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Abstract  

The statutory interplay between copyright and design law in India is characterized by rigidity and 

exclusions that pose challenges for innovation and the accommodation of emerging creative forms. This 

paper examines the historical development and objectives of these intellectual property regimes, their 

statutory frameworks, and the practical consequences of their interaction on various stakeholders. The 

copyright law protects original literary, artistic, musical, and dramatic works, while design law focuses on 

the visual aesthetics and ornamental aspects of industrial products. However, the rigid formalities, 

procedural constraints, and inflexible scope of protection often hinder the ability of creators to fully protect 

their innovations, particularly in industries where the line between artistic expression and functional design 

is blurred. The overlapping and divergent exclusions in copyright and design laws further complicate their 

interface, creating legal uncertainties and affecting enforcement efficacy. Comparative analysis with other 

jurisdictions reveals potential lessons for India in fostering more flexible protection regimes. Policy debates 

on reforming statutory rigidity and exclusions highlight the need for balanced approaches that safeguard 

both innovation incentives and public interests. Case studies from the fashion, software, and multimedia 

industries illustrate the economic and strategic significance of the statutory interplay. The paper concludes 

with recommendations for future legal harmonization, emphasizing the importance of increased flexibility, 

clarity in exclusions, and stakeholder inclusiveness in reforming the intellectual property system to align 

with developmental priorities and international obligations in a rapidly changing innovation 

landscape.usions Shaped by Statutory Interplay. 
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1. Introduction to Copyright and Design Law in India 

1.1 Historical Development of Intellectual Property Law in India 

The evolution of intellectual property (IP) law in India, particularly concerning copyright and design rights, 

reflects a complex interplay between colonial legacies and contemporary international obligations. The 

early framework for intellectual property in India was primarily inherited from British colonial statutes, 

which instituted fundamental concepts such as copyright protection and design registration largely 

mirroring English legal principles. After independence, India progressively adapted and localized these 

laws to suit its evolving socio-economic priorities, including the development of a vibrant industrial base 

and cultural sectors. 

Significant milestones in this evolution include the enactment of the Copyright Act, 1957, which replaced 

previous British statutes and introduced a more comprehensive protection regime tailored for India’s needs. 

Similarly, design protection law originally drew from the Designs Act, 1911, but was substantially 

overhauled with the enactment of the Designs Act, 2000, reflecting modern requirements for industrial 

design protection and aligning with global standards. 

India’s international engagements also critically influenced the development of its IP laws. Membership in 

the World Trade Organization (WTO) and adherence to the Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property 

Rights (TRIPS) Agreement have been pivotal in reshaping Indian IP law. TRIPS introduced binding 

minimum standards for IP protection, including copyright and design law, compelling India to align 

domestic statutes with these norms, though with recognized flexibilities for development. 

This dual influence—from inherited legal frameworks and international obligations—has shaped the 

statutory interplay between copyright and design law in India, with attendant challenges and opportunities 

for innovation and cultural development [1], [2], [3]. 

1.2 Scope and Objectives of Copyright and Design Laws 

At their core, copyright and design laws in India serve distinct yet complementary purposes within the 

intellectual property landscape. Copyright protection primarily guards original literary, artistic, musical, 

and dramatic works, providing creators with exclusive economic rights such as reproduction, distribution, 

and public performance, combined with moral rights that protect the personal and reputational interests of 

authors. The fundamental objective of copyright is to incentivize creativity and cultural expression by 

granting authors temporal monopolies while balancing public access. 
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In contrast, design protection focuses on the visual aesthetics and ornamental aspects of industrial products, 

providing exclusivity over shapes, patterns, lines, or colors that confer aesthetic appeal to an item. The 

distinct subject matter here emphasizes the visual identity and market differentiation of products rather than 

the underlying functional or utilitarian features. 

Both regimes are motivated by economic and cultural imperatives; copyright supports the dissemination of 

cultural goods and the financial sustainability of creators, whereas design protection fosters industrial 

innovation and competitiveness by safeguarding distinctive product appearances. This demarcation, 

however, also necessitates clear statutory definitions and boundaries to prevent overlaps or conflicts and to 

ensure the laws serve their intended purposes effectively in India’s diverse creative and industrial sectors 

[1], [3], [4]. 

1.3 Overview of Statutory Regimes Governing Copyright and Designs in India 

The legal framework governing copyright in India is primarily encapsulated in the Copyright Act, 1957, 

which has undergone various amendments to adapt to technological advancements and international 

commitments. This Act defines the scope of protectable works, the duration of protection (generally the 

lifetime of the author plus 60 years), and the exclusive rights conferred upon copyright holders. It also 

identifies statutory exceptions and limitations such as fair dealing provisions and specific exclusions to 

balance private rights with public interest. 

Design protection is governed by the Designs Act, 2000, which replaced the older provisions and 

introduced clearer criteria regarding subject matter—primarily the aesthetic or ornamental aspects of a 

product—as well as procedural mechanisms for registration, renewal, and enforcement. The Designs Act 

provides for a period of exclusivity typically lasting 10 years with a possible extension of another five. 

Importantly, the statute explicitly excludes designs dictated solely by technical or functional considerations, 

reflecting the delineation between utilitarian patents and purely aesthetic designs. 

Both acts incorporate statutory exclusions and limitations that shape the interface between copyright and 

design law, such as the non-protection of functional designs under copyright and vice versa. Understanding 

these statutory provisions is essential to addressing the rigidity in the laws and their impact on creators and 

industries in India [2], [3], [5]. 

2. Legal Framework Governing Copyright in India 

2.1 Definition and Scope of Copyright Protection 

Copyright protection in India extends to a wide array of original works including literary works, musical 

compositions, artistic works, cinematographic films, sound recordings, and computer software. The law 

grants copyright holders a bundle of exclusive rights including reproduction, adaptation, public 
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performance, broadcasting, and communication to the public. These rights are primarily economic, aimed 

at enabling creators to monetize their works effectively. 

Additionally, the Copyright Act recognizes moral rights, which preserve the author’s right to claim 

authorship and to object to distortions or modifications detrimental to their reputation. The duration of 

protection generally covers the author’s lifetime plus 60 years posthumously, ensuring prolonged 

incentivization. This broad scope underscores copyright’s role in fostering creative expression while 

balancing competing interests through statutory limitations and exceptions. 

However, the law delineates clear boundaries; functional aspects, industrial designs, and ideas themselves 

are generally excluded from copyright protection to prevent monopolization of utilitarian concepts [1], [2], 

[3]. 

2.2 Statutory and Jurisprudential Exclusions in Copyright 

Indian copyright law, consistent with international norms, incorporates significant exclusions and 

limitations designed to maintain a balance between rights holders and public interest. Foremost among 

these are fair dealing provisions permitting limited use of copyrighted works without authorization for 

purposes such as criticism, review, reporting, research, and education. These exceptions serve crucial roles 

in maintaining freedom of expression and access to information. 

Furthermore, the Act excludes ideas, procedures, methods of operation, and functional aspects from 

copyright, focusing protection strictly on the expression form. This ensures functional designs cannot be 

monopolized under copyright law, preserving competition and innovation. The concept of public domain 

also limits protection—once copyright expires, works enter the public domain and can be freely used. 

Judicial interpretations have reinforced these statutory exclusions by examining the delicate balance 

between proprietary rights and societal interests, often emphasizing the narrow scope of copyright 

protection to avoid encroachment on areas better protected by other IP regimes such as patents or designs 

[1], [2], [3]. 

2.3 Enforcement Challenges and Policy Considerations 

The enforcement of copyright in India faces multifaceted challenges, particularly in the context of rapid 

technological advancements and digitization. The ease of copying and distribution over digital networks 

complicates traditional enforcement mechanisms, resulting in widespread infringement and unauthorized 

exploitation of copyrighted content. The law’s rigid formalities and procedural requirements at times 

hinder effective and timely enforcement. 

Policymakers struggle to balance robust proprietary rights necessary to encourage creative industries with 

public interests including access to knowledge, innovation, and socio-economic development. International 
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norms, predominantly the TRIPS Agreement, impose minimum standards of protection and enforcement, 

thereby restricting the flexibility of Indian law. However, India has strategically employed flexibilities 

under TRIPS such as limited exceptions and public interest provisions to preserve developmental 

objectives. 

This tension between global commitments and domestic priorities necessitates a nuanced approach to 

enforcement that accounts for legal, technological, and socio-economic dimensions in the Indian context 

[2], [3], [6]. 

3. Legal Framework Governing Design Law in India 

3.1 Definition and Types of Designs Protectable Under the Designs Act 

Under the Designs Act, 2000, a “design” pertains to the features of shape, configuration, pattern, ornament, 

or composition applied to an article, which appeal to the eye and impart a distinct visual impression. The 

law clearly emphasizes aesthetic qualities rather than functional or technical features. This focus reflects 

the principle that design protection should safeguard the ornamental aspects that distinguish products in the 

marketplace. 

The registration of designs requires adherence to novelty and originality standards, excluding designs 

already disclosed to the public prior to application. Successful registration confers exclusive rights, 

enabling the proprietor to prevent unauthorized copying or imitation for a prescribed period. Through this 

mechanism, the Designs Act seeks to incentivize innovation in product appearance and promote industrial 

competitiveness. 

The interplay between aesthetic and functional components is critical; where features are dictated solely by 

technical utility, design protection is precluded to maintain the separation of functions between design and 

patent law [1], [3], [5]. 

3.2 Exclusions from Design Protection under Indian Law 

The Designs Act excludes several categories of designs from protection to ensure the regime does not 

extend beyond its intended scope. Most notably, designs that are solely dictated by technical or functional 

considerations are ineligible, reflecting the established legal principle that functional aspects are the 

domain of patents and not designs. This exclusion prevents overlap and confusion between different IP 

protections. 

Additionally, designs that lack novelty through prior publication, or that are contrary to public order or 

morality, are excluded. Exceptions also exist for traditional knowledge and community-based designs, 

although statutory recognition in this area remains limited, raising concerns about adequate protection 

against misappropriation. 
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These exclusions illustrate the boundaries of design protection and underscore the importance of 

maintaining statutory clarity to avoid conflicts with other IP regimes and to uphold public interest [1], [3], 

[5]. 

3.3 Enforcement and Challenges in Design Law Practice 

Enforcement of design rights in India presents various procedural and substantive challenges. The 

registration process entails substantive examination but can be slow, impeding timely protection for 

designers. Litigation over design infringement is often complex due to difficulties in proving originality, 

copying, and distinguishing between functional and ornamental elements. 

Effectiveness of design protection in stimulating innovation is debated; rigid statutory requirements and 

limited awareness restrict uptake among small-scale and informal sector creators. Moreover, overlaps with 

copyright and patent rights can create ambiguities in enforcement and strategic exploitation by right 

holders. 

The interaction with other intellectual property rights regimes necessitates careful navigation by 

stakeholders to optimize protection while avoiding legal conflicts. This complex environment highlights 

the need for clearer statutory provisions and supportive institutional mechanisms to strengthen design law 

practice in India [3], [4], [6]. 

4. Rigidity of Statutory Provisions and Impact on Innovation 

4.1 Rigid Formalities and Procedural Constraints 

The statutory framework governing copyright and design laws in India imposes rigid formalities that often 

constrain accessibility and utilization, particularly for small-scale creators and informal innovators. The 

requirement of formal registration to obtain design rights, along with detailed procedural steps and fees, 

may discourage applications from grassroots levels. 

Moreover, limited flexibility in statutory interpretation of exclusions and exceptions tends to result in a 

narrow application, impeding adaptive and context-sensitive adjudication. This rigidity affects the dynamic 

nature of creative and industrial innovation, where rapid changes require more fluid legal responses. 

These constraints underscore the tension between legal certainty and the need for flexibility in intellectual 

property regimes, with significant consequences for creative communities and emerging industries in India 

[1], [3], [6]. 

4.2 Inflexible Scope of Protection and its Economic Effects 

The rigid delineation between copyright and design law subject matter often leads to overlapping 

protections or conflict, imposing economic costs on industries such as fashion, software, and multimedia 
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sectors. For instance, in fashion, where the line between artistic expression and functional design blur, rigid 

exclusions hinder the ability of creators to fully protect their innovations. 

Such inflexibility can stifle knowledge diffusion and creativity by creating legal uncertainty or duplication 

in protection efforts. Furthermore, the inability to adapt swiftly to technological convergence exacerbates 

these problems, leading to potential underutilization of rights or increased litigation risks. 

The economic implications include diminished competitiveness and innovation incentives, particularly 

detrimental to India’s fast-growing creative industries that rely on seamless protection of integrated 

aesthetic and functional elements [1], [4], [6]. 

4.3 Limits Imposed by International Agreements and Policy Objectives 

India’s intellectual property laws operate within the constraints imposed by international agreements, chief 

among them the TRIPS Agreement. TRIPS mandates minimum protection standards and enforcement 

requirements, constraining India’s ability to tailor its laws flexibly to developmental needs without risking 

trade sanctions. 

While TRIPS recognizes certain flexibilities such as limitations and exceptions to IP rights, the complex 

negotiation of these flexibilities with domestic policy interests creates a challenging policy environment. 

The pursuit of balanced international obligations with national development priorities constitutes an 

ongoing debate in Indian IP law, particularly evident in the tension between exclusivity and access. 

Accordingly, the rigidity of statutory provisions shaped by international obligations influences India’s IP 

landscape profoundly, necessitating nuanced policy approaches to reconcile global commitments with 

domestic innovation and access goals [1], [2], [6]. 

5. Exclusions and Exceptions: Statutory Interplay and Challenges 

5.1 Overlapping and Divergent Exclusions in Copyright and Design Laws 

The Indian statutes governing copyright and design present both overlapping and divergent exclusions, 

which complicate their interface. While copyright excludes functional elements and ideas, design law 

excludes designs dictated solely by functional necessity. However, challenges arise when works embody 

both artistic and utilitarian elements, leading to ambiguous boundaries. 

For example, a product’s ornamental features may qualify for design protection, but when integrated with 

an artistic work capable of copyright protection, questions emerge concerning dual protection or 

infringement. Such overlapping exclusions create legal uncertainties and may affect enforcement efficacy. 

Statutory provisions, while attempting to address these overlaps, sometimes leave gaps, causing 

interpretive challenges for practitioners and courts. Clarifying the interaction and demarcating clear 
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boundaries between functional and aesthetic features remain pressing issues in the statutory interplay [1], 

[3], [5]. 

5.2 Fair Use, Fair Dealing, and Exclusion Provisions 

Fair use in copyright law is a significant exception enabling users to employ copyrighted material under 

specific conditions without infringement. India follows a fair dealing framework, limited to particular 

purposes such as criticism, research, and education. These provisions provide critical user rights and 

contribute to balancing proprietary monopolies with societal benefit. 

In contrast, design law in India does not incorporate a broad fair use or fair dealing doctrine. Exclusions are 

limited to formal criteria like functionality or prior publication. This disparity creates asymmetry in user 

rights protections between the two regimes. 

The absence of analogous exceptions in design law raises implications for innovation, as users have fewer 

statutory defenses against infringement claims, potentially restricting downstream creativity or iterative 

design improvements. Addressing this imbalance is essential for fostering a robust public domain and 

stimulating innovation [1], [2], [3]. 

5.3 Judicial Interpretations Influencing Statutory Exclusions 

Indian judiciary has played a vital role in interpreting statutory exclusions and clarifying the boundaries 

between copyright and design law. Supreme Court judgments and Intellectual Property Appellate Board 

rulings have distilled principles governing functional vs. aesthetic distinctions, fair dealing applications, 

and public interest considerations. 

Courts have emphasized the need for strict adherence to statutory language to prevent overextension of 

protection, but have also recognized the evolving nature of creative works and technological forms. 

Judicial balancing acts have influenced statutory rigidity, occasionally introducing flexibility through 

purposive interpretation. 

These legal precedents are instrumental in shaping enforceability, strategic management, and legislative 

reform discussions pertaining to Indian IP law’s rigid exclusions and exceptions [2], [3], [6]. 

6. Interaction between Copyright and Design Law in India 

6.1 Distinctions and Overlaps in Subject Matter 

Central to the interface of copyright and design law is the distinction between functional and aesthetic 

elements, which serves as the primary dividing principle. Copyright protects expressions of ideas, artistic 

creations, and original works, excluding functional or utilitarian features. Conversely, design law protects 

the ornamental and aesthetic aspects of products, excluding technical or functional features. 
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However, practical overlaps occur in areas such as artistic works embodied in functional products or 

software interfaces with ornamental design. In these instances, the dual nature of the work presents 

challenges for protection, licensing, and enforcement, as stakeholders may seek concurrent protection or 

risk infringement under either regime. 

Proper demarcation is critical to avoiding legal uncertainty and ensuring appropriate incentives for different 

types of creativity. The Indian statutory framework grapples with these issues, endeavoring to maintain 

clear distinctions while accommodating complex hybrid forms [1], [3], [5]. 

6.2 Conflicts and Harmonization through Legislative Provisions 

To address potential conflicts arising from dual protection claims and overlapping interests, Indian statutes 

incorporate provisions aimed at harmonizing the application of copyright and design laws. These include 

express exclusions that prevent double protection of functional features and procedural mechanisms to 

coordinate registration and enforcement. 

Governmental policy and the functioning of intellectual property offices also play key roles in harmonizing 

the regimes, providing guidance to applicants and adjudicators to interpret the overlapping domains 

cohesively. Nonetheless, practical difficulties persist due to the evolving technological landscape and the 

emergence of new forms of creative expressions that defy conventional boundaries. 

Legislative and administrative efforts continue to seek clearer protocols and harmonization aids to 

streamline protection while respecting the unique objectives of each IP regime [1], [2], [3]. 

6.3 Practical Consequences of Statutory Interplay on Stakeholders 

The interface between copyright and design laws impacts creators, industries, and consumers diversely. 

Creators may face complex decisions on portfolio protection strategies, balancing costs, scope, and 

enforcement risks associated with either or both regimes. Industries, especially those in fashion, software, 

and multimedia sectors, may exploit dual provisions strategically or face uncertainties affecting innovation 

and competition. 

Consumers may experience effects in terms of product variety, pricing, and accessibility influenced by the 

rigidity or flexibility of protections. Moreover, regulatory agencies encounter challenges in adjudicating 

disputes involving hybrid works, requiring nuanced understanding and resources. 

These dynamics necessitate responsive institutional frameworks and stakeholder engagement to ensure the 

statutory interplay fosters rather than impedes innovation ecosystems in India [3], [4], [6]. 
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7. Comparative Perspectives and International Influences 

7.1 Influence of TRIPS on Indian Copyright and Design Law 

The TRIPS Agreement has been a key driver in shaping Indian IP laws by establishing minimum standards 

for protection and enforcement, thereby influencing domestic policy and statutory provisions. India’s 

compliance with TRIPS necessitated the enactment and amendment of copyright and design laws to meet 

international norms, fostering a degree of statutory rigidity. 

However, TRIPS also provides flexibilities permitting exceptions and limitations to balance public interests 

and developmental objectives. India’s use of these flexibilities reflects ongoing policy debates and 

adaptations to harmonize international obligations with national priorities. 

The tension between maintaining TRIPS compliance and accommodating India’s socio-economic context 

informs statutory design and enforcement practices, with critical implications for future IP governance [1], 

[2], [6]. 

7.2 Lessons from Other Jurisdictions on Rigidity and Exclusions 

Comparative analysis with jurisdictions such as the United States, the European Union, and other Asian 

countries reveals varied approaches to statutory flexibility and exclusions in copyright and design laws. 

Some jurisdictions adopt broader fair use doctrines, more fluid boundaries between IP regimes, or 

specialized hybrid protections that mitigate rigid exclusions. 

These models offer potential lessons for India in fostering more flexible protection regimes that better 

accommodate technological convergence and complex creative works. Simultaneously, international 

experiences caution about risks such as increased litigation or dilution of rights. 

Adopting best practices and contextualizing reforms based on comparative insights can enhance Indian 

law’s responsiveness without undermining legal certainty and rights protection [1], [4], [6]. 

7.3 Future Trends in Harmonizing Copyright and Design Regimes 

Emerging interdisciplinary approaches and technological developments are driving trends toward 

harmonizing IP protections across copyright and design domains. Standard-setting organizations and open 

innovation initiatives encourage more integrated legal frameworks and flexible statutory exceptions. 

Digitalization amplifies the need for harmonized statutory responses that can address hybrid creative forms 

and streamline enforcement. India’s engagement with such international processes and its domestic policy 

discourse portend reforms that balance flexibility with robust protection. 

Future legislative and administrative actions are likely to incorporate these trends to better serve innovation, 

creativity, and economic development in the Indian context [2], [3], [4]. 
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8. Policy Debates on Reforming Statutory Rigidity and Exclusions 

8.1 Arguments for Increased Flexibility in Indian IP Regimes 

Advocates for reform argue that increasing statutory flexibility can enhance user rights, promote broader 

access to knowledge, and stimulate innovation by lowering transactional and compliance costs. Flexibility 

can allow for more nuanced application of exceptions, adaptive enforcement mechanisms, and recognition 

of hybrid forms of creativity. 

Furthermore, economic and social justice considerations support reducing barriers for small creators and 

traditionally marginalized communities to participate fully in the IP ecosystem. Such reforms can foster a 

more inclusive and dynamic innovation environment in India [1], [4], [6]. 

8.2 Challenges and Risks in Loosening Exclusions and Rigid Provisions 

Conversely, relaxing rigid exclusions may carry risks such as weakening IP protection, increasing 

ambiguity, and fostering market uncertainty. This may lead to heightened litigation, strategic manipulation 

of the legal system, and potential erosion of investment incentives. 

Balancing these risks against the benefits of flexibility presents significant policy challenges, requiring 

careful calibration of statutory reforms to safeguard both innovation incentives and public interests [1], [2], 

[6]. 

8.3 Stakeholder Engagement and Consultations in Policy Making 

Effective reform depends on comprehensive stakeholder engagement encompassing industry, academia, 

creator communities, and civil society. Participatory governance mechanisms can ensure diverse 

perspectives inform policymaking, enhancing the legitimacy and practicality of reforms. 

India has witnessed various reform attempts involving consultative processes; evaluating these efforts 

offers lessons for future policymaking to achieve balanced statutory flexibility and innovation-friendly 

exclusions [1], [3], [6]. 

9. Case Studies Illustrating Statutory Interplay and Its Impact 

9.1 Landmark Judicial Decisions Reflecting Rigidity and Exclusions 

Certain judicial rulings have crystallized the statutory interplay between copyright and design laws in India, 

addressing complex questions of subject matter, exclusions, and public interest. These decisions highlight 

judiciary’s role in interpreting statutory rigidities and exceptions in light of modern realities. 

Analysis of these cases reveals the judicial balancing of protection and access rights and offers valuable 

insights for future legislative initiatives [1], [3], [6]. 
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9.2 Industry-Specific Examples: Fashion, Software, and Multimedia 

The fashion industry exemplifies statutory rigidity challenges due to frequent functional-aesthetic overlaps, 

often leading to fragmented protection and litigation. Similarly, software and multimedia sectors confront 

interface issues between copyright protection for software code and design protection for graphical user 

interfaces. 

These industry examples demonstrate the economic and strategic significance of statutory interplay and 

underscore the need for clearer, more flexible legal provisions to accommodate sector-specific innovation 

dynamics [1], [4], [6]. 

9.3 Emerging Challenges with Digital and Technological Convergence 

With the convergence of digital technologies and design, new challenges arise in protecting virtual designs, 

digital art forms, and software interfaces. The existing statutory framework exhibits gaps and enforcement 

difficulties in addressing these evolving forms. 

Adapting statutory regimes to incorporate digital realities and ensuring enforcement mechanisms keep pace 

with technology is imperative for fostering innovation and legal certainty in India’s increasingly digitized 

economy [3], [4], [6]. 

10. Conclusion and Recommendations for Future Legal Harmonization 

10.1 Summary of Key Issues in Statutory Rigidity and Exclusions 

The Indian legal regime governing copyright and design protection is characterized by statutory rigidities 

and exclusions that, while aimed at delineating clear boundaries, present challenges in fostering innovation 

and accommodating emerging creative forms. The balance between protecting proprietary interests and 

facilitating public access remains delicate, shaped by inherited legal frameworks and international 

commitments. 

Clear boundaries and adaptable exceptions are critical to ensuring that the statutory regime supports 

creativity, economic development, and cultural dissemination effectively [1], [3], [6]. 

10.2 Policy Recommendations for Balancing Protection and Access 

Reforming the statutory framework with an emphasis on increased flexibility, clarity in exclusions, and 

stakeholder inclusiveness is vital. Amendments should focus on streamlining registration procedures, 

expanding fair use/fair dealing provisions, and better harmonizing copyright and design laws to reflect 

technological convergence. 

Such measures would facilitate innovation, reduce legal uncertainty, and enhance access to knowledge, 

aligning Indian IP law with both developmental priorities and international obligations [1], [2], [6]. 
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10.3 Directions for Future Research and Legislative Developments 

Future research should address empirical gaps in understanding the practical impact of statutory rigidity 

and exclusions on diverse stakeholders. Interdisciplinary approaches integrating legal, economic, and 

technological perspectives can inform evidence-based reforms. 

Anticipating shifts due to digitalization and emerging creative forms will be crucial in designing adaptable 

legislative frameworks, ensuring India’s intellectual property system remains robust and enabling in a 

rapidly changing innovation landscape [1], [3], [4]. 
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