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In reaching this conclusion, the court's analysis focused on specific language in 201(d)(2), the so-called "protection and remedies" clause. 40 The second sentence of 201(d)(2) provides that, "the owner of any particular exclusive right is entitled, to the extent of that right, to all of the protection and remedies accorded to the copyright owner by this title." 41 The court interpreted 201(d)(2) as providing only "protection and remedies" to the owner of the exclusive right and not all the "rights" afforded to a copyright owner. 42 According to the court, the term "protection and remedies" includes the right for an exclusive licensee to sue in her own name, but does not include the right to transfer the exclusive license. 43 Furthermore, relying on the principle of statutory construction, the court held that the more specific term of 201(d)(2) prevails over the more general language of 101 and 201(d)(1). 44 Therefore, the court held that 201(d)(1) did not apply to the present case, and thus  [*371]  201(d)(2) only provided "protection and remedies" but not the rights. 45
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