocates for responsible AI development through ethical 

principles addressing privacy, security, fairness, transparency, and accountability, with 

constitutional morality serving as the cornerstone for AI ethics in India. 

The 2021 "Principles for Responsible AI" document operationalizes these concepts through 

seven fundamental principles relevant to copyright governance: 

a. Safety and Reliability 

(i) AI systems should function safely, consistently, and as intended. 

(ii) For copyright, this means AI tools that generate or process creative works must 

avoid unintended reproduction or misuse of protected content. 

b. Equality and Non-Discrimination 

(i) Prevent bias and ensure inclusivity in AI outcomes. 

(ii) In copyright, it safeguards against discriminatory licensing practices or biased 

dataset use that privileges some creators over others. 

c. Inclusivity and Non-Exclusion 

(i) Ensure AI benefits are accessible across society. 

https://www.niti.gov.in/sites/default/files/2023-03/National-Strategy-for-Artificial-Intelligence.pdf


 
 

 

(ii) Relates to copyright by promoting fair access to knowledge while balancing creator 

rights, e.g., ensuring marginalized communities aren’t excluded from creative 

benefits. 

d. Privacy and Security 

(i) Protect personal data used in AI systems. 

(ii) In copyright governance, privacy safeguards extend to creative works involving 

personal information and digital rights management. 

e. Transparency and Accountability 

(i) AI decisions should be explainable, with clear responsibility. 

(ii) Applied to copyright, creators must be able to trace how AI systems use their works, 

enabling accountability in cases of infringement. 

f. Protection and Reinforcement of Positive Human Values 

(i) AI should align with cultural, social, and ethical values. 

(ii) Copyright implications include preserving respect for authorship, creativity, and 

cultural heritage when AI generates derivative works. 

g. Accountability and Legal Compliance 

(i) AI must operate within existing legal frameworks and assign liability clearly. 

(ii) Directly tied to copyright law: ensuring compliance with intellectual property rules 

and clarifying liability for AI-generated infringements. 

 



 
 

 

 

NITI Aayog proposes to innovate AI in a way that is fair, transparent, accountable, and 

respectful of creators’ rights. By weaving these principles into the current legal framework, the 

Copyright Act, 1957 can be updated to handle challenges from AI-generated content without 

the need for a complete rewrite of the law. 

Neighbouring Rights 

While India’s Copyright Act, 1957 does not explicitly address AI-generated works, it already 

recognizes neighbouring rights of performers under Section 38 of the Act, producers of 

phonograms under Section 14(e) read with Section 2(xx), and broadcasting organizations under 

Section 37. These rights operate independently of copyright and may still subsist even when 

copyright does not apply. For instance, the fixation of performances or broadcasts enjoys 

protection against unauthorized reproduction and communication to the public. 

As such, “computer-generated” outputs that take the form of recordings or audiovisual 

transmissions may still engage these neighbouring rights, raising complex regulatory questions 

about licensing, remuneration, and enforcement. This highlights the need for Indian 

policymakers to consider both copyright and related rights frameworks when addressing AI 

creativity 

Building AI-Ready Workforce: Essential Training for Copyright Governance 

Government officers need comprehensive training combining AI technical literacy, legal 

framework integration, and practical implementation skills to manage AI copyright challenges 

effectively. As India’s AI market is expected to grow rapidly, resolving copyright issues around 

AI has become an economic necessity. Timely regulatory clarity is essential to strengthen 

India’s position in the global AI race while ensuring creators’ rights remain protected. These 

programs should also address intersections with copyright law, privacy regulations, and sector-

specific compliance requirements, including emerging areas like Brain Computer Interface 

(BCI). Officers require skills to evaluate AI deployment scenarios, identify regulatory 

intervention needs, and develop proportionate responses that balances creator protection with 

innovation support. 

International comparative analysis and stakeholder engagement capabilities enable officers to 

adapt global best practices to Indian contexts while facilitating consultations with industry, 

academia, and civil society. Ongoing professional development through specialized sector 

expertise and regular updates on evolving AI technologies ensures officers maintain current 

knowledge essential for evidence-based policy development and effective enforcement of AI 

copyright frameworks. With the rise of Brain Computer Interface (BCI) technology, originally 

pioneered by Jacques Vidal in 1973, now capable of directly translating human thoughts into 

creative works, thereby bypassing traditional physical expression, officials must be prepared to 

address copyright and authorship questions that may arise. 

Best Practices that India can adopt 

https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000120722
https://historyofinformation.com/detail.php?entryid=3190
https://historyofinformation.com/detail.php?entryid=3190


 
 

 

 

 

(i) European Union’s significant human input standard 

India can benefit from adopting the EU's "significant human input" standard for 

determining copyright eligibility of AI-assisted creative works. This approach provides 

clear guidance for creators and technology companies while maintaining flexibility for 

diverse creative processes and technological innovations. Implementation would require 

developing specific criteria for evaluating human contribution levels and establishing 

assessment procedures for copyright registration authorities. 

Mandatory content labelling requirements similar to European frameworks could enhance 

transparency and creator protection without imposing excessive compliance burdens on 

technology companies. India should develop standardized labelling formats and technical 

implementation guidelines ensuring consistent application across different AI platforms 

and content types while accommodating diverse technological approaches and user 

interface designs. 

(ii) Chinese Framework for demonstrable human intellectual effort 

China's progressive approach to AI copyright recognition offers valuable insights for 

balancing innovation promotion with creator protection. India could adapt requirements 

for demonstrable human intellectual effort in AI-assisted creative works, providing clear 

pathways for copyright protection while ensuring appropriate human involvement 

standards. This approach encourages AI adoption while maintaining creator incentive 

structures essential for continued innovation. 

AI company liability frameworks similar to Chinese models could ensure platform 

accountability for copyright compliance while maintaining reasonable responsibility 



 
 

 

allocation. India should develop graduated liability structures considering platform size, 

user base, and technical capabilities, ensuring proportionate obligations that protect 

creators without imposing unrealistic compliance burdens on emerging technology 

companies. 

(iii) United Kingdom Pragmatic Adaptation 

The UK's approach to adapting existing legal frameworks rather than creating 

comprehensive new legislation offers valuable lessons for regulatory efficiency and 

effectiveness, wherever applicable. 

Practical consultation processes similar to UK models could ensure comprehensive 

stakeholder input while maintaining regulatory efficiency and policy development 

timelines. India should adopt structured consultation methodologies that gather diverse 

perspectives while enabling timely decision-making essential for keeping pace with 

technological development and international coordination requirements. 

India's AI Copyright Policy Progress: Achievements and Strategic Priorities 

(i) MeitY's March 15, 2024 revised advisory represents substantial progress in 

establishing comprehensive regulatory frameworks for AI intermediaries while 

maintaining innovation support objectives. The advisory successfully balances 

platform accountability requirements with reasonable compliance expectations, 

creating enforceable obligations without imposing excessive bureaucratic burdens. 

(ii) The National AI Portal launch through NASSCOM-MeitY collaboration provides 

centralized resources for stakeholders while facilitating ongoing policy coordination, 

and growing academic research contributions provide valuable empirical foundations 

for evidence-based policy development. 

(iii) Balanced regulatory approaches protecting creator interests while fostering innovation 

prove most effective in managing competing stakeholder demands and achieving 

sustainable policy outcomes. Industry preference for iterative, collaborative regulatory 

development over prescriptive frameworks reflects successful governance 

effectiveness in technology sectors requiring ongoing adaptation. 

(iv) Future implementation priorities include developing international cooperation through 

bilateral agreements with major AI-developing countries to establish India's leadership 

in global governance while protecting domestic interests. 

(v) Innovation sandbox establishment offers controlled testing environments for new 

copyright models, while regular framework review processes ensure ongoing 

adaptation to technological developments and international best practices, maintaining 

regulatory predictability essential for business planning and stakeholder confidence. 

Conclusions 

India faces critical decisions in AI copyright framework development where technological 

advancement and creative industry growth demand immediate policy attention. While 

stakeholder consensus opposes standalone AI legislation that could constrain innovation, 

targeted regulatory interventions remain necessary to protect creator interests. 

Current Copyright regime in India are in need for some updates to address AI-generated content 

complexity, creating regulatory uncertainty for both technology innovators and content 
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creators. Balanced regulatory approaches prove essential for protecting creator interests while 

enabling innovation crucial for India's technological leadership aspirations. 

The coordinated action plan requires immediate establishment of Inter-Ministerial AI 

Copyright Working Groups, comprehensive guideline development through stakeholder 

consultations, and systematic government officer capacity building. These steps will help create 

clear and updated laws to deal with challenges from AI-generated content. They will ensure 

India follows global standards and can enforce the rules effectively. By keeping policies 

flexible and reviewing them regularly, India can stay up to date with fast-changing AI 

technologies and new intellectual property issues, while supporting both innovation and the 

rights of creators in the digital age. 
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