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Summary of my 3 points:

1) IPR = Human Right not a Tool: Property right is a human right.

Intellectual property, as a component of property is also a human right.

There is thus no conflict between "human rights" and general public interest and

intellectual property per se. It is also incorrect to characterise intellectual property just as a "tool", whether for development or something else. Intellectual property represents a value and end in themselves. The question is therefore one of balancing different human rights and different values. I am far from saying human rights are absolute, so intellectual property like any human right has limits.

2) Digital divide/brain drain: People who claim to protect the people of the South,

"protect" the poor against the rich, should update their mindset about the South, rather than act as self-appointed "Robin Hoods". 

Many creators and publishers of the South can articulate their views perfectly well and do not need this stewardship (a point which came out beautifully in the aboriginal quote presented by Professor So in the last panel). Creators and producers of the South have an interest in establishing a viable publishing industry in the South. Only through such a viable industry (and sustainable, rather than greedy profiteering as is often claimed, e.g.

incorrectly in the UK IPRC Report "publishers have made millions of profit"- in reality they had waive after waive of retrenchments) can the information flow be reversed - the false/outdated paradigm of

"South=recipient of information, North= producer of knowledge be put to rest”. 

3) Database protection: 

I would like to state that it is in my view quite tricky to try and quantify the benefit to European rights-holders. Efficiency should not be the sole controlling factor anyway. In addition, econometrics etc have not yet fully come to grips with the structure of

intellectual property [the fact that accountants and other "bean-counters" do not fully appreciate the nature of intellectual property is a problem for them rather than a problem for intellectual property]. 

Database protection has achieved two major things:

(i) to harmonise the kind of work that is subject of protection (French and UK standard of originality differed widely, the UK standard rewarding any kind of "sweat of the brow"

while the French standard being somewhat more "high brow")

(ii) databases can now be bought and sold. This makes them an asset, a property which

fosters trade in databases. Contrary to a publicly held view database protection has little impact on the rights of end-users. They continue to have the right to extract individual items from a database. The issue is rather that they cannot replicate a database and sell it as their own or make it available for free to the rest of the market.

