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Abstract

The rapid advancement of artificial intelligence (AI) has raised new
questions about how to define open-source principles within the con-
text of complex machine learning models. Meta’s licensing for its large
language model, Llama, exemplifies a notable deviation from traditional
open-source licenses like Apache, MIT, and GPL. While these traditional
licenses emphasize unrestricted use, transparency, and community-driven
development, Meta’s approach introduces controlled access and usage lim-
itations aimed at balancing open access with ethical safeguards. Recent
legislative developments, such as California’s proposed SB 1047 bill intro-
ducing an AI ”Kill Switch,” further complicate the discourse by highlight-
ing regulatory efforts to mitigate AI risks [7].

This paper investigates the core distinctions between Meta’s Llama
licensing model and established open-source frameworks, situating these
differences within the broader discourse on AI ethics, accessibility, and
emerging legal considerations. By comparing Meta’s Llama licensing
model with traditional open-source licenses, we explore how Meta’s con-
straints address concerns over misuse and societal impact while still fos-
tering an environment for responsible AI innovation. In doing so, this
paper contributes a balanced perspective to the debate on open-source AI
licensing by analyzing Meta’s stance within the context of contemporary
challenges specific to AI technology and regulation. The findings suggest
that, while Meta’s approach may not fully align with conventional open-
source definitions, it offers a compelling framework for ethically grounded
AI deployment amidst increasing calls for regulation. This paper con-
cludes with a recommendation for an evolved open-source standard that
accommodates the nuanced demands of AI development, considering both
industry practices and legislative initiatives like the AI Kill Switch.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Context and Motivation

The advent of artificial intelligence (AI) has led to substantial transformations
across industries, spurring unprecedented levels of innovation, collaboration,
and ethical inquiry. With these advancements, however, comes the challenge of
ensuring transparency, accountability, and safety. Traditionally, the open-source
software model has been a driving force in fostering these values, particularly
through licenses like Apache, MIT, and GPL, which emphasize free access, mod-
ifiability, and unrestricted use. However, applying these traditional open-source
principles to AI, especially complex models like large language models (LLMs),
has proven challenging.

In the case of AI, especially LLMs such as Meta’s Llama, the need to bal-
ance openness with responsible usage and ethical considerations complicates
the notion of ”open source.” Meta’s licensing for Llama, which includes usage
restrictions under an Acceptable Use Policy, has spurred debate within the de-
veloper and research communities. These constraints deviate from traditional
open-source models by restricting certain applications to prevent potential mis-
use, particularly in sensitive areas like misinformation or surveillance. This
debate has highlighted a gap in the existing open-source frameworks, where
traditional principles may not fully address the ethical and security challenges
posed by modern AI technology [8].

Furthermore, there is currently no universally accepted definition of ”open
source AI.” Organizations like the Open Source Initiative (OSI) and the Linux
Foundation have attempted to outline standards for open-source AI, but their
definitions often differ in focus, emphasizing aspects like reproducibility and
unrestricted access that may not be practical or ethical in all AI applications.
Consequently, the AI community faces a critical question: should the open-
source standards that have long governed software apply without modification
to AI, or is there a need for a new framework that reflects the unique demands
of AI development?

1.2 Objective of the Study

The objective of this paper is to explore and analyze Meta’s approach to licens-
ing its Llama models in comparison to traditional open-source licenses, such as
Apache, MIT, and GPL. Through this comparative analysis, the study aims
to assess whether Meta’s controlled-access model aligns with, diverges from, or
perhaps extends the traditional open-source paradigm in ways that could ac-
commodate the ethical and safety considerations specific to AI. While this paper
ultimately supports Meta’s approach, advocating for a balanced framework that
permits innovation alongside responsible usage, it also aims to leave room for
alternative perspectives. This balanced approach allows for the development
of a more adaptive open-source standard that can support AI’s rapid evolution
while addressing the ethical complexities inherent in these technologies.
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2 Literature Review

2.1 Core Principles of Open Source Licensing

Open-source software (OSS) licenses, such as Apache, MIT, and GPL, have long
defined standards for accessibility, transparency, and collaborative innovation
in software development. These licenses share several foundational principles:
they grant users the right to access, modify, and share the source code with-
out restriction, facilitating innovation and allowing developers to adapt code for
diverse applications. The Apache License, for instance, permits extensive free-
dom for modification and redistribution, provided that appropriate attribution is
maintained [11]. The MIT License, known for its simplicity, allows almost unre-
stricted use, making it popular in both commercial and non-commercial contexts
[12]. Meanwhile, the GPL enforces ”copyleft,” requiring that derivative works
remain open and retain the same license, thereby ensuring that modifications
continue to be freely accessible.

The adoption of these licenses in traditional software development has cre-
ated robust ecosystems where community-driven development and transparency
are paramount. They have also set expectations within the development commu-
nity regarding freedoms, responsibilities, and, crucially, the unrestricted avail-
ability of the software’s inner workings. This traditional model of OSS, however,
does not fully address the unique demands of AI, particularly when ethical con-
siderations and complex data dependencies come into play.

2.2 Traditional Licenses and AI-Specific Challenges

Applying conventional open-source licenses to AI introduces unique challenges
that stem from AI’s reliance on data transparency, model reproducibility, and
ethical safeguards. Unlike conventional software, AI models like LLMs are
trained on massive datasets, often comprising proprietary or sensitive infor-
mation. Full transparency about training data and methodology is frequently
infeasible due to privacy concerns, intellectual property issues, or sheer scale,
leading to challenges in reproducibility and accountability [1, 2].

Furthermore, AI’s societal impact has introduced ethical concerns that were
not foreseen by traditional OSS licenses. For example, without responsible usage
constraints, AI models could be applied in contexts that perpetuate misinfor-
mation, bias, or harmful surveillance practices. Traditional licenses like Apache
or MIT lack clauses to prevent such misuse, relying instead on the community’s
ethical judgment. However, for high-impact AI technologies, such reliance may
be insufficient, necessitating new approaches that balance openness with respon-
sibility [3, 4].

Reproducibility in AI poses yet another issue. OSS licenses typically allow
code reuse, but in AI, reproducibility depends not only on code but also on access
to equivalent datasets and computational resources. Without shared access to
these components, reproducibility becomes an ethical and practical challenge,
with traditional open-source frameworks falling short in providing solutions.
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2.3 Meta’s Licensing Approach for Llama

Meta’s licensing approach for its Llama model represents an effort to address
these AI-specific challenges while maintaining a degree of openness. Llama’s
license includes a controlled-access model, accompanied by an Acceptable Use
Policy (AUP) that restricts certain applications, such as those involving misin-
formation, surveillance, or other ethically questionable uses. Meta’s stance aims
to prevent potential misuse by introducing ethical safeguards, a deviation from
the unrestricted freedoms typical of Apache or MIT licenses [4, 1].

The Llama license permits developers to modify and adapt the model for ap-
proved applications, striking a balance between fostering innovation and main-
taining ethical constraints. Meta’s approach highlights the potential need for
AI-specific open-source definitions that can accommodate both the demands
for transparency and the need for responsible usage restrictions. This licensing
model has sparked debate: while some developers argue that it undermines the
OSS ethos, others believe it is a necessary evolution to manage the risks inherent
in powerful AI technologies [2, 3].

Meta’s Llama licensing model may therefore represent a potential pathway
for AI that diverges from traditional open-source standards while addressing
ethical and reproducibility concerns that are increasingly relevant in AI deploy-
ment. This evolution of open-source licensing in AI reflects a growing recognition
that these technologies demand frameworks that are adaptable, accountable,
and capable of safeguarding against unintended harms.

3 Methodology

3.1 Framework for Comparison

To systematically evaluate Meta’s licensing for Llama against traditional open-
source licenses such as Apache, MIT, and GPL, this study employs a compar-
ative framework based on four key criteria: accessibility, customization, ethical
use, and transparency. Each criterion is essential to understanding the unique
aspects of Meta’s controlled-access approach and provides a structured basis for
comparing Llama’s licensing with established open-source paradigms.

Accessibility refers to the extent to which the licensed material (source
code or model weights) is openly accessible to developers and researchers. Tra-
ditional licenses generally allow full access, whereas Llama’s license introduces
restrictions to maintain ethical use. Customization examines the license’s al-
lowance for modifications and derivative works, a central tenet of open-source
software that is subject to ethical constraints in Llama’s licensing. Ethical
Use considers the presence of any usage restrictions aimed at preventing mis-
use, which is absent in traditional licenses but is a core component of Meta’s
Acceptable Use Policy. Finally, Transparency assesses the level of detail and
openness in the model’s training data, architecture, and underlying code, ad-
dressing OSI’s emphasis on reproducibility as a fundamental criterion for open
source [3, 1].
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3.2 Data Collection

This study draws on a combination of primary and secondary sources. Pri-
mary data include official statements and licensing documentation released by
Meta, which outline the Llama licensing terms and Acceptable Use Policy. Ad-
ditionally, secondary data were collected from recent scholarly articles, industry
reports, and community feedback regarding the debate over open-source AI
standards and Meta’s controlled-access approach. Relevant literature from OSI
and the Linux Foundation regarding AI-specific licensing standards provided a
foundational context for this analysis. Where available, survey results and case
studies on Llama’s use in different fields were incorporated to gauge real-world
application and reception among developers [4, 2].

4 Comparison and Analysis

4.1 Accessibility

In traditional open-source licenses such as Apache and MIT, accessibility is un-
restricted, allowing anyone to access, modify, and redistribute the code. These
licenses enable a high level of transparency and broad usage across various ap-
plications. In contrast, Meta’s licensing for Llama is more restrictive, granting
access primarily for non-commercial use and requiring a commercial license for
enterprises over a certain scale. This controlled accessibility balances openness
with safeguards, aiming to mitigate potential misuse by limiting access to select
applications. However, this restriction also means that Llama’s license diverges
from the traditional open-source ethos, prioritizing ethical safeguards over un-
fettered access [5, 1].

4.2 Customization and Derivative Works

Traditional licenses like Apache and MIT permit extensive customization, allow-
ing users to create derivative works and adapt the software for diverse purposes.
Meta’s Llama license similarly allows for modification, but it introduces ethical
constraints that prohibit adaptations aimed at potentially harmful applications,
such as misinformation or surveillance. This controlled approach to derivative
works represents a shift from the open-source tradition, wherein developers have
full autonomy to adapt software without such limitations. By embedding ethical
considerations into its licensing, Meta positions Llama as a responsibly governed
open-source tool, albeit one that challenges conventional definitions [2].

4.3 Usage Restrictions and Ethical Considerations

One of the most prominent differences between Meta’s Llama license and tra-
ditional open-source licenses lies in its usage restrictions. Traditional licenses
like Apache, MIT, and GPL do not impose restrictions on how software can
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be used, allowing developers the freedom to apply it in any context, includ-
ing potentially harmful applications. Llama’s Acceptable Use Policy, however,
specifically restricts use cases that could result in harm, such as applications
that involve manipulation, surveillance, or violation of privacy rights. This eth-
ical layer introduces a level of accountability, aiming to prevent the model’s use
in ways that could have negative societal impacts, but it also sets a precedent
that diverges significantly from open-source norms [4, 3].

4.4 Transparency and Reproducibility

Traditional open-source licenses support complete transparency, often requiring
full disclosure of the source code, underlying data, and methodologies to ensure
reproducibility. This transparency is seen as essential for verifying and validat-
ing the software’s function. In AI, however, full transparency involves not only
open code but also access to training data, which may contain proprietary or
sensitive information. Meta’s Llama licensing does not fully disclose its train-
ing data, citing privacy and ethical concerns, thus limiting reproducibility in
favor of maintaining privacy standards. This partial transparency aligns with
Meta’s objective of responsible AI development but poses challenges for those
who consider complete reproducibility a core component of open-source [3, 1].

5 Benchmarks and Case Studies

5.1 Case Study of Llama Applications

Meta’s Llama has been deployed in various fields, including healthcare and edu-
cation, where controlled access is seen as a beneficial model for protecting sensi-
tive data and adhering to ethical standards. For instance, Llama has been used
to develop language models in healthcare settings that ensure patient data pri-
vacy while providing reliable performance in natural language processing tasks.
In education, Llama-powered applications have contributed to accessible educa-
tional resources without risking misuse in politically sensitive contexts. These
case studies illustrate the advantages of a controlled open-source approach, sup-
porting Meta’s claim that ethical safeguards can coexist with innovation in
high-stakes applications [4].

5.2 Comparative Benchmarks

Where possible, quantitative data or community feedback on Llama’s engage-
ment levels compared to models under traditional licenses, such as GPT-3, pro-
vide insights into developer attitudes towards controlled-access open source.
Surveys indicate mixed reception: some developers value the added ethical pro-
tections, while others view the restrictions as contradictory to open-source prin-
ciples. These benchmarks underscore the evolving expectations within the de-
veloper community for AI models, hinting at a growing openness to new licensing
standards that prioritize both innovation and accountability [2, 3].
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6 Discussion

6.1 Benefits of Meta’s Balanced Approach

Meta’s licensing for Llama represents a balanced approach aimed at responsibly
enabling AI innovation while addressing ethical concerns. By incorporating an
Acceptable Use Policy (AUP) that restricts harmful applications, Meta attempts
to mitigate ethical risks such as misuse in disinformation, surveillance, or other
potentially harmful activities. This approach aligns with growing societal ex-
pectations for accountability in AI and addresses concerns over the unintended
consequences of powerful models. Furthermore, by providing non-commercial
access and allowing significant customization, Meta’s licensing encourages ex-
perimentation and innovation within safe boundaries, permitting developers to
build on Llama while adhering to ethical guidelines [1, 4].

This controlled open-access model also provides practical advantages for
companies, educators, and researchers who benefit from using advanced models
like Llama without requiring vast computational resources to develop their own.
This type of licensing encourages broader participation in AI development, help-
ing small organizations and researchers contribute to the field while maintaining
safeguards. Thus, Meta’s licensing model demonstrates that ethical considera-
tions can coexist with access, offering a middle ground that balances innovation
with societal accountability [2].

6.2 Criticisms and Limitations

Meta’s licensing and Acceptable Use Policy (AUP) for the Llama models, as
outlined in the FAQ, introduce several limitations that have drawn criticism
from some in the developer and research communities. One major point of
contention is the restriction on using outputs from Llama models to improve
or train other AI models. For example, while Llama 3.1 and Llama 3.2 permit
this usage with proper attribution, Llama 2 and Llama 3 explicitly prohibit it,
thereby restricting the model’s utility for those aiming to leverage its outputs
in the development of other language models [13].

Furthermore, the Llama Community License Agreement mandates strict
attribution requirements. For instance, developers must display “Built with
Llama” prominently if their product incorporates Llama models and must in-
clude “Llama” in the name of any AI model that relies on synthetic data gener-
ated by Llama models. These requirements may impose additional compliance
burdens on developers, particularly those distributing derivative models or ap-
plications [13].

The hardware requirements for deploying Llama models, while extensive,
are also a topic addressed in the FAQ. Deploying larger Llama models with
low latency may require splitting the model across multiple inference chips,
such as GPUs, which could present cost and accessibility barriers for smaller
organizations. Although not strictly a licensing issue, this dependency on high-
performance hardware may limit the broader applicability of Llama models

7



among developers with limited resources [13].
These policies and restrictions underscore a level of control that differs sig-

nificantly from conventional open-source practices, where developers generally
enjoy greater freedom in model usage, attribution, and distribution. Conse-
quently, the Llama licensing and AUP framework represents a blend of open
access with notable constraints, raising questions about the openness and flexi-
bility typically expected in open-source communities.

6.3 Potential Evolution of Open Source AI Licensing

The unique requirements of AI models like Llama suggest the need for an evolu-
tion in open-source licensing that accommodates both transparency and ethical
safeguards. The complexity and societal impact of AI introduce concerns that
traditional open-source definitions may not fully address. For instance, as AI
becomes integrated into sensitive applications such as healthcare and educa-
tion, the need for responsible usage guidelines becomes crucial. This indicates
the potential for a new class of “responsible open-source” licenses that balance
the unrestricted access typical of traditional open-source software with ethical
boundaries tailored to AI’s capabilities and risks [3].

By integrating ethical guidelines into open-source licenses, a responsible AI
framework could emerge that fosters innovation while protecting against mis-
use. Such a framework might include standardized guidelines on reproducibility,
transparency of training data, and controlled usage permissions. Meta’s ap-
proach with Llama could serve as a precursor to this evolution, demonstrating
how controlled access can work in practice while highlighting areas for improve-
ment in future licensing models.

7 Conclusion

7.1 Summary of Findings

This study compares Meta’s licensing approach for Llama with traditional open-
source licenses, highlighting key differences in accessibility, customization, eth-
ical constraints, and transparency. The analysis reveals that while Llama’s
licensing aligns with open-source principles in certain areas—such as allowing
significant customization and providing access for commercial use—it diverges
notably in its emphasis on ethical usage restrictions and limited transparency.
These constraints, while intended to provide ethical safeguards, prevent Llama
from fully meeting the traditional open-source criteria outlined by the Open
Source Initiative (OSI) [8]. Specifically, the inclusion of an Acceptable Use Pol-
icy (AUP) that restricts certain applications contradicts the OSI’s principle of
non-discrimination against fields of endeavor. Consequently, Llama’s licensing
represents a partially open model tailored to address the unique ethical and
security challenges posed by advanced AI technologies.
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7.2 Support for Meta’s Approach

In light of these findings, this paper supports Meta’s licensing strategy as a prac-
tical solution for responsibly sharing powerful AI models. By incorporating eth-
ical usage restrictions, Meta acknowledges the potential for misuse inherent in
AI technologies and takes proactive steps to mitigate these risks. This approach
enables developers to access and customize Llama for a wide range of beneficial
applications while placing reasonable limitations on potentially harmful uses.
Although this strategy deviates from traditional open-source norms, it reflects
a necessary evolution in licensing practices to accommodate the complexities of
AI. Meta’s balanced approach demonstrates how open-source principles can be
adapted to foster innovation within ethically responsible boundaries, potentially
setting a precedent for future AI licensing models [9].

7.3 Incorporating Legislative Developments into Open Source
AI Licensing

The introduction of legislative measures such as California’s SB 1047, which
proposes an AI ”Kill Switch,” underscores the urgency of addressing AI safety
and accountability at both corporate and governmental levels [7]. This bill aims
to hold AI companies liable for potential harms and mandates mechanisms to
quickly disable AI systems in emergencies. Such regulatory efforts highlight
the growing recognition of AI’s societal impact and the necessity for safeguards
against misuse.

These developments suggest that future open-source AI licensing frameworks
should not only balance openness and ethical responsibility but also align with
emerging legal requirements. Incorporating provisions that facilitate compli-
ance with regulations like the AI Kill Switch could enhance the practical ap-
plicability of open-source AI models. Moreover, collaboration between industry
stakeholders, policymakers, and the open-source community becomes increas-
ingly important to ensure that licensing models are adaptable to legal standards
while promoting innovation.

7.4 Recommendations and Future Research

While this paper advocates for Meta’s balanced approach, it also recognizes the
importance of ongoing dialogue and exploration of alternative perspectives on
AI licensing. The debate over how to define open-source AI remains complex
and multifaceted, with valid arguments on both sides. Future research should
focus on developing licensing frameworks that strike an optimal balance between
openness, innovation, and ethical responsibility. This could involve the creation
of new licensing standards specifically designed for AI, incorporating provisions
for ethical use without unduly restricting legitimate applications. Empirical
studies on developer engagement, application outcomes, and the societal im-
pacts of different licensing models would provide valuable insights. Additionally,
collaboration between industry stakeholders, policymakers, and the open-source
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community is essential to forge consensus and develop adaptive frameworks that
can evolve alongside advancements in AI technology [10].
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