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The plaintiff accused Napster of direct violation of their copyrights by its users.  According to ‘’A&M’’ vs. Napster, the plaintiff had a good claim against Napster, the case's defendants. This is because the Napster was responsible for the related infringement of the plaintiffs (Edwards, 2000). it can be proved that the plaintiffs had a claim, which was good because the Napster was also accountable for the indirect infringement which occurred on the copyrights of the plaintiff.  For defensive factors, it is recommendable for Napster to defend himself by saying and proving that he was not the provider of the service; thus, he should not be held accountable for the user’s actions in whichever case. Besides, Napster can defend itself by quarreling that the personal photocopying of music was protected by federal law.
The defense of the Napster will end up being unsuccessful, thus making the ''A&M'' claim to be successful. This is because Napster will be held accountable for the action of people who violates the rights of other bodies by using its software. Also, Napster is responsible for violating intellectual rights such as infringement of contributory copyright.  The final outcome of the case was that the recording body asserted Napster was guilty of infringement of copyrights, which were related.  In conclusion, the case was also ruled in the Supreme Court with Grokster because the industry also opposed that Napster had created a business through the encouragement of personal users to distribute music files that they did not own (Langenderfer et al., 2001).
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