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DISCLAIMER: This document provides high-level overview of WLS intellectual property strategy as it relates to 
sponsor competitive advantage. Specific patent claim language, copyright registration details, and trademark 
prosecution status are confidential and available only under executed NDA. Legal conclusions regarding IP 
enforceability, infringement scenarios, and competitive barriers reflect WLS internal legal analysis and industry 
benchmarks, not formal legal opinions or guarantees. Development timeline estimates (multi-year) and cost 
premiums (substantial) are based on industry-standard software development benchmarks, USPTO 
prosecution data, and third-party research including Yale Law & Policy Review 2023 and Research Policy 2023. 
Patent status includes mix of filed, pending, and granted applications across jurisdictions. All assessments 
represent economic and practical constraints as of November 2025, not legal impossibilities. This is part of the 
Tier 2 proposal package for global consumer brands sponsoring WLS PMaaS.

IMPORTANT: All references to "marketing spend" in this document refer to marketing and branding 
expenditures for sponsorship or alternative strategies, not financial investment products. ROAS and LTV 
projections are scenario-based marketing estimates, not guaranteed financial returns.

I. The Three-Layer Protection Architecture  
WisdomLink Studio has constructed a multi-layer intellectual property protection system using three 
complementary mechanisms: patents, copyrights, and trademarks. Together, these create a defensive 
structure where attempting to circumvent one layer may still trigger barriers in the other two, potentially 
resulting in 5-8 year competitive delay based on industry development benchmarks.

A. Why IP Protection Matters for Sponsors  

The Sponsor Question:
"Why should Nike care about WLS's patents and copyrights? We're just sponsoring, not copying."

The Answer:
IP protection directly influences how long your competitive advantage can last and the ROAS and long-term 
value generated from your sponsorship spend.

Scenario 1: Weak IP Protection (Hypothetical)
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Scenario 2: Strong IP Protection (WLS Reality, To Our Knowledge as of Nov 2025)

The Strategic Value:
WLS's IP protection (to our knowledge, as of November 2025, among the most comprehensive in AI 
participatory marketing) is designed to help ensure your sponsorship investment may generate sustained 
competitive advantage, not temporary visibility.

B. The Integrated Defense Structure  

Individual IP Rights Alone: May Be Vulnerable

Patents alone: Competitors may attempt design-arounds (multi-year workaround development 
estimated)

Copyrights alone: Competitors may modify format details (several months adaptation estimated)

Trademarks alone: Competitors may rebrand (several months relaunch estimated)

Combined IP Rights: May Be Economically Challenging Within Multi-Year Timeline

Year 1: Nike sponsors WLS

Year 2: Adidas copies format, launches competing platform

Year 3: Nike advantage eliminated, sponsorship budget effectively wasted

Result: ROAS collapses, market share gains lost

Year 1: Nike sponsors WLS

Year 2: Adidas attempts replication → may face significant IP infringement risk

Year 3: Nike maintains first-mover advantage, 3-year head start compounds

Year 4-10: Nike Gen Z loyalty solidifies, Adidas potentially permanently behind

Result: ROAS 17.5× sustained, 30-50 year loyalty lock-in modeled

Competitor attempting to create similar platform may face:

Path 1: Copy format structure

→ Potential risk of copyright infringement (30 registered format works)

→ Potential injunctive relief + damages

→ Timeline: Multi-year litigation + redesign (estimated)

Path 2: Design around copyrights, use similar technology

→ Potential risk of patent infringement (7 utility patents filed/pending/granted)

→ Potential injunctive relief + damages

→ Timeline: Multi-year workaround development + substantial cost premium (estimated)

Path 3: Design around patents and copyrights, use similar branding

→ Potential risk of trademark infringement ("AI Unlimited Challenge™" registered)

→ Potential injunctive relief + brand confusion damages

→ Timeline: Several months rebranding + market confusion recovery (estimated)

Path 4: Design around all IP layers independently

→ Cumulative timeline: Multi-year minimum (estimated)

→ Cumulative cost premium: Substantial (patent workarounds) + broadcasting partnerships + 

festival infrastructure
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Result: No economically rational competitive path may exist within the Gen Z brand loyalty formation window 
(2025-2030), based on our analysis.

Basis for Conclusion (Updated with Academic Citations): This assessment reflects practical economic 
constraints validated by industry research, not legal impossibilities. Any independent alternative would 
likely require: (1) Multi-year technology development (Gartner benchmark for complex AI governance 
systems), (2) Substantial cost premium due to patent workaround design (Yale Law & Policy Review 
2023, Feldman; Research Policy 2023, Righi et al. - continuation patents increase cumulative innovation 
costs), (3) 2-3 years for broadcasting partnership cultivation (EBU industry standard), (4) 1-2 years for 
festival infrastructure buildout (live events industry benchmark), and (5) Several months for regulatory 
compliance across jurisdictions. Total timeline: Multi-year minimum (estimated). By then, first-mover 
network effects (Nishida 2015, Johns Hopkins: 115.3% market share advantage persists 20+ years) may 
make market entry economically challenging. This analysis is based on standard industry development 
timelines and does not constitute legal advice or guarantees.

II. Layer 1: Patent Protection  

A. What Patents Protect  

Core Protected Technology:
WLS has developed patent-protected systems for fairness verification and trust governance in AI-powered 
content platforms.

Protected Capabilities Include:

Competition fairness verification across multiple criteria

Manipulation detection and prevention systems

Result transparency and audit trail generation

Integration architecture for platform operations

Patent Portfolio Status (As of November 2025):

7 utility patents filed and/or granted across multiple jurisdictions

Applications pending in strategic markets including Korea, United States, Europe, Japan, and China

Coverage: Regions representing 80%+ of global consumer brand revenues

Interdependency structure: Patent families designed with continuation practice, potentially increasing 
competitive barrier complexity

IMPORTANT NOTE: Patent grant status varies by jurisdiction and is subject to patent office examination. 
Specific claim scope, prosecution status, and grant dates are confidential pending NDA execution. References 
to "patent protection" reflect filed applications and granted patents where applicable.

→ Market entry timing: Gen Z loyalty window may be closed (ages 15-25 critical period 

passed)
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B. Why Patent Workarounds May Be Economically Challenging  

The Patent Workaround Problem:
Competitors theoretically could attempt to design around WLS patents. However, academic research 
demonstrates this approach may be economically prohibitive at commercial scale.

Academic Evidence - Patent Workaround Economics:

1. Yale Law & Policy Review 2023 (Robin Feldman, "Patent Term Extensions")

Finding: Generic pharmaceutical companies face "years of challenge process requiring considerable 
resources" even with expired core patents

Cost of navigating patent thickets: Conservatively estimated tens of billions across pharmaceutical 
industry

Average per-patent challenge cost: Tens of millions (litigation + opportunity cost)

Implication: Complex patent portfolios may impose severe economic barriers even on well-funded 
competitors

2. Research Policy 2023 (Righi et al., "Continuing Patent Applications at USPTO")

Finding: Continuation practice increases "cumulative innovation costs" by creating uncertainty in patent 
boundaries

Competitor challenge: Must navigate entire patent family, not individual patents

Result: Substantial cost premium for complex patent portfolios with interdependencies

WLS Application: Multiple utility patents with interdependency structure = multiplicative complexity

3. Lemley & Shapiro (2005), "Probabilistic Patents" (Berkeley Law)

Finding: Patent clearance costs can range from hundreds of thousands to millions of dollars per patent 
for detailed freedom-to-operate analysis

WLS portfolio: Multiple core patents + trademark/copyright overlap = substantial clearance cost 
estimated

Timeline: Multi-year timeline for comprehensive FTO analysis + workaround design

WLS Patent Interdependency Strategy:

WLS maintains an interdependent patent portfolio structure where core patents reference and build upon one 
another. This design creates potential technical and commercial challenges for competitors attempting to 
implement partial workarounds:

Implementing individual components without the full system may result in commercially non-viable 
platforms

Example: Attribution systems without fairness verification may leave platforms vulnerable to 
manipulation

Example: Fairness metrics without quantifiable attribution may be legally insufficient under emerging AI 
transparency standards (GitHub Copilot litigation framework, Doe v. GitHub, 24 June 2024)

Specific patent numbers, claim scope, and interdependency mapping are confidential and available only under 
executed NDA.

Competitive Path Analysis:
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Option 1: License WLS Technology

Cost: Included in PMaaS sponsorship (₩9.5B/year)

Timeline: 90 days to operational launch (target)

Risk: Zero IP infringement risk

Result: Optimal path for most sponsors

Option 2: Attempt Patent Workaround

Cost: Multi-million dollar FTO analysis + tens of millions in workaround development (estimated)

Timeline: Multi-year minimum

Cost premium: Substantial vs. licensing (Research Policy 2023)

Risk: Residual infringement probability remains significant (Lemley & Shapiro 2005)

Result: May be economically irrational for most companies

Option 3: Wait for Patent Expiration

Timeline: 20 years from filing date (standard patent term)

Earliest WLS patents filed: 2024

Earliest expiration: 2044

Result: Gen Z already ages 32-47 by 2044, loyalty locked decades earlier

III. Layer 2: Copyright Protection  

A. What Copyrights Protect  

Format Copyright Portfolio:

30+ copyright registrations: Korea (KCC) 10+, US (USCO) 10+, FRAPA 10+

Hundreds of pages of format documentation detailing operational procedures

Triple jurisdiction coverage: Korea, USA, Europe (via FRAPA membership)

What Format Copyright Protects:

Protected Elements (Per Feist v. Rural Tel., 499 U.S. 340, 1991):

Specific creative expression and compilation

Unique selection and arrangement of format elements

Original operational procedures and workflows

Visual presentation standards and staging concepts

Not Protected:

General ideas (e.g., "AI challenge show")

Generic procedures (e.g., "participants submit content")

Functional requirements (e.g., "needs voting system")

Commercial Validation:
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Successful Format Copyright Enforcement Cases:

Endemol v. Castaway (Netherlands): Big Brother format protected

CBS v. ABC (UK): I'm a Celebrity format protected

Talpa v. SBS (Netherlands): The Voice format protected

WLS Format Specificity:

"에이~~~ I 容感해요": Detailed format bible in Korean

"AI Unlimited Challenge™": Detailed format bible in English

Multi-stage workflow documentation: Comprehensive operational procedures

B. How WLS Format IP Works (High-Level)  

The Selection and Arrangement Principle:

Under standard copyright principles, what is protected in WLS formats is the specific selection and 
arrangement of elements—including how challenges unfold over time, how fairness and human/AI attribution 
are presented to participants, how festival experiences are integrated, and how the overall visual language ties 
these pieces together.

Industry-Wide Conventions vs. WLS-Specific Expression:

Generic ideas (for example, the fact that users submit content and that some form of winner selection exists) 
are industry-wide conventions and are not unique to WLS. However, recreating the overall experience, timing, 
and presentation of WLS formats in a substantially similar way may still constitute infringement even if 
individual elements are modified.

Commercial Integration Challenge:

From a commercial perspective, our internal modeling indicates that WLS format elements work as an 
integrated package: when challenge structure, fairness verification, and festival integration operate together, 
they significantly increase perceived fairness, participation, and long-term loyalty. 

NDA-Protected Details:

Any deeper breakdown of which specific elements are protectable, what types of modifications might or might 
not clear infringement risk, and the precise thresholds and internal models used, is only provided under 
executed NDA together with jurisdiction-specific legal opinions.

IV. Layer 3: Trademark Protection  

A. What Trademarks Protect  

Registered Trademarks:

"AI Unlimited Challenge™" - Registered (KR+@)

"HappyBomb™" - Registered (KR+@)

Additional marks: WLS Master OS, FairTrust™ (applications pending)

What Trademark Protection Provides:
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Exclusive Rights:

Prevents competitors from using confusingly similar names

Protects brand identity and consumer recognition

Enables injunctive relief against infringers

Strategic Value for Sponsors:

Category association ("Nike + AI Unlimited Challenge" = footwear AI innovation leader)

Search engine dominance (consumers searching "AI challenge" find WLS, not competitors)

Brand recall (participants remember trademarked names, not generic descriptions)

B. The Rebranding Challenge  

If Competitor Attempts to Avoid Trademark:

Option 1: Use Generic Name

Example: "AI Creative Competition Platform"

Problem: No brand memorability, weak consumer recall

SEO disadvantage: Competes with 1,000+ generic results

Result: May avoid infringement but sacrifice brand equity

Option 2: Create New Brand

Example: "AI Innovation Challenge"

Problem: Zero brand awareness (start from scratch)

Timeline: 12-18 months to build equivalent brand recognition

Cost: $5-15M brand building spend estimated

Result: May avoid infringement but delay launch 12-18 months + significant cost

V. The Cumulative Barrier: 5-8 Year Competitive Delay  

The Scenario Analysis  

Competitor Goal: Launch platform competitive with WLS by 2027 (hypothetical target)

Path 1: Full Workaround (Avoid All IP)

Year 1: Legal & Technical Planning

Freedom-to-operate analysis: Several months, multi-million dollar investment

Patent workaround design: Extended timeline, tens of millions investment (substantial cost premium)

Format redesign: Several months, multi-million dollar investment

New branding development: Several months, multi-million dollar investment

Cost: Tens of millions

Timeline: Multi-year (ends late 2027 or later)
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Year 2-3 (2028-2029): Broadcasting Partnerships

TV network relationship cultivation: 24-36 months (EBU industry standard)

Partnership negotiation: 6-12 months

Timeline: 24-36 months (ends Q4 2030)

Year 3-4: Festival Infrastructure

Venue negotiations: Extended timeline per city

Vendor relationships: Several months

Operational team building: Several months

Timeline: Multi-year (ends 2031 or later)

Year 4-5: Platform Development

Technology stack build: Extended timeline

Beta testing: Several months

Regulatory compliance: Several months

Timeline: Multi-year (ends 2032 or later)

Total Timeline: 5-8 years (Launch 2031-2034)
Total Cost: $50M-$90M estimated

Market Reality by 2031-2034:

Gen Z ages: 19-37 (prime loyalty formation years passed)

WLS first-mover: 5-8 year head start, network effects established

Gen Z brand preferences: Research suggests mostly locked (67% persistence rate per Sage Journals 
2024)

Competitive entry may be economically irrational at this point

Path 2: License WLS (Co-Sponsor Model)

Timeline: 6-8 weeks to operational launch (target)
Cost: $15M-$30M/year (Platinum/Titan tier)
Market entry: 2027 (if signed in 2026)

Strategic Trade-Off:

Pro: Immediate market access, no IP risk, proven platform

Con: No category exclusivity (first sponsor already owns category)

Con: Permanent second-place brand positioning (67% vs. 23% awareness gap per Marketing Science 
Institute 2023)

ROAS Comparison:

Scenario A: License WLS (Early Co-Sponsor 2027)

Marketing Spend: $15M/year (sponsorship budget)

Timeline: 6-8 weeks (target)



LTV: $60-120B modeled (second-mover disadvantage vs. Nike but still early)

ROAS: 4,000-8,000× projected

Scenario B: Independent Development (2027 start, 2032-2035 launch)

Marketing Spend: $50-90M (development & launch budget)

Timeline: 5-8 years

LTV: $15-30B estimated (second-mover 2032-2035, Gen Z loyalty mostly locked)

ROAS: 167-600× estimated

Scenario C: Exit Category (Alternative Gen Z Strategies)

Marketing Spend: $5-10B (spread across influencer/gaming/events, total budget allocation)

Timeline: Immediate

LTV: $25-50B modeled (multiple channel diversification)

ROAS: 2.5-10× estimated

Conclusion:
Based on our analysis, licensing WLS may offer 4,000-8,000× ROAS (optimal strategy), while independent 
development may result in 167-600× ROAS (38-75× worse than licensing), and exiting the category may result 
in 2.5-10× ROAS (400-800× worse than licensing).

Result:
Independent development may be economically irrational compared to licensing, based on our modeling. 
The logical competitive paths may be:

1. License WLS (co-sponsor model, accept reduced exclusivity)

2. Exit category (reallocate budget to alternative Gen Z acquisition)

Strategic Implication for Sponsors:
WLS IP moat may help ensure that early sponsors (2026-2028) capture competitive advantage. Competitors 
may face binary choice: license WLS (accept 2nd place) or exit category (invest elsewhere). Based on our 
analysis, no viable path may exist to compete directly with Nike's 2026 WLS sponsorship.

VI. Sponsor Takeaway: Your Competitive Advantage May 
Be Structurally Protected

 

What This Means for Nike (Example Sponsor)  

If Nike Sponsors WLS in 2026:

Year 1-2 (2026-2027):

Nike may capture Gen Z ages 15-23 (12M US, 30M global, projected)

Brand loyalty formation (67% awareness as first-mover per Marketing Science Institute 2023)

Adidas may face 5-8 year IP barrier to entry (estimated)

Year 3-8 (2028-2033):

Nike loyalty may compound (network effects, platform growth)
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Adidas completes IP workaround (earliest 2031, estimated) or licenses WLS (reduced exclusivity)

Nike may maintain 3-5 year head start regardless of Adidas entry path

Year 9+ (2034+):

Gen Z loyalty projected to be locked (ages 25-35, peak earning years)

Research suggests 50+ year persistence (Bronnenberg 2012)

Nike competitive advantage may be sustained through 2076-2080

Cumulative Effect:

30-50 year Gen Z loyalty (projected)

$85-170B lifetime value (modeled)

Potential permanent category leadership vs. Adidas

If Adidas Attempts to Compete:

Option 1: Wait Until 2030 to "Validate Market"

Cost: $0 (no additional sponsorship spend required)

Result: Nike may capture 100% of Gen Z loyalty window (2026-2030)

Adidas entry 2030+ = may result in $0 incremental Gen Z LTV (loyalty already locked)

Option 2: Independent Development (2027 Start)

Cost: $50-90M (estimated)

Timeline: 2032-2035 launch (projected)

Result: $15-30B LTV estimated (82% disadvantage vs. Nike)

ROAS: 167-600× estimated (vs. Nike 22,667×)

Option 3: License WLS (2027-2029 Entry)

Cost: $15M/year

Timeline: 6-8 weeks (target)

Result: $60-120B LTV modeled (co-sponsor, but still 1-3 year Nike advantage)

ROAS: 4,000-8,000× projected (better than Option 2, worse than Nike)

Conclusion:
Based on our analysis, Adidas optimal strategy may be Option 3 (license WLS 2027-2029) to salvage Gen Z tail-
end capture. Independent development (Option 2) may be economically irrational. Waiting (Option 1) may be 
catastrophic.

Nike's Advantage:
Regardless of Adidas choice, Nike may maintain 3-5 year first-mover advantage + 67% vs. 23% awareness + 
50-year loyalty lock-in based on research. This may represent the definition of structural competitive 
moat.
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VII. Legal and Risk Disclaimers  
IP Protection Limitations:

This document presents WLS intellectual property strategy as it relates to sponsor competitive advantage. The 
following limitations apply:

1. Patent Grant Status:

"7 utility patents" refers to mix of granted patents and pending applications across multiple jurisdictions

Patent grant status varies by country; some applications remain under examination

Patent scope and enforceability subject to final patent office decisions and potential legal challenges

References to "patent protection" should be understood as "patent applications filed and/or patents 
granted where applicable"

2. Legal Enforceability:

IP infringement analysis represents WLS internal legal assessment and industry benchmark research

Actual infringement determinations made by courts on case-by-case basis

"Potential injunctive relief" language represents possible preliminary injunction relief if infringement 
found; not guaranteed outcome

Competitors may successfully design around WLS IP despite analysis suggesting economic challenges

3. Timeline and Cost Estimates:

Development timelines (multi-year) based on industry benchmarks (Gartner, USPTO, industry reports)

Cost premiums (substantial) based on academic research (Yale Law & Policy Review 2023, Research 
Policy 2023)

Actual competitor development may be faster/cheaper than estimated if breakthrough approaches 
discovered

4. Market Timing:

Gen Z loyalty formation analysis based on academic research (Bronnenberg 2012, Nishida 2015)

Actual consumer behavior may differ from historical patterns

Market saturation, competitive dynamics, and cultural shifts could alter loyalty formation timelines

5. ROAS Projections:

All ROAS figures (17.5×, 4,000-8,000×, etc.) are scenario-based models, not guarantees

Actual sponsor results depend on execution quality, market conditions, and competitive responses

See Part 4 "The Math" for detailed ROAS modeling assumptions and disclaimers

Conclusion:
This IP analysis represents WLS's good-faith assessment of competitive barriers based on current 
patent/copyright/trademark filings, industry benchmarks, and academic research. It does not constitute:

Legal advice or formal legal opinions

Guarantees of IP enforceability

Predictions of competitor behavior
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Guarantees of sponsor competitive advantage duration

Sponsors should conduct independent legal due diligence and consult with IP counsel before making 
sponsorship decisions based on this analysis.

END OF PART 3

Document Status: FINAL - Ultra Safe Version (November 28, 2025)
Next: Part 4 - The Math (SPV Formula & 17.5× ROAS Scenario Model)
Cross-Reference: Part 0 (Executive Summary), Part 2 (Integrated Platform), Part 6 (Why WLS, Why Now)
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