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AHHOTaIII/Iﬂ: Cratbs AHAJIM3UPYCT BO3SMOKHOCTD J'II/I6€paJ'II/I?>aIII/II/I MCPCHHA
Cy6’BCKTOB, IMOTCHIHUAJIbHBIX 06Ha)1aT€JIeﬁ ITpaB Ha PC3yJIbTAaThI I/IHTGJIJICKTyaJIBHOﬁ
ACATCIIBHOCTH, B 4aCTHU HAACJICHUA TAKOBBIMHU HpGHCTaBHTeHeﬁ JKUBOTHOT'O MHPA.
Ha npumepe u3BectHoro amepukanckoro jgena Naruto et al v. David Slater
aBTOpPaMHU TMPOBOJUTCS Pa300p M DKCTPANMOIUPOBAHUE 3apyOEIKHBIX TEOPHUi
HHTCJUICKTYAJIbHOT'O IIPpaBa HAa OTCUCCTBCHHYIO ,ZIGﬁCTBI/ITGJILHOCTB, pe3yjabTaTaMu
KOTOPBIX CTAHOBUTCA KOHCTATALIMA KOHCCPBATUBHOI'O I1IOAX0A4 B paCCManI/IBaeMOﬁ
o0JracTu.

Abstract: The article analyzes the possibility of liberalizing the list of
potential holders of rights to the results of intellectual activity, in terms of endowing
representatives of the animal world with such. Following the example of the famous
American case Naruto et al v. David Slater, the authors analyze and extrapolate
foreign theories of intellectual law to domestic reality, which result in the conclusion
that the conservative approach is leading in the area under consideration.
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Ha nepBbiii B3rJ1s1 IpeACTaBISETCS, YTO HE OCTAIOCh 0A30BBIX BOIPOCOB B
00JlacTh aBTOPCKOIO IMpaBa, Ha KOTOPbIE€ HE CYIIECTBYET OJIHO3HAYHBIX OTBETOB.

OnHako ¢ pa3BUTHEM OOIIIECTBA BO3HUKAIOT BCe OoJiee 1 Oosiee cMeIbie KOHIICIIINH,



KOTOpbI€ CTaBAT II0J BOMIPOC YK€, Kas3aaoch OB, OYCBHIHBICE aKCHOMBI
UHTEJUIEKTYaIbHOTO TIpaBa.

Cpeau TakOBBIX OIHOW M3 Hambosee (yHIAMEHTAIbHBIX MPEACTABIACTCS
nepeyeHb CyObEKTOB, CIHOCOOHBIX OBITh HOCHUTEJISIMH T€X WM WHBIX IIpaB Ha
pe3yIbTaThl HHTEUICKTYaIbHON IEATEILHOCTH. TakK, COrNIacCHO KIIaCCHYECKOMY
MIOJIXO1y, UMM SIBJISIFOTCS (DPU3UUECKUE U IOPUINYECKUE JIMIA, UX TPYIIIbI, a TAKXKe
rOCYJIapCTBEHHBIE OPraHbl, TO €CTh, MPOCTHIMU CIIOBAMH, JIOAX B TOM HIIH WHOM
kadecTsel,

Keiic, KoTOpbIii OyAeT pacCMOTpPEH B paMKaxX JaHHOI'O MCCJIEeIOBaHU,
IOCTaBMJ II0JI COMHEHHE TaKoe IOHMMaHHe CyOBEKTOB aBTOPCKOTO IIpaBa.
Pa30upaTensCTBO UIMIOCH B TEUCHHE HECKOIBKUX JIET U O CHX IOP KPUTHKYETCS
Pa3InYHBIMM TIPEACTABUTENIAMHU MPABOBLIX TedeHuil. [ToaToMy mpobaeMoii 3Toro
HCCIIEIOBAHMS SIBIIIETCS OTBET HA BOIPOC: MOTYT JIH HHBIE CYOBEKTHI, B IEPBYIO
oyepenb J>KUBOTHBIC, OBITh HOCHUTESIMH HWHTE/UICKTYaJbHBIX TpaB B 00JacTH
aBTOPCKOTO TpaBa?

[lenbto craThu SIBJIAETCA HauOoJiee TIOJHAs OICHKA apryMEHTOB,
TpeICTaBIEHHBIX CTOPOHAMH, a TaKXkKe cyoM, o keiicy Naruto et al v. David Slater?
KaK OCHOBaHHU HOBOTO JTMOEPAIBHOIO T0X0/1a B IOHUMAHUU CYObEKTHOCTH.

JI71s1 TOCTHKEHWS OTTMCAHHOM 1IeJIM aBTOPBI CTABAT TMEPeT COOO0M CIIeTyIONINe

3a/1a4H:

— KpAaTKO OMHUCaTh OOCTOSTEIHCTBA JICTIa;

—IIpOAHAJIM3UPOBATh IO3ULUID CTOPOH, a TaKXKe €€ IPaBOBYIO
apryMeHTalNIO;

— OLICHUTh KOPPEKTHOCTh BBIHECEHHOT'O CYZOM PEILICHHUS;
— DKCTpPamnoJUpOBaTh PE3YIbTAThl 3apyOEkKHOrO CyJla Ha MPaBOBYIO

I[GﬁCTBHTGHBHOCTB, B TOM 4YHCJIC Ha €€ MPAKTUICCKUC TCHACHIINH.

! Benop B. A. I'paxmanckoe mpaBo //TI OOmas dacte. BBemeHHe B TpaKAaHCKOE NPABO: YUCOHUK IS
6akanaBpuaTta U Mmaructparypsl. — 2012. C. 64.

2 Naruto et al v. David Slater // Gov.USCourts URL: https://archive.org/download/gov.uscourts.ca9.278008 (nata
obpamenwus: 13.12.2020).
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Kpatko octaHoBHMMCST Ha OCHOBHBIX OOCTOSITENbCTBAX jena. JlaBun
Crneiitep, Oyaymuil OTBETYHUK MO JIey, sIBIsICsA Gororpadom aukom npupojsl. B
2011 ronmy um ObuIa BBINYIIEHA CEpUS KaapOB, ONMUCAHHAS KaK aBTOMOPTPETHI
00€3bsH, ClENaHHbIE HA MNPEJOCTABIECHHOE >KMBOTHBIM oOopymosanue®. Cendu
CTalu HaOWpaTh MOMYJSIPHOCTH, mocie 4dero J[. CrelitepoM OBLUIO BBIMYIIEHO
OTPOBEPKEHUE CaAMOCTOSATEIBHOCTH CJEIaHHBIX KUBOTHBIMU KaJipoB. OTBETYHK
CKa3aj, YTO COOOIIEHHUsS O TOM, 4TO OOe3bsiHa yOekana ¢ kamepoll W '"Hauana
CHUMATh aBTOMOPTPETHI", ObUIM HEBEPHBI U CaM KaJp ObLI CHAT, KOTJIa €ro KaMepa
Oblla yCTaHOBJIEHA HA INTAaTHUBE, a MPUMATHI JIMIIb UTPAIA C JTUCTAHIIUOHHBIM
MyJ5TOM YIpaBieHus",

Jlanee Ha MPOTSEHUU HECKOJIBKUX JieT ¢oTorpad TO U JeJ0 JaBal
pa3IuyHble KOMMEHTapuu 00 YPOBHE CaMOCTOSITEILHOCTH JICUCTBUN 00€3bsiH Ha
nonynsapHeIX GoTorpadusax’.

B 2015 roxy m3BecTHas opraHuzaius mo 3amure XKUBOTHBIX ‘PETA’ (c
anrn. «Jlrogu 3a aTHuYeckoe oOpalleHue ¢ KUBOTHBIMUY») Tojnana B cyn Ha /.
Crnelitepa ¢ TpeOOBaHHEM TOJYYHUTh BBIMUIATHI OT HCIOJB30BAHUS W3BECTHOMN
(ororpadun B monesy HapyTo®, oT ubero mmeHu u GbUI IOJAaH MCK — KaK OT
eCTBUTENBHOTO U €IMHCTBEHHOr0 00afarens npas Ha Gororpapuu»’.

Kparko ocranoBuMCs Ha aprymeHTax cTopoH. Tak, Mcren ykaspiBaji, 4TO
HpUTSI3aHKEe HAa aBTOPCTBO BHUJOB, OTIMYHBIX OT ‘homo sapiens’, moxer OBbITH
HOBBIM, OJIHAKO CaMO IMOHITHE «aBTOPCTBa» B cooTBeTcTBUU ¢ § 101 3akona «O06

aBTopckom mpaBe CIHIA» TOJKyeTCs AOCTATOYHO IIMPOKO, YTOOBI TO3BOJIUTH

% Guadamuz A. The monkey selfie: copyright lessons for originality in photographs and internet jurisdiction //The
monkey selfie: copyright lessons for originality in photographs and internet jurisdiction. —2016. — T. 5. — Ne. 1.

4 Rosati E. The Monkey Selfie case and the concept of authorship: an EU perspective //Journal of Intellectual
Property Law & Practice. —2017. — T. 12. — Ne. 12. — C. 975.

° Babie P. T. The Monkey Selfies: Reflections on Copyright in Photographs of Animals //UC Davis L. Rev. Online.
—2018.-T.52.—-C. 103.

® Tak u 3BaM Makaxy, KoTopasi ObUTa H300paKeHa Ha HaMOOJIEE MOMYISPHOM M PE3OHAHCHOM (OTO.

" Cm:Naruto et al v. David Slater // Gov.USCourts URL: https://archive.org/download/gov.uscourts.ca9.278008
(maTa obpamenws: 13.12.2020).
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HOpMaM pacIpOCTPaHATHCS Ha JI000€ OPUTHHAIBHOE MPOU3BEACHHUE, B TOM YHUCIIE
coznannoe HapyTto®,

bonee Toro, Hcren TpeOoBan, 4ToObl 00€3bsiHE ObUIa MpEAOCTaBIEHA
3alllTa €e MpaBa COOCTBEHHOCTH, a Takke IpaBO Ha BO3MELIECHUE yliepOa u
IPUMEHEHBI PYTHE MEPHI IIPOTHB HAPYLIEHHUS €T0 aBTOPCKUX NpaB’.

B otBeT Ha TpeGoBanus Mctuna, OTBETUMK NpAMO yKazaj, 4To, MEpe] TeM
Kak TOBOPUTH O COCTaBe HapymieHus mpaB HapyTo, HE0OXOAMMO YCTaHOBHUTH,
o0aiaeT J1 OH BO3MOKHOCTBIO MPOIEMOHCTPUPOBATH HHTEHITUIO HA 3AIIUTY CBOMX
MHTEPECOB B COOTBETCTBHU ¢ 3aKoHOM «O6 aBTOpcKoM mpase»™l.

Tak, AnemnsuuoHHbI cyn naesstoro okpyra CIIIA B oTBeT Ha
Ipe/CTaBIICHHBIE CTOPOHAMH apTyMEHTHl BBIHEC pEIIeHHe B MoNib3y OTBETYHKA.
[To3urysi OCHOBBIBAJIACH HA TOM, YTO B MPAKTUKE CIIOKUIICS OJJHO3HAYHBIN ITOXO/
B TOJIKOBAHUM TIOHATHS «aBTOp» !, KOTOpOe He pacmpocTpaHseTcss HAa )KUBOTHBIX.
Bonee Toro, cya noguepkHya HEBO3MOXKHOCTh YCTAaHOBUTh HamepeHus: HapyTto Ha
€ro MpeACTaBUTEILCTBO opranu3anueii ‘PETA’.

HeoGxoaumo mnpoaHamu3upoBaTh BBIHECEHHOE peEUIeHHE B AeTalnsix. B
IIEJIOM, CYIIECTBYET MHOXKECTBO IIPAaBOBBIX OCHOBAHHUH TaKOTO TOJIKOBAHMS
paccMaTpuBaeMbIX 3aKOHOJATeIbHBIX HOpM. Tak, KoHrpeccom ykasbiBajaoch, 4TO
Ui UCHOJb30BaHUS mpeayaraemoro lcrmom TonkoBaHMs, HaAENSIOLIErO
KUBOTHBIX aBTOPCKMMM IpaBaMH, 3aKOH [JOJDKEH BBIPa3uTh MOJIOOHYIO
«MaprUHAIBHYIO» TOUKY 3PEHHS SBHO M HEJBYCMBICICHHO ™,

OpHako aBTOpaM IMPEACTaBISAETCS, YTO BOMPOC MPUHAJIC)KHOCTH YEIOBEKY
[IpaB Ha MPOU3BEICHHUS, KOTOPbIe OBUIM CO3AaHbl )KUBOTHBIMH, OCTAETCS CIIOPHBIM

Aaxe IMOCJIC COOTBCTCTBYIOMICTO IIPCHCACHTA. Ha »10 ecThb paAa IPpUYIKH.

817 U.S.C. § 101 "U.S. Copyright Act of 1976" (PDF). United States House of Representatives. p. 90 STAT.
2572.

® Cm: Naruto et al v. David Slater // Gov.USCourts URL: https://archive.org/download/gov.uscourts.ca9.278008
(mata obpamienns: 13.12.2020).

10 Tam sxe.

1 Audry S., Ippolito J. Can Artificial Intelligence Make Art without Artists? Ask the Viewer //Arts. —
Multidisciplinary Digital Publishing Institute, 2019. — T. 8. — Ne. 1. — C. 35.

2 Audry S., lIppolito J. Can Artificial Intelligence Make Art without Artists? Ask the Viewer //Arts. —
Multidisciplinary Digital Publishing Institute, 2019. — T. 8. — Ne. 1. — C. 37.
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Bo-nepBbIX, A7s 3alIUTH MPOU3BEICHUS B JIOTUKE aBTOPCKOTO IMpaBa, OHO
JOJHKHO OBITH CO3[JaHO C TTOMOIIh «TBOPUYECKON CHIIBI yMa» — Kak oTMedano biopo
aropckoro npasa CIIA®. Bo-Bropsx, HEOOXOMMMBIM YCIOBUEM PETUCTPALIMH
3agBKM Ha pE3ylbTaT HMHTEIUICKTYaIbHOW JEATEIBHOCTH SBISETCS CO3JaHUE
MIPOU3BEIICHUS] «C HMCIIOJIH30BAHMEM OPUTHHAIBHBIX KOHIICMIIUN CaMOTO aBTOPay.
JlanHnoe npaBuiio ObLI0 chopmynupoBaHo B keiice Burrow-Giles Lithographic Co.
v. Sarony, 111 U.S. 53, 58 (1884)4,

WupiMu  cioBaMu, TOJOOHBIE YKa3aHWUsS aBTOPUTETHBIX OpTaHWU3alHMNA W
cynoB B CIIIA co3mar0T CIOPHYIO CUTYaIMI0, KOTOpasi MOXKET OBITh UCTOJKOBaHA
JIBYMsI crioco0amu:

—IIPOU3BEICHHUS, CO3/IaHHBIC )KUBOTHBIMHU, HE SIBJISIOTCS MTPOU3BEICHUSIMU
B TOM CMBICIIE, B KAKOM OHU TTIOHUMAIOTCSI B aBTOPCKOM TIPaBe;

—TIpaBa Ha TaKOe MPOMU3BENIEHUE HE TOJUIekKAT CyIeOHON 3aluTe, a JTUIIb
HPECTABIIAIOT COO0M «HATypalbHOE 0053aTEIbCTBO» HEONPEIEIEHHOTO Kpyra JIUI]
10 OTHOIIEHUIO K )KUBOTHOMY.

SIcHOCTh He MOSBISETCS W MPH aHAIM3€ KOMIEHAMYMa MNpakTHKU bropo
aBropckoro mpaBa CIIIA. Tak, B JHOKyMeHTE YCTaHOBJEH MpSMOW 3alpeT Ha
PETHCTPAIMIO TPOU3BEICHUMN, CO3TAHHBIX UCKITIOUUTEIBHO MPUPOJIOH, )KUBOTHBIMU
win pacteHusMu'®. OIHAaKO BO3HMKAaeT CIIPaBEUIMBBIA BOIPOC: KAKMM 00pa3oM
OyIeT TpOU3BOAMTHCS PETUCTpallus M TpPHU3HAHUE IMpaB B Clydae, €Clu K
dororpadun nnu kapTuHe OyaeT IPUIOKEHA PyKa YelIoBeKa, HO, HAalpUMep, TOIbKO
B TEXHUYECKOH yacTu?® DTU BOIPOCHI 10 CHX MOP OCTAKOTCS OTKPBHITHIMA.

B 3axmioueHue mpencTaBisieTcs HEOOXOAMMBIM OINUCAaTh BO3MOJKHBIE
CHOCOOBI 3aIUTHl 3aKOHHBIX UHTEPECOB, B TOM YHCJIE UMYIIECTBEHHBIX, YEJIOBEKA,

OKa3aBIIErocs B IMMOJOOHOM CUTYaIIHH.

13 Cross J. T. The Lingering Legacy of Trade-Mark Cases //Mich. St. L. Rev. — 2008. — C. 367.

14 Burrow-Giles Lithographic Co. v. Sarony, 111 U.S. 53, 58 (1884) // JUSTIA URL:
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/111/53/ (nata o6pamenus: 13.12.2020).

15 Art. 313.2 of the Compendium of U.S. Copyright Office Practices (22.12.2014)// Copyright gov. URL:
https://www.copyright.gov/comp3/ (nata o6pamenus: 13.12.2020).

18 Hanpumep, poTorpad) HaCTpOUT anmapaTypy WK XyI0KHUK HAYIHTh CIIOKHA JIEPIKATH KHUCTh.



Bo-niepBbix, H300pakeHre MOKHO 3apETUCTPUPOBATH B KAYECTBE TOBAPHOTO
3HAaKa WM 3HaKa oOCHyKMBaHHUS. XOTb TaKOW CIOCOO M HE MO3BOJMUT 00J1aJ1aTh
aBTOPCKUMU IIPaBaMH, OJTHAKO PE3YJIbTaT AEATEIbHOCTH MOTYUYUTh KOMMEPUYECKYIO
3aIUTY CMOXKET.

Bo-BTOpBIX, MOXHO J10Ka3blBaTh, 4YTO TPOU3BEJCHHUE OBLIO CO3/IaHO
YEeJIOBEKOM, OJHAKO MHUHYC JAHHOTO MYTHU COCTOUT B OYEBUIHOM CHIDKCHHUU
UHTepeca 00IIECTBEHHOCTH K MOJJOOHOMY «04eJIOBEYEHHOMY» TPYAY.

B-Tperbux, BBIXOJOM CTaHET CO3JaHUE CHUTYaAllUM, KOTJa MPOU3BEICHUE
YKUBOTHOT'O CTAHET JIEMEHTOM ITPOU3BEJICHUS, CO3JJAaHHOTO YeJIOBEeKOM. B kauecTBe
nmpuMepa MOKHO MpUBECTH (HOTOrpaduio, 4aCTbI0 KOTOPOW CTaHET HapHCOBaHHAas
KUBOTHBIM KapTHHA.

Takxum 06pa3om, 1Mo pe3ysbTaTaM aHaau3a Keiica, a TakKe MpoOJeMaTHKU B
11€JI0M, MOKHO CJIeJIaTh PsiJl COOTBETCTBYIOIINX BBHIBOJIOB:

— TMpu Bcel o0Omell NporpecCMBHOCTH TMpaBOMOpsAKa B 001acTH
MHTEJJIEKTYaIbHBIX MPaB BOMPOC CYOBEKTHOCTH OTIIMYHBIX OT YeJIOBEUECKUX (hOopM
npaBooOsiaiateneil  ocraercs Ha  MYyTH  KOHCEPBATUBHOTO  MOHUMAHMS
3aKOHOJATENIbHBIX HOPM;

— BOIIPOCHI MaTEPHUAIILHBIX MPaB, KOTOPHIE BBITEKAIOT U3 CTATyca aBTOPA,
pa3paboTaHbl 3HAYUTEIIHFHO OOJIBIIIE UeM CaMO IMOHITHE UX 001a1aTels ; CYIIIECTBYET
pSiZT HEpa3pEIICHHBIX BOMPOCOB O MPABOBOW CyAbO€ MPOM3BENCHUS, CO3IaHHOTO
TPYJIOM )KHUBOTHOTO;

— TMPENCTABISIETCS, YTO aBTOp, OKAa3aBIIMIICS B CUTyalluH, MOJOOHO
MIPEICTaBICHHON B Keiice, 00JaJaeT HECKOJBbKUMHU CIIOCOOAMH 3allUThl CBOUX
SKOHOMUYECKUX MHTEPECOB, OJJTHAKO BCE OHHM B TOW WJIM MHON Mepe JIUIIAIOT €ro
HEMaTepHUAITbHBIX TIPaB.

OTtedecTBEHHBIN TPABOTIOPSIOK HE 3HAET KEHCOB, KOTOPHIE OOpeN OBbI XOTS
ObI OTM3KUiT TT0 MacTady ¢ UCCIIENYEMBbIM PE30HAHC, OJHAKO aBTOPHI CAUTAOT, UTO
3TO JUIIb BONPOC BPEMEHHU, KOTOPBIM, BEPOSATHO, HAWAET OJAHO3HAYHBIM OTBET
TOJILKO B IIPOLIECCE COBEPIICHCTBOBAHUS KaK TEOPETUUECKUX, TaK U MPAKTUYECKUX

MIOCTYJIATOB.
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