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1. Introduction

This law is in an egregious attack on consuner rights. It has always been
understood, and affirnmed by the Suprene Court, that when you by a copy of a
copyrighted work, you OMNN that copy. It belongs to you. What you nmay do
with it is determned by the doctrine of "fair use"

Under "fair use", you may do any of the follow ng:

1. View it however you w sh

2. Manipulate it however you wish (including taking it apart
to see how it was put together)

3. Make copies of it as backups (for personal use)

4. Make copies of it for the purposes of interoperability
(again, only for personal use)

5. Briefly quote fromit in your own work
(as long as credit is given)

Under "fair use", you nmay NOT do any of the follow ng:

1. Make copies of it for sale or distribution
(this includes making a copy and giving it to a friend)
2. Quote fromit extensively wi thout giving proper credit

The doctrine of "fair use" is a tried and tested one. It has worked well for
written works, printed works, photographs, and recorded anal og audi o and
video. Wy then, did the |obbies for the recording industries decide that
when it conmes to digital works, the doctrine of "fair use" is not good
enough?

The answer is greed. The people who pushed for this |aw s passage saw t he
energence of digital technol ogies as an opportunity to rewite the rules.
Since the digital nedia are new, they thought they would try and fool people
into thinking that "new' rules are required. This is their bid to renove
all of the existing rights of consuners for no other reason than that it

wi || make them noney. They want to change the rel ationship between the
buyer and the seller so that the buyer, instead of owning the copy that he
purchased, nmerely owns the right right to view it under certain conditions.
Under this |aw, even though you have paid for a copy of something, taken it
home, and have physical possesion of it, you still do not own it. Under the
DMCA, ALL of the rights listed above under the "fair use" doctrine are
either elimnated or curtailed in some way.

Even though the recording and novie industries are currently reporting
record profits, they still want nore. They want to tip the bal ance of power
even further in their favor. It isn't enough that they control everything



that | see and hear, they want to i nvade ny home and control HOWI| see and
hear it. And the only reason is that not even their record-breaking profits
are enough to satisfy their greed.

2. Increased danger on their part does not equal decreased rights on ny part

The MPAA and RIAA will provide argunents about how things are "different"

when it cones to digital nedia. They will say that because of fact that
digital copies do not decrease in quality, there is a greater danger that
unaut hori zed copies will proliferate and cut into their profits. | agree
that this danger exists, but such copies are ALREADY ill egal under existing

laws. Why do we need to extend the Iaw to make other, unrelated acts
illegal, too?

It does not matter how great the danger of them | osing nmoney is. M rights
are still my rights. | don't care how badly they want to prevent theft,
they will have to find a way to do it wi thout taking away ny freedom

3. "Access" or "copying"?

The purpose of this lawis quite clear. Get control of nedia, even when
it's in people's hones. Control how they are able to view such nedia. Then
charge nore and nore noney and put nmore and nore restrictions on it.

The nost telling statenent is the one about preventing circunvention of any
nmeans that "effectively controls access to a work". This shows that the
intention is not to control the copying of work, but to control ALL ACCESS
OF ANY KIND to copyrighted work, including that which falls under the
doctrine of fair use. By making it illegal to do any of the things which
the Supreme Court has already ruled are legal, this law will destroy any
noti on of fair use.

4. What does the law really do?
The DMCA does the follow ng things:

1. Prevents you fromview ng any work that you purchased by any
means, unless the copyright hol der says it's okay.

2. Prevents you from finding out how the access to the work is
controll ed.

These two itens, in turn, will allow copyright holders to do the foll ow ng:

1. Prevent you from making copies of a work, even for the purposes
any of the "fair use" reasons |isted above. For instance, if you
want to make of backup copy of a work in case you |l ose the original
the copyright holder can stop you by cutting off your "access". You
woul d i nstead have to buy a new origi nal

2. Prevent you fromviewi ng the work in any honme-nade devices. So
if, for exanple, | want build nmy own DVD player or other device for
reading electronic nedia, | can't use it to play discs that | bought
(and that | own) because the copyright holder may legally bar nme from
doi ng so, even though this falls under "fair use" (which the Suprene
Court has already ruled is legal).



3. Prevent you fromcriticizing a work by cutting off your access in
cases where you want to quote fromthe work

These powers are all granted by the DMCA, and they all infringe upon the
legitimate rights of the consuner. This law is not about preventing theft,
it is about gaining power. And the power that is gained will do untold harm

to consuners.

5. Concl usi on

The DMCA is a sham It is designed not with intention of preventing theft, but
with intention of seizing power. It will tranple consuner rights, elimnate
fair use, and grant unreasonable control to the copyright holder. Al of

the things the DMCA is ostensibly designed to do (i.e., outlaw theft and
non-fair use copying) are ALREADY |ILLEGAL. This law s only possi bl e purpose
is to crimnalize that which has always been legal. It is an attenpted
end-run around the Suprene Court's decision on "fair use". The lawis

unj ust and shoul d be stricken fromthe books i mediately.



