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Matt Kirschenbaum, Prof of English at U of Maryland; at the UVA, where he did his thesis, he was technical advisor for the Blake Project. Noteworthy: he is apparently one of the first people to publish his dissertation on-line. 

The Anatomy of a Digital Object"

Geof Bowker is Prof of Communication at UC/ San Diego. He is a member of the Digital Cultures Project, and the most profoundly literate social science scholar I've had the honor to know. He is author with Leigh Star of Sorting Things Out. 

"Remembrance, Commemoration, Oversight and Oblivion: Collective Cultural Archives over the Millennia"
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Copyright/ Open Source round table 

Let me introduce my panelists. 

Rob Swigart, accomplished writer, co-founder of ELO, who teaches at San Jose State. 

Harvey Harrison, attorney who has extensive experience with the Entertainment industry but/and he has the right values; (President Liquid Knowledge, Inc.; lecturer Department of Psychiatry & Biobehavioral Sciences, UCLA.) The only practicing attorney at this conference. 


Geert Lovink, widely published critic on on-line digital culture, a lecturer at the U of Brisbaine in Australia. Most recently two of his books have come out from MIT Press: Dark Fiber and Uncanny Networks. 

Rob and I have been the copyright/ open source committee for the PAD initiative. 

We've written a report on the topic that makes a modest attempt to map the strange legal landscape of copyright faced by e-lit writers.  One might put it this way: you have the same legal protections through copyright as Charles Dickens, Michael Crieton, or the Disney corporation. You can claim these legal protections. But it is not at all clear that this will win you any financial, social or artistic advantages.  

Value of copyright: 

Yesterday there was a fascinating exchange between Jamie Boyle and Harvey Harrison--in which there emerged a consensus that copyright had become increasingly powerful (through the lengthening of terms and through the sheer economic value it represents--a third of the economy). 

BUT, at the same time, fewer and fewer people are sharing in this value. 

Paradox: this third of the economy may only offer economic remuneration to 2 % of the producers. 

At the same time copyright's causes cultural damage and loss: 

· Copyright is being used as a way to censor freedom of expression (e.g. use of the word Olympics, in Boyle's presentation); 

· Copyright is the huge thudding thing that interrupts the attempt to preserve and archive (in Brand's presentation) 

· Copyright often impedes the innovation and creativity it is supposed to promote: thus, lots of music, art and literature needs to borrow--be built of materials that have become part of the public domain. When we lock that up, we lose the materials for creativity. [Lessig example: to create Mickey Mouse, Disney borrows from Steam boad Willy, but then refuses others to borrow from him] 

· While the networked computer once made Barlow intone "Information Wants to be free", it now appears, from a certain paranoid perspective made real in the Hollings Act, that the networked computer could be used to lock up knowledge and prevent flows of free information. 

· From this conference, and many others, more and more intellectuals and artists have begun to wonder if it would not be better to throw off copyright as it has evolved, and start over: 

[thus, Creative commons valuable way of unbundling copyright, and making it a nuanced conscious choice for producer/ authors.] 

My question to this panel, and to this audience, 

what is the positive value of copyright? Should it be reconceived? How could it be reconceived to the benefit of artists and scholars and archivists? 

