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The need for innovation and its protection through intellectual property rights has been recognised
throughout the world; the patent system is clearly one of the tools for such a protection. An information
policy is however needed towards the public, in order to fight against some misinterpretation:

— apatent does not bar the research;

— apatent is not an obstacle in the circulation of information;

— apatent is not an appropriation right.

On the other hand, we have to avoid to give arguments, such as the undue scope of claims, to the
opponents of the patent system; the public is likely to accept the existence of a monopoly, provided the
scope of the claims is appropriate when taking into consideration the invention as disclosed. This goa will
be reached if:

— the applicants are reasonable in their requests;

— the patent offices are really critical in the appreciation of the prior art;

— the third parties are ready to lodge an opposition, when such a procedure is provided for,
giving the examiners the possibility of considering new elements of the prior art, which were
unknown during the examination. In case a basic principle has not been respected when the
patent is granted, the governments must be ready to lodge such an opposition as well.

Finaly, in the field of genetic inventions where public health is clearly involved, a great attention must be

paid to the granting of compulsory licences by national authorities in order to give an unambiguous priority
to public health; this would & so participate in the acceptance of the patent system by the public.



