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1. In advance

It is strange to write such a paper. I have said a few sentences in a conference which is highly repudiated and which was well organized by a brilliant colleague, Jane Ginsburg. But what happened was strange. Being somebody who came from computer law to copyright law I nervously recognized at this conference that there is a deep gap between traditional copyright concepts and information law orientated approaches. It is difficult to determine that difference as a co-panelist in one of several discussion fora. There is no speaking time and writing space to explain a kind of vision on copyright law which seems to be surprisingly incompatible with the mind of traditional copyright experts. This is the reason why I have to summarize my ideas to some fragmentary, small pieces. Nevertheless, I want to thank Jane Ginsburg and the members of the organizing committee for the ALAI conference for their honourable invitation to and warm welcome at this conference.

2. Access Right – Dogmatically 

The first question is whether there exists an access right in copyright law. The issue has been raised by Jane Ginsburg herself arguing that copyright „is not only a „copy“right, but an access right“.
 As an argument, the access right relates to new regulations in Europe, USA and other states based on the WCT and the WPPT. 

a) WCT and WPPT

The story starts with the WIPO Copyright Treaty (WCT) and the WIPO Performances and Phonogram Treaty (WPPT). According to Art. 11 WCT and Art. 18 WPPT,

„contracting parties shall provide adequate legal protection and effective legal remedies against the circumvention of effective technological measures that are used (...) in connection with the exercise of their rights under this Treaty or the Berne Convention and that restrict acts, in request of their works, which are not authorized by the authors concerned or permitted by law.“

WCT and WPPT do not refer to „access“ and „access control“. They mention tools which „restrict acts“. In addition, they made a reference to acts „ permitted by law“. WCT and WPPT provide for a protection of technological measures under the condition that the measures themselves do not interfere with basic provisions of copyright law, in particular the exemtions in favour of users. 

The term „access“ itself is only used in WCT and WPPT in the provision on the right of communication to the public (Art. 6 WCT and Art. 10 WPPT) which includes the „making available to the public of their works in such a way that members of the public may access these works from a place and at a time individually chosen by them“. As an argumentum e contrario, it can be concluded that not every “access” amounts to an act which can be controlled by the rightsholder. The “access” has to be one where members of the public use the protected products from a place and at a time individually chosen by them. The access is not subject to copyright where it is not an act of “members of the public, for instance in the case of access via internal and small networks. 

As a consequence, WCT and WPPT does not contain an access right insofar as the rightsholder cannot solely authorize or restrict access; the access of a work depends on the rightsholder´s permission or statutory authorization.
 

b) Europe 

In Europe, the discussions have been quite different from that approach. The story began with the Software Protection Directive (one of the worst pieces of EU legislation), changed by means of the Conditional Access Directive and found its foul end in the InfoSoc Directive. 

aa) Software Protection Directive 

According to Art. 7 (1)of the EU Software Protection Directive, member states shall provide remedies against 

„any act of putting into circulation, or the possession for commercial purposes of, any means the sole intended purpose of which is to faciliate the unauthorized removal or circumvention of any technical device which may have been applied to protect a computer program.“

The EU institutions regarded this issue as a case of secondary infringement; they even used this legal term in the title of the provision during the drafting period.
 The regulation is strongly linked to unfair competition as both acts mentioned have a commercial impact. No reference is made to “access”. It remains unclear what the protected device is protecting. Therefore, the relationship between Art. 7 and the exemtions embodied in Art. 5 and 6 are unclear.

bb) Conditional Access Directive

The Council Directive on the Legal Protection of Services based on, or consisting of, Conditional Access
, has to be taken into consideration.
 It protects conditional access systems, i.e. 

„any technical measure and/or arrangement whereby access to the protected service in an intelligible form is made conditional upon prior authorization“ (Art. 2 (b). 

The Directive obliges the Member States to prohibit the manufacture, import, sale or possession for commercial purposes of illicit devices (Art. 4 (a)). In Recital 21, it is expressly foreseen that this Directive is „without prejudice to the application of any national provisions which may prohibit the private possession of illicit devices“. Vice versa, the Directive can only be applied in a B2B environment.
 Insofar, the text relates to a concept which is next to unfair competition. In addition, the whole directive is not related to copyright law (Recital 21).

cc) InfoSoc Directive

In addition, Art. 6 of the InfoSoc Directive has to be considered.
 In conformity with the WCT, the Directive requires the member states to provide adequate legal protection against the circumvention of any effective technological measures (Art. 6 (1)). Different from WCT, the protection shall include the protection against circumvention tools  (Art. 6 (2)). This regulation has nothing to do with copyright law; it is an additional, accompanying measure based on unfair competition. Therefore, the protection against tools only extends to commercial actions, not against private acts. 

It should as well be noted that the InfoSoc Directive does not speak of „access“. Unlike sect. 1201 (a) of the US Copyright Act, it restricts the act of obtaining unauthorized „acts“ (see Art. 6 (3) (1)). The term „access control“ is only used as an example to determine the effectiveness of a technological measure (see Art. 6 (3) (2)). The wording of Art. 6 (3) is clear as it relates to „prevent or restrict acts ... which are not authorized by the rightsholder“. The term „acts“ itself relates to the traditional exploitation rights. It is for instance used in Art. 5 (1): „Temporary acts of reproduction ....“ or in Art. 5 (2) (c): „specific acts of reproduction“. Therefore, the Directive does not know any access right; instead, it refers to traditional economic rights already known in several member states (Art. 2 – 4). 

3. Access right – nationally

a) National regulations

An access right does not exist on a national level either. The USA know provisions that restrict the act of obtaining unauthorized access by circumvention (Sect. 1201 (a) (1)) and the manufacture or making available tools in unauthorized access (Sect. 1201 (a) (2)). These regulations have caused some US courts to speak of a “right to control access” granted to copyright owners.
 These wordings seem however not been made to describe a new access right. Apparently, the courts only used the term “right to control access” as an equivalent to the anti-circumvention rules of the US Copyright Act (and behind that the WCT). 

The traditional copyright system does not know an access right apart from the existing rights of reproduction, distribution, public performance or communication to the public. The existing ALAI reports demonstrate at least in Europe, an access right does not exist. The states adapt their traditional system of exploitation rights in order to determine the borderline for the possible use of copyrighted works. 

b) The term “Access right”

In addition, I am in doubt whether the term “access right” is useful. Access means traditionally the “way (in) to a place”.
 It is thus linked to a certain place, a limited and closed space which has an entrance, a way in. Leaving these territorial roots aside means to use “access” as a metaphor. In fact, there is a legal discussion on “access rights”. But in this context “access rights” relate to the free access of the public to information
 and is linked with the freedom of information question.
 It is therefore misleading to use that term in as sense which is clear the opposite of freedom of information: an exclusive right to restrict public access.

In addition, “access rights” is used a term in relationship with a lot of different access control tools. In her article mentioned above, Jane mentions for instance “pay-per-view/listen systems”
 or “anti-copying systems”
 . She additionally mentions “limit listening or viewing by number of plays, by number of computers on which the work may be played, by duration of access, and so on.”
 In fact, it has to be distinguished between reprints and permissions, encrypted content solutions, content distribution mechanisms, and copyright enforcement devices. 

c) Traces of access rights

There have been several attempts to combine the concept of access rights with traditional topoi. 

aa) First publication

One way of interpreting it was to make a reference to the right of authors to first publication.
 However, the right of first publication is a right of first, public access to copyrightable works. The difference with the access right is obvious. The right to first publication only includes

- first access

- of the public

- to copyrightable works.

This approach does very much contradict to the structure of the “access right”. This right apparently includes 

- any access (even to published works)

- of anybody, even he is a close relative or friend of the creator

- to any work even if it is not copyrightable.

bb) Access and Copyright 

Moreover, there are clear indications that access rights have nothing to do with copyright protection.  Let me some wordings of Janes considerations
 and slightly change them. 

It is the near-future. I am jogging along a tropical beach (which I would never do as I hate jogging). I have my palm-sized book reader player-satellite cell phone that permits instant access through digital networks to an infinite variety of literary works of the 13th century and musical works from the 18th century performed in auditions at the beginning of the 20th century and recorded in 1940.  

In spite of the fact that these recordings are public domain, I am automatically charged for listening to them or debited from my account. Although I can read or listen to these works without permission, I have to pay for the access to these works via digital devices. There, the US House of Representatives is right in stating: “These (...) provisions have little, if anything, to do with copyright law.”

cc) Roman law of Possession

Access rights are in my view deeply rooted in Roman law concepts on possession. If I possess a thing, I can restrict others from using it. If  I possess land, I can even build fences to avoid trespassing and control access. Circumvention restrictions in electronic form now allows to build up electronic fences. However, these fences are not erected in the feeling that I possess all these electronic goods  used by millions of customers. No – these fences are a symbol for a virtualization of possession, leaving aside the personal relationship between a possessor and “his” land or “his” object. 

As a consequence, there is a parallelism between possession and access restriction. However, since the ancient times, all civilized countries believe that possession is not a right as such. Possession gives not a right in the object itself as even a thief can have possession. Possession is only protected insofar as it is formally unlawful and a violation of the personality rights of the possessor to take an object away from the person which possessed it before.
 The same applies to “access”. The mere fact that somebody integrated a control mechanism in a digital product doesn´t give him a positive right to control the access to the product. But it might be considered formally unjust that somebody else circumvents or abolishes this access control tool. Therefore, there doesn´t exist a right to control access to copyrighted works. Access control is as a mere fact; the big players already control the access to digitized products. The question is whether we want to prevent circumvention devices which are undermining these tools. 

But the reference to possession demonstrates further weaknesses of the access right model. If we go back to Roman law of possession, two elements are necessary for justifying a legal protection of possessors: “corpus” (detention) and “animus domini”.
 Industry using access control systems do certainly have an animus domini; they wish to be the technically dominating Leviathan of the information world. But they don´t have “corpus” in the Roman law sense as all the copies integrating access control systems are in the possession of the users. However, even the Roman law has foreseen that in certain cases somebody can be protected as a possessor even if he has lost “corpus”. He can close a contract with the person who has “corpus” grating him a limited use right (such as a hire or rental agreement). But then we have a mayor problem for access rights. If industry is really hiring or renting their products to users with an expiration time, they can of course use access control systems for the purpose of stopping the users to use the goods after the expiration date. However, in these cases the companies are subject to severe civil law rules on liability which they don´t like. Insofar, these companies want to combine the elements of rental (for justifying their expiration dates and the non-applicability of the exhaustion doctrine) with the concept of sale (to determine warranties and contractual liability) by using the nebulous term “licensing” (which doesn´t exist in civil law). But this opt-in and -out system doesn´t work. If somebody is going to a record shop and buys a CD, he is a party of a sales agreement. But if he buys the copy, he is entitled to use his property without limitations. Technical control mechanism can therefore not be justified. But he gets it with a clear indication that there is a expiration period, he is renting it and he can rely upon the high level of liability in rental contracts (at least in Europe). 

dd) Unfair competition and trade secrets

If the law of possession cannot justify access rights, the question remains whether unfair competition law is a reasonable justification. This implies that private use or the actions of researchers (like in the case of Dr. Felten
) are not part of the access control regulations; these activities should be free. There are several courts who referred to common law based trade secret rules at the basis for anti-circumvention decisions. For instance, in the DeCSS case a Califrnian court decided that CSS is protected as a trade secret under common law.
 Similar decisions might be found for instance in Germany where courts referred to unfair competition law to forbid the use of anti-dongle systems in software business. 

The trade secret approach is in my view the most convincing perspective. The use of a specific technology integrated in works is strongly linked with the idea that the technology itself should be protected against persons who try to determine the specific features of the technology and make a business out of their knowledge. However, the trade secret approach leads to further questions why I cannot solve in this panel (which is only discussing the mere question whether an access right exists). For instance, it has to be discussed why third parties have to respect trade secrets being independent of contractual obligations. Furthermore, A lot of states grant trade secret protection as a kind of property right; but they have to limit this right in consequence as to the problem of innocent infringement. 
 Furthermore, due to broad extension of the anti-circumvention rules, new limitations have to be created to protect the interests of the public. The case is similar to the new regulations on sports rights where the public interest in important football games is as well protected against the complete disclosure of football broadcasting by pay-TV-companies.
 This question leads to general principles of media law determined partly by the EU Directive on Television without Frontiers

Let us stop here. No further discussion is needed as the necessary minimum can at least be said: There is no such thing as an access right in copyright law.  

4. Access right – politically

But the question remains whether we want an access right to exist. This is a political issue which is open for discussions. 

The big players in entertainment industry seem to have noticed these problems. They try to solve them by introducing technological measures. That step allows them to integrate their own view of copyright in the programming codes (the famous „code as code“ problem of Lawrence Lessig
). 

The big players have considered the borderlines of copyright law internally for years.
 There seems to be a tendency among the „Mayors“ to focus on technological solutions for that purpose. The technological strategy has some mayor advantages: The answer to the machine is now in the machine. Lawyers, Statutes, Courts are now longer needed; technicians are replacing lawyers and programming codes are taking the role of codifications. Technology can be used worldwide – without the limitations of nationally based laws. It is cheap and directly effective, Even if sagas like SDMI suggest that „big players“are in fact having considerable difficulty in preventing hacking,
 technological tools still remain effective as to the majority of users and being adapted regularly to the highest state of the art.

There are some doubts as to the desirability of these techniques from the perspectives of users and creators. Users have to fear that their freedom to use works is undermined as anti-copying devices do not per se take care for statutory exemtions. Strategies which are already in use (like regional encoding techniques) show the power these tools which restrict technically what can be done legally (for instance according to the exhaustion doctrine). 

The authors have to fear that only the producers use the effects of these tools for their sake.
 Authors normally don´t have the knowledge and money to invest in anti-copying devices. In addition, they are not protected against the contractual buy-out of their rights by the big players. If Microsoft, Sony or other big companies want to get the digital rights, they get it – without any additional payment, any equitable remuneration, with a simple signature on a long standard contract formula.
 This can be critized by people who are supporting creative persons (as myself who has worked for years to support the legal interests of documentary film artists). But it is a fact. We only have to be honest nevertheless which party we are representing and supporting, please don´t lie: in the present situation, access right is a mere discusssion for the benefit of the „Mayors“. 

5. Access right – deconstructively

But even if there is no such thing as an “access right”, isn´t there a need to discuss a fundamental change in the copyright structure? Perhaps the whole discussion on “access rights” is only a symbol, a feverous warning, an inherent feeling that copyright law is becoming ill.
 I don´t want to stress all the indication that US and European colleagues have described focussing on the inadequacies of copyright in the digital age.
 Let me only hint at some few symptoms. 

The traditional concept of exploitation rights is based upon the copyright industry and their needs at the end of 19 century/beginning of 20 century. At the beginning, exploitation via tangible goods (books, music records, paintings) was regarded as being dominant; therefore, the focus in copyright legislation was on reproduction and (in several states) „distribution“. It took some time until exploitation in an intangible form was  regarded as a mayor problem. When television and broadcasting came up, the legislators simply added some references to these techniques in their copyright acts..
 This lead to the incorporation of public performances rights in France or the USA.
 After cinemas, radio and TV became widespread, the copyright acts incorporated sections on these new techniques. However, these new rights were only linked to dissemination techniques that allowed for a simultaneous transfer of information to an unlimited number of users. With the internet, it became necessary to provide for a new right of „making available to the public“; insofar WCT and WPPT solved an important issue in promoting such a right. 

However, even after the WIPO discussions, the existing system of exploitation rights does not fit to the needs of the information society. Take for instance the reproduction right. There is a worldwide discussion how we can adapt this old right to digital uses. Some people argued that the reproduction right has internal limits where ephemeral copies (such as RAM, Proxy storage) is concerned. Representatives of  the digital industry (i.,e. Microsoft) supported the concept that reproduction is the mega-right in the electronic world including any temporal reproduction. The WIPO did not found any solution for that problem during the discussions on the WCT/WPPT.
 The European Commission tried to solve that issue after a harsh debate by asking for any „independent economic value“ of transient copies (Art. 5 (1) of the InfoSoc Directive). However, this regulation doesn´t help at all as it will be nearly impossible to determine which digital copy has an independent economic value. In addition, Art. 8 (3) of the InfoSoc Directive supports the claim of rightsholders that access providers should be liable for any proxy storage of works in the light of possible injunctions. In my view, it is a pity that future discussions on copyright and digital use depend on the question whether and when a copy has an independent economic value. 

Similar considerations have to be taken as to the „making available to the public right“ introduced by the WIPO Copyright Treaty. Even this new and broad right  will not solve the problem that the traditional concept of exploitation does not suit the needs of the information society. Even in the light of the WCT, there remains the huge problem of deciding what is „public“ (i.e. using intranets). Where are the borderlines between public and non-public use? Are for instance intranets, i.e. small intra-corporation networks, directed to members of the public or not? If we don´t solve these difficult issues, the extent of the new making available right remains unclear. 

Therefore, I agree with Jane Ginsburg where she describes the different concepts of exploitation rights:

„After all, there should be nothing sacred about the eighteenth- or nineteenth century classifications of rights under copyright, in a technological world that would have been utterly inconveivable to eightheenth-century minds.“ 

An important attempt to solve the issue of new economic rights has been mostly unnoticed although it is clearly embodied in the EU Database Directive. As to that directive, Jens Gaster (European Commission/DG XV) „invented“ not only the highly disputed „sui generis right“.
 He additionally  set aside the traditional cluster of exploitation rights by using new terms. Art. 7 of the Database Directive provides that the maker of a database can „prevent extraction and/or re-utilization“ of the contents of a database. These new terms not only relate to business-to-business situations. As Recital 42 expressly states, it relates also „to any user who, through his acts, causes significant detriment, evaluated qualitately or quantitatively, to the investment“. 

However, several member states refused to integrate these new rights in their legislation.
 Especially in Germany, the traditional wording (reproduction, distribution etc.) was used after a long and controversial debate. This change in the terms is a clear violation of the implementation duties of each EU member state. In addition, this gap demonstrates made it obvious that many people didn´t notice the radical new approach in the directive.

6. Access right - historically

European copyright concepts are the historical starting point for a discussion on access rights. At the beginning, there was the main principle of freedom of information. Until the Renaissance, everybody could use each book for whatever purpose. Granting monopolistic rights for books was an issue of the 16 century. It is common knowledge that the roots of copyright are linked with the privileges for printers and book traders in Italy, later in UK and Germany granted by sovereigns on a national basis. The grating of privileges to printers was linked with the view that these privileges are bound to and have to be used for the „utilitas publica“. 
 A „privilegium onerosum“, to the disadvantage of society, has to be cancelled.
 Privileges should thus only be granted „in seltenen Fällen“ (in rare cases).

The idea that authors have to be protected as such is a product of the French theory of Enlightenment („Aufklärung“), the British concept of „literary propriety“ based on John Locke
 and the German philosophy
 of idealism.
  The three European traditions merged to the idea that the „genius“, the creative author, should be given „geistiges Eigentum“, „propriété  intellectuelle“, a protection of its own apart from the protection for printers.
 However, even until the 19 century there was a pan-European discussion whether the owner of a book copy should be free to reprint it due to his status as the owner. 

Nevertheless, the question arises whether the idealistic model of creativity is still a valid vision for post-modern society. Of course, there are still many individual authors among us, particularly in the literary, pictorial and even musical realms. But these areas have lost their impacts compared to the growing phenomenon of „team-creativity“. Movie was the first category of copyrightable works which was based on inseparable influences of a big team of creators (such as the scriptwriter, the director, the cameraman etc.). The movie world consequently shocked the copyright world so that it took more than fifty years until film works got a full protection in international copyright conventions. But the issue of „team-creativity“ become even bigger and more threatening with digital technologies. Software, marketing campaigns, applied arts – these works are mostly created by big teams involving up to hundreds of developers. This change has to take into consideration when discussing the needs for a political change in the copyright systems.

7. Access right – philosophically

a) Copyright law as one part of information law

Copyright law is thus to be considered as being itself a part of a broader area of law, the information law. Information law is a term which is being discussed more and more worldwide. It is a new model which tries to stress the common lines between the various industries of film, software, telecommunication, media or entertainment. The term „information“ is broad and difficult to define.
 However, recent studies, especially of Jean Nicolas Druey, have demonstrated that it might be possible to explain the content of the tem „information“ as the basis of a concept of information law in distinguishing between the act of increasing knowledge, the content and the status of having some knowledge.
 If we use this broad definition, copyright law has to be regarded in a different way than the traditional perspective. Copyright protects information, indeed, it is even the magna charta of the information law. However, it has to be considered as only one of various others elements of information law. Media Law, Public Access rights, privacy regulations, antitrust issues of access to information – all these topic are intermingled, have to considered together, are bound to each other with divergent approaches, but one final question: How do define rights in information versus the public domain?

If we take this approach as a new axiomatic way of understanding copyright, then the looking glasses of lawyers have to be changed. What is necessary now, is to reform copyright law in Information´s Image.
 Traditional copyright thinking is still using the old philosophical concepts of 19century. As copyright law has been an area taught and practised by a small circle of experts, it became self-referential, autopoietic, only fixed upon itself, unable to move. The world changed – but not the copyright lawyers. The philosophical concept remained unchanged although the rest of the world was totally changed. This was ok so long as copyright only dealt with the protection of fine arts. But at least with the inclusion of software or databases in copyright law things changed. Wide parts of our society are now affected by copyright; wide parts of industry are now affected by copyright. The shock for traditional copyright lawyers was apparent when EFF and others protested against DeCSS decisions. As the US Copyright Registrar told at this conference, it was astonishing for her that people discussed these issues so broadly and vividly. But she seemed to have the impression that this broad interest was a mistake, a mere accident

b) General principle: Freedom of information

The historical considerations which I tried to develop above lead as well to a different understanding as to the concept of copyright law as such. It is not mandatory to interpret copyright protection broadly (and vice versa exemtions in copyright as narrowly tailored) exceptions. The general rule above any intellectual property is freedom of information. This meta-rule determines that any information can be used by everybody for free. In Germany, we have a nice folk song for that issue: „ Die Gedanken sind frei“. Thoughts, content, ideas, expressions are open to be utilized, integrated, altered by anyone.
 The view that knowledge, content, thoughts are common heritage of mankind is not regulated in any act. But it is a general view which is underlying our legal regimes. The fact is nowadays recognized at least in the area of law & economics that information is a public good which is by ist nature non-exclusive.

That can be seen taken into consideration the distinction between ideas and expression. It must be vexing for traditional copyright lawyers that they have been unable to find a workable borderline between the free use of ideas and the protectable expressions. Centuries have passed with attempts to define these terms; but as the discussion on the protectability of show formats has demonstrated, no solution was found. This difficulty has to do with the relationship between copyright law and information law. The idea of free ideas in copyright only relates to the meta-concept of information law that information is common heritage of mankind and thus free to be used by everybody. 

d) In dubio pro libertate

This approach leads to a different interpretation of copyright law. As Michael Fey has stated, “copyright protection exists primarily for the benefit of the public, not the benefit of individual authors”; the aim of copyright is regarded “to ensure the creation of new works”.
 This relates to the Copyright Clause of the US constitution: „Progress of Science is promoted by „securing for limited Times to Authors (...) the exclusive Right to their (...) Writings“.

Copyright is an exception which needs further justification. The statutory act of reducing public domain in favour of a long and extensive copyright protection can only be made where exceptional circumstances justify that step. This is the case where a high level of originality and creativity is embodied in a specific work. Only where a certain expression has individuality and represents some creativity, an attribution of exclusive rights under the copyright regime can be justified.
 

But apart from that, it was a violation of informational justice to grant a 70 years p.m.a. protection of the “kleine Münze” -  even for software, photos, databases. This extension of copyright law to elements which resemble the Feist-overruled US criteria of “sweat of the eyebrow” is a product of recent EU legislation during the last 10 years. No scientific research, no economic analysis has been made before in Brussels; everything is only aimed at immediately impressing EU lobbyists group, especially arising from the producing area. 

These considerations do not only influence the interpretation of originality requirements. In the same way, they determine the question how the regulations on public access in copyright law should be interpreted. Traditional copyright lawyers often try to interpret these rules as “exceptions” compared to the general rule that copyright owner have the full control of the exploitation.
 However, this view is incorrect. It has to be reinterpreted in the light of “In dubio pro libertate”. Exemtions in the public interest are not “exceptions” to the general rule that works are copyrighted. They are limitations in favour of fundamental rights such as freedom of the press, public access or the necessities of research.
 Even private copying has a constitutional background as it protects the right to privacy against rightsowners who want to control the dissemination of their works in private houses. As the limitations are no “exceptions”, there is no need to interpret the exemtions narrowly. Instead, a balance between the different rights involved have to be made in interpreting the exemtions. This attempt to find the optimal way of combining the interests of rightsholders and users very often leads to a broader interpretation of exemtions taking into consideration the general principle of free use as it has been stressed in several decisions for instance of the German Federal Supreme Court
.
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