03
3
e
213

X

FERRE (ST U FT7) EARIERS
MAEII BT AL E A N—=T 2 VR

Mary LAFRANCE!
KE o GR)

[FLHIC

Bk ST B PEEE & B GR STV AR W RIE O T I2BE LT, JEHIER
DA SACIIFESFIET B, T b, — )5 OWESI B TIE & (Cxhd
BEE A B 1R 5 720 O BRI — IR 2 il & R 9, o5 3L R 1
BEFIROBFIEZ A SV ZVIEWENORIZBESR LD L
x5, aTra—DELIZBWTL, ZEAEDOSEE, LVRNEZET
b OMHBFRENENZ 5D D, )7, KEEOE~ X, REFS LW
IEWHEEZER L TEZX TS, LR, BaRHlcHdT 57 7 a—Fo
L, AIRARTHELY b, bo Wb O TH D, RO I,

! IGT Professor of Intellectual Property Law, William S. Boyd School of Law, University
of Nevada, Las Vegas. = DifisCid. 201145 8 A 18 H 2> 520 HIZ /) CTHLHEE KFiE
FAFFERHZ I\ TR S 4L72 Conference on Law and Multi-Agential Governance: An
Impact of Law on Market, Competition and/or Innovation \Z33\F 53R Z L2 L T\ 5,
EHT, ZORBELEBMULLEETO/RFEEIH L, TARIERZ BT 2 LITHE
BB, &by, MAEZ Zd%, Branislav Hazucha, Adi Ayal, Antonina Bakardjieva
Engelbrekt, #AF5¥R, /& 7, Matthias Leistner, KAR T-. AN 3C, W)IlEE2 O
A ICITEBOBE LR LIV,

PIITHOTWS IR OfFlE, KEHAICBT 2 KO 2 LT 2,
KEEEICB T DR EFRFOMRIT, 728 ZHEEICIDRFAPAECRNE LTHE
HXRET D, Lo LAREIZBN T, TRIEBS) Offld Sy v 747 LIRS
THWOHN DR EBITH D,
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B ER

SULR R A AL LI E 5 2 b 5, 281 — L RELEO S
WIZBWTEEA T 7 a—F Ot ind v oo atra—0iEkick
WU, RIEBFEOEZE X FORTERY AT L ETHNRWVHEOD, =
FrE—ZRBI IRy T AT DB T LIRS MRL TE T,

RN E > T, REEEDEAZ DT 7o —FIcBWTE, Bk ba
ES (727 %R) PEETHLOICEZZEL, £ LT, TIEUIKEEE
AN TH D EORHmEN TN D, ZHCHHL, 2T a—07
T —F IR ERRT S LICEREBEE AESIZOWTIHE, BeE
DITHPRFICIE ChH D LD OLNILEICRYBEINDLI DL LT
Wb, £ LEMIGRITATH D EROLNL5GG L1E, B2, BeH
DL S TATENC X > CHEHE 27 S OME R T DWW CRERSULIRIF
THAREERHDLETH D, &9 LICBRRITEIN 2 WA, aFrn
—O77a—FiF, MHICBTHITERLEHEED [y Ry AL
(goodwill) | —BHHIfT T SN2 — B RITIHEFE 2ol ST D=
DHEAET — &) BENRHDGEICBWTOHR, ERRFEE 52 5,

aE 0 — R KREBENTNOT 70 —F &I E b O E O
WEELTWAHDOTHLN, 3Err—07 7r—F B0 TiE, L
T, WEHEOHRNRDER S TE T, RIS, KEEICREITS
RIEFHF OB TIE, WEEORIFRIC O W T atrm— 2 EICHER
ST, MHCE T AHEE O [AELWMFER] 7AW H L TR
RSB R A Y T O D 5, ZONOFNIIBW T, RIEHS
D JRFLIRFRIRAS, PR O AR U, FEE MW X 9 7etEf]
ELTHEIHHEE TR LTS, EHO Laddie #9(E, RIEHSO LHi78
HBRAIE 25y m— EORETATH DNy v 747 & OO ERRRM
fRIZ-2& | Hodgkinson & Corby Ltd. v. Wards Mobility Services Ltd. {233\ T
WD X HIZI~RTN B,

[ Z DOAEAT 2 3K T 2 O HURE V) OFEFA &2 AT HB A 72 Z L3
Vo b LE D IAUTRRERBIF OFER & WV O FIRICA L Z L&D
FEAT R LN OM OB TEEZES T2 8 &0, TD LD

2 B PEIRBORSEAFFE Vol. 37(2012)

FERREA Xy v 7 7)) & AR IER4r (LaFrance)

L7220 NER 620 BERH D EIFRICIEEX W, 20X 578
LR EILET AT THA D)

Ry Y TFH T ERIEFSGOALIIE 2, &b IERZ RV Td—Eo
IR IR T 2 FRICBIN TV DN, 29 LEEZEIE, Sy 77 74—
EHNOTMEE D> THRD ZENTE D, P& 9 RliRidsr—U
— NEEDOIARICBNTHHNA TS X IICRZIT b5, 2R b0H
Rehd/y v 7 F 7 EREFGEOT 7 v —F O, KECZE D
fltOHIKIZ N T, OV — B ADEEA B X 2BE NG Lionwe &
2 CNWDLETOFEMENEBEICAN LTI bR WEFTH S,

Ny v JF T EREBRPEOERBZERITIZRSTEEETHLHHDOD,
WEDOX Y v 7T IIRE->TETCND, TEL I —DOELZ IR 2 HBIEIE,
PERZ T HEEE IEINCE AT 572010, Ry v I AT ol&ED L
TORFTETVD, BONES (BU) WIZBW T, ZhboEERIO
FNATEANS T B, BN FEEEIFT (ECT) ik % T2 oI R b
NENNTWD, T7hobbh, ZDLDHERIZEBW T, ECT X% DRM
R Z ISR ThH D RIERS & BT 2 HIETHIR L, sEICH L,
[y v AT | AZDNWT, JEOER S IIMNTBEN iR E & 5 K 5
FH%&IT T D, BU OBESRICH RS w3ty a —oE 2 1280 T,
PAREHER 7o HUT, SLIEFITHR L, BRI Ny v 7 7 O RO EMT
B DB B T D MR T2 O B O & 22 3k L, RS (ke &
OGRS IV TR WG ) (R OHIPA & IR Uit iT 57201258 )
EATHEL TS, LT, 29 Li&Blid, A7k (dilution) 0¥ A /3 —
AT T T 4 v PN B NEMRIRICEE O W T B, £ 9 Liearik
OWANRVGEETH, FEHEET-DIX, Ny v 7 F 7 oaE o4

3 [1994] 1 WLR 1564, [1995] FSR 169.

' Hazel Carty, Character Merchandising and the Limits of Passing Off; 13 Legal Stud. 289,
290 (1993).

% See 15 U.S.C. § 1125 (c); see infira notes 124-27 and accompanying text.

b Seeid. § 1125 (d).
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B ER

JER UigelT 2 & 5 BHFTa@ifd 42 Z Lic LI LIEks L T 5,

9 LI TIE, Ny v 7T ERIESSHIE L DM D% < O
MHEAIL, BRRBICIIH A ED Z IR D THAH I,

I. Ry VT DT S ERMHUGEBRS LRSI E-BR

Ry TA 7 ORAIL, 2F L u—0E 2 2B D EEEHES 2T A
DOFRLNNLET D, TOREIL, 280 —|2B0) 5FEITA ORHNICH
%o Ak, MEOER OB D Z L BNERE OB TH TR, Ny v
FTPNHBRFICE 2 DEBIIES ALY D X hololcdh, Z o
ITHITPREL SR, _@K&ﬁ%@ﬁiﬁﬁaliﬂﬁ%ﬁ“(%jﬁéﬂ\
o TELBEREE) DEfMEIhD—JF, Zhida—m v KRk
1 B ARIEBFEDOBE S E TRIZEM W TR RV, b Ny vy
AT, RO OMEIZEET 2 A EH MM (misappropriation) (2
KD —fRINIIERT 7 2 a TRV B T DY,

BRIy > U T AT O FRICE T 2 RENEFIILU TOERBY T
b2 (LIZUIE T i ZRowgs (classic trinity) | & FEEN D), (1)
7y RUA (BEEEOFBOMEICL > TREgmzAL LD T 2MEE
DHCRIZOW TR AW/ HFETH 5) . (2) AT 2 R FEFR,
() REFROFERL LTY vy RUANNAELZT 5 AHEME, ThsY,
HUA AT I N T, Sy Y A TIE, AN, B Ok &
B U SUTRELS®, B0 7 V3 SNz pgi 2 A S B 72010, B
F ORI A PO — B AT EIC BTN T 5 2 & L D,

" Carty, supra note 4, at 289.

8 Lionel Bently & Brad Sherman, Intellectual Property Law 711 (3d ed. 2008).

? See Erven Warnink BV v. J Townend & Sons (Hull) Ltd., [1979] AC 731, 742 (HL);
Reckitt & Colman Ltd. v. Borden, Inc., [1990] RPC 341; BMW Canada, Inc. v. Nissan
Canada, Inc., [2007] FCJ No. 991, § 30.

4 FNRIAPEIRBUR ST Vol. 37(2012)

FERREA Xy v 7 7)) & AR IER4r (LaFrance)

LAL, Mo =Erm—0ERITB O TR, BRIITE TR THh 53y
ST F T ESREIRTIETIEEL TWD, BRI N Ny v 7F

ZiE, REBFICHET L2 BIEL S 5 L3 TERNL DD, EHOMNDOE
BHZIBWNT, RUFIERERY (ZV =4 T 4 7) OLHBELD
BERBORBEZZ T TV L Lo ICAZITbND,

WEIZBWNT, BRSNSy v 7 F 7 OBESIE, BRI

EICBET A ARER R L TEHA SN DY, £ZTIE, Ny v AT
OBERIT, FEDOEADR M ERET DLV 2L aWMrTnD, ZOR
bz, Ny TF7F BEOHT Y —| Eféﬁuuéf%mﬁ“éa
ERFVEI Lz, HENBRREH Lo VG2 LIzhaicksn T, £
@%m@ﬁr:J—@ﬁmééﬁ?éifmﬁké%éﬁé@fﬁéo%
I, BFEIOWREMEIZZ 2 ThRBMIEL SND, LR L, [E
LENDT Y RUAME, R LRV TVD b0 TIERL, B—0
AZBEL TV LD THR, 7y RUANME, ZOHT Y —ITHED

EEA LTV DRMERGE L TV DR TORAIL (EFIBIZ) JBL T
HDThHD, ZOBXDNRNy 7 F 7%, DEOERNIBNTOLRH D
NWTWBHM, [7 KRB — b (advocaat) '], [+ % /3 (champagne) ],
[+ =V — (sherry)®), TA=zwF A ZX%— (Scotch whisky)'*J, [~V
A A — K (Harris tweed) *], [ A4 2 F = =2 L-— I (Swiss chocolate) '],

0 ZOWERIT A FH THRRD BTV S, See John McKeown, Vodka, Champagne and
Passing Off, http://www.casselsbrock.com/Doc/Vodka Champagne and Passing_Off.

' Erven Warnink BV v. ] Townsend & Sons, (Hull) Ltd., [1979] AC 731, 742 (HL).

12" See Bollinger v. Costa Brava Wine, [1960] RPC 16 (##51L [A/ =y v o -« vy
s3> (Spanish champagne) | D&% A/X—2 VT « UA THNAZ LIZTER

Vo RBRD ZOL ) AT, HEEEZLTENRT T ADY Y i —=a

MG CEESNTZLDOTHD LRI ELNHTHD, L LT).

'3 Vine Prods. Ltd. v. Mackenzie & Co., Ltd., [1969] RPC 1.

" John Walker & Sons v. Douglas McGibbon, 1972 SLT 128.

!5 Argylishire Weavers Ltd. v. A Macaulay Tweeds Ltd., 1965 SLT 21.

16 Chocosuisse Union des Fabricants Suisses de Chocolat v. Cadbury Ltd., [1998] RPC 117,
aff’d, [1999] RPC 826.

A PEIRBORSAFFE Vol. 37(2012) 5



B ER

E VD TZREDORER RO FEHN O TFREMITHEFI L T B, i, v
kA (vodka) DHLEFE 73, TVODOKAT| (7 /L =— LfEHZ28, 3 —n
Y/NEO T TIEY 4 b & L TIRGET HIEME EOEHEZ7- L T\h7w)
ORGEF KT L, FEEOFEREE U CHFF L7727, VODKAT OFElE, U b
HORFEDT T RTHEM SN TWAPRERIEEL L TV b Tl <.,
L7z o T ARy 3 o 7 F 7 DFREHIZ L » TS T& 5561 Ti
Rholo, TRUSH NP D LT, ZORRFBEIZHRICH GO MEIZD
WTAREFRR L TNz & W) BT, JRIR SN2 BER O T CTIERIRHIG 23 7]
RERLD L ENTEDTHS, VODKAT Fh1%, JrEShi- v v 7 F
7 OEFGD, — ISR IR o THA SN2 O TIERWI & 2# 5
NS LTI DFA: & U TRERICE T 2, BT /I KX, 728 %
U M E VoSl RAKRTHSTH, 7y RUANLEAET LDIC+5572
fEM % AT 5, Rix ¥FE (Lord Justice Rix) %, Bt Sh7-ERIZEBW
T, IEIRE NIy v I AT, AT, i (% 2 R0) L RIS
B U7 (7 KR — 1) ST 0 MBI 7 L) & R0 B (v
XUNRURAA AT g al— ) ICEHASNTEZHDOTHY, Zhax v
F MBI D XD e B 5 2 Lk, BT ARE BN Z 0k
JRAIZIER L7z 2 & &7 0 L OBEE R LIZY, Rx HEOEXICLIN
I, Ny AT EBRICIEEZ ERD Z LT, A THDLH Y v Ky
A VDR L\ D FEIR A X T R IEBES & W D SERRLFE 1 0 fE R 7 A
AR ETIEARWY ), M FEOPIZIE, EEIEICB Ty v It

W, T OBEHNR AR TH DR 2 MRS & LTR#ET 2 2 LB HEn.,

R IRETH D R EBF ORI N> TV D &) ey 7 b
EETWAZLIZOWTEAEZRPAL TWAE B WS, Rix HEOMLE
I, 2O LEB&ELIE I LTV D,

PRE STy v o A 71X CKE TR STV R, EoRb Y |

' Diageo North America Inc. v. Intercontinental Brands (IBC) Ltd., [2010] EWCA Civ.
920, [2010] EWHC 17 (30 July 2010).

'8 Diageo, [2010] EWCA Civ. 920, at Y 76.

19 1d.
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FERREA Xy v 7 7)) & AR IER4r (LaFrance)

F U NNEIE TRAAIRS (false advertising) | (ZBE3 2 ZRIEAN & ML TR
0. I T BREOREBOTI GEAE OREGICEIT 2B AHH LD
YA ORI BT 2 BABHIN G 25 i) I LV EE o 2@ A
KL, HIRELORFHEENTD LN TNDL, LrL, 7o nLiEcE
VB REAIRE O FIRIT, BEEE OBAN LT ER Y BB TH B0 TR
FHERRILSE, BT 2 LR DR & 2GR 6N 5, RIZHS
FHOBRSNTND ZENREBTRONGE . REITHEENBIEIGRES L
T & EFEH L 722 R B e,

T, RAAIRE BT 2HEIL, AV TN T EO A=
TUA vk Tvx oy CREOEEEIZ N E AR EFEHE L TV
%) ELTHRDLHIEIZOWTR, ZNWINT TV AETH DL PRSI, X
RS RIRINTZE WV DTRWVIRY (EH S5 b O TIERWY, [,
VODKAT ~— 2722\ T, EDOLFRIEY 22O EF %2 L T100% D
T+ "I THDHERFELEIEDL LD THD ENAEINDDTRWIREY | E
RS UCTIEMIEE A L 5 2 LT e,

L1 OOy v T F T BIRE LI — EAMRGE (false en-
dorsement) & L CHILALTWD — i, KE, BELKCA—AFF U T TH
MENTWD, BHAR Sy Vo 7 A7 1%, B DTS CH TR & il
HT 22T WEED, SRR L TV DR UL — B XD TR
JRETHDH EEC DR & 2B AT T 5, ZHUTx L, ARGEE
W S E ORGE ST — B R ERGE L, KGR L XUEA & O FEH5 R
BRAEBALTND EHEEMEC DML H DL BT LGS DT
B5, KETRD LN TWAB T Y U7 ¢ HEZHET D3 E OIS b
P 6T RETIE, BBRIEOERIL, —HOEAANEOHBERA
IS MERFEE CRAEMICHEA SN D Z L ZBIET D7D HW BN DY, K

2 15U.S.C. § 1125 (a)(1)(B).

I Lipton v. Nature Co., 71 F.3d 464, 474 (2d Cir. 1995).

2 Clorox Co. v. Procter & Gamble Comm. Co., 228 F.3d 24 (1* Cir. 2000); United Indus.
Corp. v. Clorox Co., 140 E.3d 1175, 1182 (8" Cir. 1998).

% Irvine v. Talksport, Ltd., [2002] ESR 60, aff"'d, [2003] ENCA Civ. 423.
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B ER

ENCBW T, BARIED ZEIZ/ T U 7 4 HEOIRE L AEOT T TRk
IG5, Lol BIARIEO FiRIL, AR E GO T RA— 2
TR GRPG AT — 2 ) U 7o IR B A2 B kT H i b v s
135, BAREOBEEORES O 1 S, BHFTS, FE LS5 & oo
BAERIEIZ DWW T OB E ORF L 1T, L) ZEE2FELMTHZ LI
REED B D & S Th 5%, 5 21X IEENZ IV T, Sir Michael Kerr (3,

DRB, JREEWEDOE XA L ZMENOIETREIT S Z & THATh
B ERBELTWAD, 2l s, Millett 1195 (Lord Justice Millett)

1, AR, BRE DR OMBEIZONWTRENEEREZEHOL WD 2 & &R
BRLZZTNE R BN E WS ZE AR LTI | R i 1 BIRTR
SN DTT TR 2 E LTWDS, A—2 87U 7 OHEHIFTIL,

Hogan v. Koala Dundee % O Z AU #i < 27 OFEHNZ BT, Ak [ME
FUCB U722 R R & WA DhvienwE £, ThafikL L5 L8 h%
HRATWDY, LALARAL, T — AP L 2nEAIcB 0y
THBARIEDO BTN T H, &0 RIZHOVWTEH 62 TH D™, &K
. BCHITIE, ARDPPTEETFEB LA TND 2 & 2 BAMRGEC X
DIREOFREIEDOED X Z LT DX I TETWD, FlZIE, 1991
B, BEOBHINL, A B AR L THERT 41—V I a—H
VM=V ¥« X— IV X (Teenage Mutant Ninja Turtles) DA X — %
(ARRIT) MW CHEF L72ATBIC Sy v P A 7 DL E R Tz, ZOH
BHZIBWT, RPN, ¥¥ 727 4 — 27 v XOEFEITIT KT A
AMMEE SND 2 EBNROMYBIF > TND Z Lnb | AEDB, #
HEOT Y ANWTA B AZZTTND O EBET HREERH S, & L

=~ 29
- o

2! Hazel Carty, An Analysis of the Economic Torts 194 (2001).

% Ewing v. Buttercup Margarine, 34 RPC 232, 237 (1917); Carty, supra note 24, at 194.
% Harrods v. Harrodian School, [1996] RPC 697; Carty, supra note 24, at 194.

2T 12 IPR 508 (1988); see infia notes 106-12 and accompanying text.

28

Carty, supra note 24, at 195.
% Mirage Studios v. Counter-Feat Clothing Co., Ltd., [1991] FSR 145.

[oe]

NI PEIRBURSAFFE. Vol. 37(2012)

FERREA Xy v 7 7)) & AR IER4r (LaFrance)

Ry VT ATV JREORE OB T 5 REERRIZ OV T HiE A
BPIEE SN TV D, Bl iE, FEOFHANT, JFEREE N L2 L
TWeWE LT CEMR LY, RSO ICkBan-REThD LML
THEEDIRIE L TV HERIZONWT, Ny U I 7 OB 7127,
ZOFFUNBNT, FOHFTNRLE TH L &V ERE Lo mlzisnT
I IRAIE 2R 0Tz, Lo, BRSO, Y m A —R O M E
TEHARNWZ EEZRRL TN RN STE W A TARETH 72, 29 LR
v AT OEBROEMIL, KETHREERICZ T ARG TN DY, Kk
EHTIE, 29 LNy v 74 7omilix, 7 vA - ~—4 v FEEshOf
AN&EBIET A0V Tn 5%,

MRy v T AT DL 9 1 DOYEEE LT, oo atrn—
OUITNZBNTHRD LI TND DM, Wiy 747 (reverse passing
off, inverse passing off, upside down passing off) |) & L CHISI TV D&
ThbH, ZOMEIT, EN, ARICH L, RO ARSI E ORESh
Th 2D EEMBIZERR L, UTHEE D Z DRGSO MEIZ DWW T, JRE DM
ORI 2 2w M 256 (B 2E, RSOGO GERLY 7
vz v, AR ORa s I B9 2 i E 2 o dE 2 gk pa s i B L Ca I
T558) RO ONLY, EEOHHFIE, ZORETAHERODL L
AR Tl <L KENCER DT R BRI Z O RIET AN A Sh T
WHP, L L b, EERUKERGICBNT, &b R ZOR

% Spalding v. Gamage, [1915] RPC 273 (HL); Carty, supra note 24, at 191.

3l See, e.g., Davidoff & Cie, S.A. v. PLD Int’l Corp., 263 F.3d 1297, 1301-02 (11" Cir.
2001).

¥ See, e.g., Societe des Produits Nestle, S.A. v. Casa Helvetia, Inc., 982 F.2d 633, 644 (1%
Cir. 1992).

3 Carty, supra note 24, at 195-96.

3 Carty, supra note 24, at 196; see Matthew Gloag & Son Ltd. v. Welsh Distilleries Ltd.,
[1998] FSR 718, 724; John Roberts Powers School v. Tessensohn, [1995] FSR 947; Bristol
Conservatories Ltd. v. Conservatories Custom Built Ltd., [1989] RPC 455.

B ORE D% < OFCHIFTN Z OFEF A LTV S8 AFICHRTTT 2 & 2o
= AT, FEBICITHE ARG A L 72> T D, See Mary LaFrance, When You

A PEIRBORSAFFE Vol. 37(2012) 9



B ER

EAT 2 ORNLFES HIVD DIE, i D4 O IR E MM N B FEITIRTE S
TV DA TIER, £ 9 Tl BEAPE OO E & 14 5 A
IRED—FBOBETHDHZLRZV, ZOBEITBNT, JEDZ Yy Ky
ANMFESFIHEN TR, 72 b RO 512 D0V Tl b
SELTRONETHD, BELL, ZOREII/ NNy v 7 A 712134:<
HTIEELRNEDOTH DS, Wity v 747 OM&IE, RERSOE
RICEViTWEBbnd, 2806, BHSATW2OERED 7 v R
ANTERLS (REROEEIIRE LM OMFTE LTSI 523 %
LT | RS O @ O b & AT AIEME E BB THh D,
ZHUE, 2 —OERISEEL TH E VRO TN SR I AR BRI
1 (misappropriation) D FIRIZZELWHEDOTH DY, fthy, HEFITKT
LHWEAT A ZBIET 5 L) 1T, MRy I AT OB, Ny
T F T O B E AL TV D,

OI. FIEFRE (Unfair Competition)

TEEFTEREORFEIZEET 2 /30 A 1050 2 1%, FREC AR IERSIC
ST HREE RO TEY , £ 2 Tlik T3 E IR EOAEREE I
THTRTOFNITA] DREFMTATHD LERESNL TS, [HI10
&0 2 BPHEIZR L TV DME—DITAIL, BPFEOE YR R L ORI %4
CEH D174, BPEOE VR ADEMEET 174, BHEOEGOMN
BIZOWTAREBRLEHITE, THdH, ZhbH 3 DDTAIF, =€
—DIEIRIZRT B8y v T A T OIME L I BREWAT A E G ATV DY,

Wish Upon Dastar: Creative Provenance and the Lanham Act, 23 Cardozo Arts & Ent. L.
Rev. 197, 207-09 (2005).

% Bently and Sherman, supra note 8, at 755.

STOKENZER VTR, ANIE B A O ARNELT A O AT B35 DX, International
News Service v. Associated Press, 248 U.S. 215 (1918) D HFERARIZHE ST, #EL T
IRy h=a2—Z] OBATRESNTND,

% Art. 10bis (1)-(2).

% See Tom Alkin, Should There Be a Tort of ‘Unfair Competition’in English Law?, 3 J.

10 FNBAPEIRBURSAFFE Vol. 37(2012)

FERREA (X v 7 7)) & AR IER4r (LaFrance)

INETOL A ITLAEDRBIEDEBIZIH VT, FRIITAZE A
TNARNWEL DITEE T & ) ICREHSE2 MR LT\ 5, BN &EEH
71 (ECH) 2 L4uE, EC BitEHE4 (EC Trade Marks Directive) THBL S
TWa TL¥E EVITREE EONERIEE ) o3k L 13, [PIEMHES DAL
2RI B L TAIEIITEI T 580%) 4G ETHLahTnan! £
< OfFROFMATRL TR, £, MERRETH L) LitflsnTn
L%, 7e3 ECI L, IR Lk L ORI OMFEENRF O 2358885 L0
REROLEETT % [RAIE] EBET DO TR, FHEHBTIL, 25,
ZREHES OB O TECL 7V ) ThoHE LIS, EEOER%
BT 720 FET H56. RO TG OEESAFICET 5 AAEZRF
W) EHRLLORBRAOEELEE [AALE] THDHELTND,

[TV —=FA4F 47 (freeriding) | DFEIE, FIEFEG 2 HERk L1 5 JEIK
Wit 2 O ERDTOICHNWLRTE TS, RN TG KRR
(WIPO) (X, 7V =47 4 v 7% [HHESZOMOTTESME N,
FOTHEXIFEE LORREE, ZOF ) P FNVORRENLRE LD
ZER LI, BOOE YR A EOHMOTZOICEEMICFIAT 22 TOIT
Xy LEFRLTNDLY

REEEOEIL, REBFOERAE R D A= AL THIEISE TN D,
FKONDOEL TiE, RIEO—EHEO SNEMRZ 8 U CRIESPLE SR
SR Bz, 7T A A XY TROAT )5, hoE % T, &
EBFOERIIFFRONIEZE SN TEBY (A=A NT U7, ~bF—,

Intell. Prop. L. & Prac. 48 (2008).

1" First Council Directive 89/104/EEC (Dec. 21, 1988).

1 Gillette Co. v. L-A Laboratories Oy, [2005] FSR 37, 2005 ECJ EUR-Lex LEXIS 41;
2005 ECR 1-02337 (Mar. 17, 2005).

2 Alkin, supra note 39, at 49.

% Gillette, [2005] FSR at 37.

1 WIPO, Protection Against Unfair Competition 55 (1994) (WIPO Pub. No. 725(E)).

% Anselm Kamperman Sanders, Unfair Competition Law 23 (1997).
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B ER

TrNw—J, T4 TR, KAV BR, VIR TNT . AYL— i
E, AL v, AT 2—=FT U AL R) | HDWITIRE 2 SLIEF O E
DEEIHESNTWDE (BRI ET, 7990, TV T, BFF, an
VET N HY = AFTa S— == =T JONRR AT F) )

7T AT, RIEBFEL, 77 v ARIELB2KRD—RAIEIT 20 IR
ELIZbDTHD, KD 2ODHT AV —OREFFPHED LN TN D,
J 725, (1) concurrence deloyale (ARAEHS) ., KT (2) concurrence
parasitaire (7 UV —7 A7 12 7) Toh b, concurrence deloyale (ANAERFE
4) X RICIRFI O 2B LT 5, Ll BiRERICH D 2 &3
F-C2, concurrence parasitaire (7 U —F A 7 > 7) IZB W TR
DEMES ML SRRV, BI2IX, 77 0 20T, HD5F v
T4 DA, G028 F Y =T LT0 D EEASBECHEHN LT
DHBLERI L3007 T LN—=3 Ry 7 DX ¥ T 4 N—DRGE AR LTz
Uil RAEBF ORI EZRD D, 086, 770 FAR ML— KR
LV ADHPNEC X DIRFEOBELT D 2 L LIC, FHPNEL, RUFIEO
EEICRILL €, S B ARAEILRED TR HREE/F TS &
LD T DY,

7T AOFEBIN R L I, KIRO KEEOIERIO T Tk, RIEH
G0 TR T B I DICTEIRO ERCIR I O B T B & Shuev, 2R,
OO RFEEDOIEITIL, BE ORI D 554704545 (slavish imitation) |
. FRREBIMEEE TR S N D0 E 9 D, IS W B H OIRF %

1 Jd 77 v ATOERIL Art. 1382 of the Civil Code Téh 5, A % U 7 Tl Art. 2598
of the 1942 Civil Code TH %

7 Sanders, supra note 45, at 24-27.

% Judgment of October 20, 1993, Cour d’appel, Versailles, [1994] R.J.D.A., No. 751, dis-
cussed in 1-9 Doing Business in France § 9.04[3].

9" Societe Mars Alimentaire v. Societe Aegean Trade Cy and Istanbul Gida Dis Ticaret As,
Paris 17.5.1993, [1993] PIBD no. 550 111-522; [1993] EIPR D-282. Z DDV Tk
53k & LT AW.J. Kamperman Sanders, Unjust Enrichment, The New Paradigm for
Unfair Competition Law? 15-18 (The Intellectual Property Institute 1996) 23% %,
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FERREA (X v 7 7)) & AR IER4r (LaFrance)

L PE SN D BT RIEFES & U CERE A & 5 2 & TTHE
5%, Bz, FA4YTE, 77y araHFA Ao, ez %
TUDNFFE DM PEIEIC Ko TRES LRV E LTH, RIEBFIEIC K -
TINZERELTCNDY, 29 LEEMoE T R#E S WEdiic o
TARIEFSEZHEHT 5 &0 ) 2 &k, B 12 OfNER 22 B &
BRI RN GREITRARRO 2 2 FEHE09 T) FIF LTS &
WO RRRIZE DN TN D L DL 5%, AL TR, BT e [
AT F v 7] ﬁbﬂ\ F7o TR il ORIL) &2 THEgr
FERIET AT, EEE SNDY, MRV G SERBYE L&k
fﬁ%ﬁtk@%ﬁ@ﬁélé‘fﬂ\ UIE LR 2 £ 50

O ®WEZETIVN—DT VR 3DDEFOHE

EUNTIEL, IErmr—CBITD X0y o 7 F 7 oG E RIE
BAEIZIT D K0 IRFEZ B & O TIUBRIRIERENEE T D, 2D
H51%, HZE D Jacob FF (Lord Justice Jacob) % L T [BERIN D ptEEIL7
h%ﬁLl%iﬁﬁ%@ﬁkﬁéﬁ%K%oTwéj&%ﬂﬁf“éﬁ

LIS D & B0 3ODFRNEIN, Ny v T T HIE L RIER S
ﬁEﬁﬁ@ﬁukWi%kowfﬁﬁﬁﬁ%@%%%&bfwéf%ﬂ
5 (1) B (copycat products) & FfGIAHE  (comparative advertising) |
(2) Edb b (merchandising) . &2 TN (3) ¥ — U — FIAH (keyword advertising)
Th b,

%0 Sanders, supra note 45, at 27, 39, 49; Christopher Heath, The Law of Unfair Competi-
tion in Japan 120-40 (2001) (2 —1 v /X & HARIZET 2 e @B~ 5ot J512o
WTHBRRE LT D).

51 Heath, supra note 50, at 122-23.

2 Id. at 122-23.

% Id. at 123 (citing § 11 of Spain’s Unfair Competition Act 3/1991).

' Id. at 128-29, 136-40.

% 02 Holdings Ltd. v. Hutchison 3G UK Ltd., [2006] EWCA Civ. 1656, [2007] RPC 407,
935 (Jacob, L.J.).
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B ER

A, TEIE & EBIRE
PR IE DR (28 —F v v b)) B ROTERIA S~ A%, Kk
WCBWTES WS NTWE T Fa—F ot & #kEOT 7 an—F o
WE%%%LmLTwé Ry T AT ORIEL, BB DA RV T
CHHEZRRIE S RS DRI H D, FiooNy v 7 T
m%@mmﬁwuowf%\%h#ﬁ%?é%@f&<(Wiﬁ\%&@
HATICOWTHEEZBOE D L) R FIETOHRSED L — R RL 2R
O T/ <) E T B EREEOREFE TR S T D s ORI 22
FEIFHOTRVRY . e Wo o #liil Z Lign,

KENZRBW T, RS IE, fFENSHo Bl o—EH & LT ilifE
EHTHLDEEND, RllEZIT D0 OME— DML, JRENENE
FThHrZE—bDWE, DR EHREEOTRICHAL M REBNE SN
TWARNZE—Thb, FERILE (puffery) | —FrBEOIEOIEL T & 14
PRNT, HHWME ML VER TS LR E TETHZ L — IS5
%wﬁﬁﬁ#fﬁé %< OEEITBWT, MFERGEZ T4 2 LIEEFS
b, 127121 DOEGAICOAAREBEREOEZEN 2N ENREHTH
5%, HFE| E-;“D<H:$xf"”‘ BWTHE, BAEDOZ L EPEEIC L > T
ETDHZENTHFENDLIOTHD, 29 LEEBEXHIX, TOREIZBITSE
R, HOEORGMMMUOTIL LV ENLTWD EFETL2HDTHDH,
FMAENEET A LD THL EEETHIHLOTHLIEMbT, —HL
THHEND, £, FERIZOWTOREDRRDBIRWIRD IZBWT, i
FHEORLEN D2 BSELTED T2 L birad, A—R—=FR v

% Deere & Co. v. MTD Products, 41 F.3d 39 (2d Cir. 1994) [, % 5 < ZD—LIT
BT 260N RERTH D, T OFEMIT, i OIRENIRE OREOHE T 25
(running deer) #[2HTREL LT GEFEORMIIEZ MRV O M F A & LTz)
HLOTh DM, B SKEKEGREHFTE, A (XA ) 2—var) OFREHR
Do, HHFOHIWIE, —BARRERSFR Ny P T FTOBERENS LD b
AV 2= a rOEIIZHESS SO Th o7z, ZOFHMFTOUWHIH LK % i
G72bDTHY | RENZBT DS A ) a—va vy OREEEZRTHOT
EL/
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DBEPICTESNIZT L EIRFIZB W T, 2—F (Coke) &7 (Pepsi)
27— Miller) &7 > /"A ¥ —7 > =2 (Anheuser-Busch) (X, LIZLIE
& g ORE (BRI aE o) 2% L, BHMEwsh
TWARE 27— T LERBICRBW T, Ty vara—2%
~A a7 FORE (RO EDRELEE) iR, mHiRX, I
NTOELRWEDERT LA Z A LT,

Bl (2 —F% % v b)) BRI, ZRENUENE (BFariE. B1EHE,
FL—=RRLVA, FL—=Ry—7 Ly ) #ZELRVEDY | KETIEHF
BEIND, bDHEEN, ﬁ%77/%®¥ &R OThéﬁHMMﬁﬁ
PARELRVWRIEZGE LSRR T, TOHR47 7 v REpEEI
> THE L, %@77/%1:[:@4@1)1:1:“53?)5 EIRETHZ & E$éﬂ/b50
g, BlziE, Y=V v 7 XE TN A7 Z 2 R (house brand) |
DEFRMICEBNT, TOEEDNT T v RERERGE L T D EHHE DR

e R LA G ATHDHE, Tk, 20X ETho L L
TIRETDZEIFFEND, ZOBEZFIFT Tat—Fx v b FKIZON
THREBRCHEA SIS, LER->T, abt =%y v NEKERFT IHHE
2. Z DJRE AT DOPRFARHEL R 7 ~ BN T, B ORI R TH D
HHRFRERFETHZ EIIBEROTHD, L, HIRINEETT O HE
RN, BEAERFICHT DIEOBRIZH DNy v I A7 ORI L - T
FIRSND, T80, A4RBEEFOMEEL, WHEEZ L Tar—%
¥y MURMOHT AR I T2 L) RFETHNTTRLR, b LEA
7o T v r)F /=75 47 (Chanel No.5) | DRFHEMN, ﬂlf_“*\"("y
FERDR MVITRVIZENS & ) RERTHOWONIZEE . ZHUTHE
%ﬁgﬁ%bf\ﬁﬁéht@%&ﬁ%@v%%»T/A~7747ﬁﬁ
E@E%%#B%%énfwétﬂﬁéﬁé’&ﬁ%@%é 4}
L728BA81iE, Wy o v A 7SS T o b ke D,

REEEDIERIEEZ I TR, el RS2 L TR SRR @ OB I 2
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B ER

LITEY | BICERIEES N TWEYT, fIxIE, R4V, i
[REWIZ, 2TOREOKRILEIX, xRN EELEEDTLOT
HoTh, REFFICEYT DL E LT, BB AEL, hEo
TS SN IR L TERSRN, EWVWHZETHD—] LDOIEIC
SN TND®, 77 RITBWTIE, FRICA LIRS X, Fas,
LA ONREM RIS DN T, B OB ENC, SEREATREZRHIPA TF
ﬁ%’mﬁénrwéﬁA’@U FEINDY, Tihbb, HEDIRE

VIEEZEFETHSIE LTH, ERAREICKT D EBIN BB AN
Z.HOWVEINER FTHLOTH AT, REBSDO EEEZZT
HTEBRHVHFEDLY,

LINLZRR S i EU O b Ly i, B HARIZA2 > TE TV DY,
ZO R LY RiE, 19974 O LEG IR 584 (Comparative Advertising Directive,
CAD) (CBWCIREMNCE Lz, Zoaid, MBEICx L, RE DSt
DO FTHBIAEZTFTHEIIMETWVDEE, ZOEMEOKE S, #F
i ATV — B X OB RCHATICE T 2B E OIRRI 2B < L v ) L vk
WHAIZAT BT Y | 2RI Ny 2 0 74 7 OERIE & BI85
FT59, Lol fhodkMix, EROWHBORRFZY LT 25 &5 BE
I T2 b O T REBPIEOMES A Kk LT\ 5, FFET &1
CAD %5 4 R T O THIBRIAEZHFR L TNWDH I ETh D,

5 See 2-31 The Law of Advertising § 31.04 (2011).

02 Holdings Ltd. v. Hutchison 3G UK Ltd., [2006] EWCA Civ. 1656, [2007] RPC 407,
941 (Jacob, L.J.).

% Consumer Code Art. L. 121-8.

0 Judgment of March 23, 1999, Cass. Com. No. 96-22.334; Judgment of May 31, 1996,
TGI Paris, Europe 1 Telecompagnie v. NR, discussed in 1-9 Doing Business in France
§ 9.04[4] (2010).

1 2-31 The Law of Advertising § 31.04 (2011).

% Directive 97/55/EC (amending Directive 84/450/EEC). 19974Ff5 47 1%. 2006412
2006/114/EC (LL'F CAD &5 9) 12 LB A7z, AL TR~ BURHIZET 5
FEDIF20064FRDOFET T HIREN TN D,

% CAD, Art. 4 (a), (h).
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FERREA (X v 7 7)) & AR IER4r (LaFrance)

(¢) RV —ERD 1 DXIIZFNL Lo EE T BHEMENH Y |
FEFRE T, HORBNRMEE 2 EBINICHEKET 2 b0 THDH =
Ly

(d) BEPHEOMEIE, s, oMo ~—2 fEfh, h—Ee xR,
IEB IS LoFEEF LI TN E T oo TN L

() S OFEHE, P XIEZ Dok~ — 7 THEa o
FFRPAT LS REICHZED LD TRNI L L&U]
(g) MM UIV—E A, i ST D SR B 2 A L 72 it
TV — B ROBEECERE L L TR REND O TRV
Lo

BolE ¢, EEIE, ARSI OWTCKRE EAROT 7 r—F % L 5T
Wie, bbb, ) LIz nsa AN s 2 eET 2oL LT
LTz, 5 L7777 a—FId, L'Oreal SA v. Bellure NV OfijE T &
LTV, ZOFMFICHET H5maE, 28 —F% v v MEKOBEE R,
EOWERNEL R FRKIZHET 28 TH 2032 HBEF ICHAT 2D
T2DOEEE Y A MZBWT, OISR Th 5 E4 2 FKROLFE L5
ZEWTELINENI 2L Thole, A 7T R0 = — /L XPEGREEIT
EC OpaIEHES (Z 05T, ﬁﬁ%#ﬁbli%@ﬁA%hmbng

W Z2D ) BT 5IAFR R RE A RO TN D) & CAD & DfH
DI 72 BRI BT B oM D BRI OV, BN FREEHIFT (ECT)
AFFE LS, Em HEEORRNA LD A[REMEIT Wz, Ny v
JATIERAL LA & L7,

ECT 1%, WEYAE BT 2R OO L, 72 & 2 WEF 4738

o Id. Art. 4 (c), (d), (), (g).

% L’Oreal SA v. Bellure NV, [2007] EWCA Civ. 968, 164 (Oct. 10, 2007).

© HEFIZEN TRV, WERFIZLZYOa E—fEihs, 4 ) Vv R CRE
EATDLITRAR V., HEF T2 - e - & LTRER L, hbl b
DY LITHE Z TR, |
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B ER

T 25O TIERL, HRAZA U SELAHEMEN VW E LTH, TOKR
B L, BPE OEIEIZOWT [IRIEARF] 255 b0 THLI0 D, Ak
DFEIET TR T 28, HH) OBATh > THIFE Ry
L U725, FHIFTIE, BU BEREEOE 2 1, BN FR 2 T ORERE & (R#
THLOTHD LR LT —Z ORE &1, HFTERsHEE X O &L o &
PRAERET T T, Tala=r—vary, BESLREL L To) g
%G iess,

Z D ECT OHIWTIE, SEENT BT ERNITSZ T 1 B iL7eh - 7=, Jacob
|F (Lord Justice Jacob) 1. ECJ DYIWHIAIERBSITAZILEL, £
TR OSSO BMEIRE L, WERENBFE MOV TOEREZ T E
LHER BB D bOTH D EFELEY, FICHEHFIL, ECI OB 271X
SR Tl H Ll L7127, RRZ, B0 TBEFEICxT D eE %
L BKED X 5 e E T, FIICAN L2 RS 2 ET 5 720 IS iaiE &
WD Z T ERuRICAERME A TSN DHRT 2 L0 2 Lid
R LT, B, ECI A IRIEZR ) FIZEL Lixfantns 2t %
B2, BHPTOHE O &2k AT D S IR 8 X s
N g L AP

MR, AREFIZBWT, ECI B 0WbY b TAKIZER] 75280
BRSOV TR Uo7z Z L 25U o, 2 9 Lkl
W R KRB (1727280 ) LORBIALELZI THD) 1E,
HOWMBITAIZOWTHARKEEEALTNAELDOTHEMN, £ L
TERBUIBBIFICH L, METHZENTE, METHIENTER

5 L’Oreal SA v. Bellure NV, C-487/07 (June 18, 2009), 99 73-74, 79.

5 [d, at 9 58.

8 L’Oreal SA v. Bellure NV, [2010] EWCA Civ. 535, [2010] RPC 23 (May 21, 2010)
9 7-15.

" Id at§ 16-19.

" 1d. at 9 20.
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WNZ DWW TR HER Z2 7R L TR W ) i CRIER & 5, 17

BT, B, ECI 23, TS sBERE & IZH DN R D= T2 3
a=lr—ya v, BEUTIEE ] HREIC OV T, RICK D R#ETRETH
5 EDRMFAE R LIZZ L2 DWW TR A 2 LTe, Jacob HITFH X, ZhbHod
FEBEIRAEICBE T 2 Ik ORI RS 7= B2 e L, TR CAETH
L1 E LT, BT E, A EESIZR T, AENRE R 2 41
i L FRRICHR D RETH D & Lz ECI ORI FIIE [y & A BLAARILAS 72
Wb LY,

ECI OWriL, ~ v 7 A« 7 F 7 WHEFT OB L 0 ME o fth] %
ZF . TORFEEL 177 0 AOFRHAPNTEIRICHEN 2N TH S 5 23,
WEOFHEIZ & > TUTHH LEWNETH S & LT, BHPNC LD HE
FEOREN SR ~OHENOWTHEHILZY, D~y 7 A~ T T
FEITORFFEE 1L, CAD 25 4 & (g) DBELLZ FiR L72™, Jacob H|FEAMEHH L
7oLV ECI DIEER RIIM O HHE CH REERCE L < HEHIE T s ™,

B. #fiE# (Merchandising Rights)

EFEEOPEMBICBET DR O 2 HTIC BV T REFHFOJAWER & )
2 1d at§ 17.
™ 1d. at 99 29-30.
™ Id. at 4 39.

™ Annette Kur, Lionel A.F. Bently, Ansgar Ohly, Sweet Smells and a Sour Taste — The
ECJ’s L’Oreal Decision, Max Planck Institute for Intellectual Property, Competition & Tax
Law Research Paper No. 09-12, University of Cambridge Faculty of Law Research Paper
No. 10/01 (Aug. 17, 2009).

" Annette Kur, The Future of the Advertising Function (Max Planck Institute Mar. 23,
2011).

" See, e.g., Darren Meale & Joel Smith, Enforcing a Trade Mark When Nobody’s Con-
Sfused: Where the Law Stands after L’Oreal and Intel, 5 Journal of Intellectual Property Law
& Practice 96, 103 (2010); Dev Gangjee & Robert Burrell, Because You're Worth It:
L’Oreal and the Prohibition on Free Riding, 73 (2) Modern Law Review 282 (2010).
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B ER

U TETOWRNT T a—F O, EUOBRRBRATFET S, L
L. oD asro—0ERIZEWT, Ry F7ofaiE. kY
ARIEBARICT W2 ISR LTV 5D,

—EHIZ S > T, FEd b (merchandising) OHEZIZHBWTIX, PEMLOH
afEdT 5 X0 WEEPEEICEEZNTLZ 2RI 2
LICRFICESARD D, FEEICB WL, HOIRE 27 —RiEEEL, ZD
TEAAAIZ LTV DM S RO Tz e L LidfTbh s
—BIZE Ty V7 =7 — U OEEZT NN TH 5, b,
ek S NIRRT TSR STV N < OFERICREE L C iR &S ts
DBl IE, MESCT VERM, BT AT —ADX A MBI TH D,
FoMICE, EENRT, ZREAN, TOMOELANOHBRLALRINH Y, B
ZEDO NP DOLFTRHBOYE LB D, HONOHHNTB T, BFFED
FASLICB W CEEEOH 2 (BIZIE, I vF—~T 2D L ) RPE%ED
Xy 77X —0OmERAWEEGE) BRI ERHY, 2O X )Y
FICBWTL, B L MO R E 72055, LrL, 22T
I, L ORGEIZ X D AR L DM GBS UGS L TVRn
HO) ORI L TOR, BEREHBTHILLETH,

EUICBIT A KEEOT 70 —F O F T, pafE, B4 NPRZED AW
DL FTNIHE G OB OFERIL, 728 2 MEE N LYEFEHRICT A A
RFOMODESSTFT R H D EE LD LITRVELTH, HflREE LTE

BT DZENARTHD ZENRE, RERLARIERFED FIZBWL L,

2O LETREREEORAERELNOHHIC TV —F4 FT2b07E
MHThD, 77 ACBNTIE, T2 & MY FEMICHE BEE L2
L LThH, Lo MbIE (%4174 (agissements parasitaires) | D{EBE
DT TUIELENDS, RAVICBW T, B SR E L BE ST
RWEEOWT L, D MEBI M E A3 255101, ZORRH

™ Patrick Martowicz, France, in Heijo Ruisenaars, Character Merchandising in Europe
121 (2003).
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FERREA (X v 7 7)) & AR IER4r (LaFrance)

EVERT 21T 20 bIRES DY, EFFEOR NI 2 B HFE 1.
F—=A P TICBWCHHIBA Th 5, HEEY Yy h—7 T 7 DT T LA
BT TR LI O ST ERIZB T, A— A MY 7 O i
WL, 777 DA A=V LA TFEMCHER LI Z L1220, gk
BEOFEMLEAD & Lic, TORE, REHEITE, Y%7 L AR HES
2L > THAMTHAERIL, = TV ANRT 77 OEEE2E£DTHOR
MNHTHY, £ LT, TOEEDERIT. 777 D% L3Ik HH5E
ThnZ eamif LY, Em#dd, BEHRICRVELLT— X2
Wb, [AREDSE S/ HH/EROHGE — B L CEM LT A

LU, WL E N T AT A RE ORI 7 R# & 5 2 T D KEEIED
E oW Th, BISAREET D, 20104, R A 7 008 H i 5 3 4 fr
(Bundesgerichtshof) 1%, #5723, 277U Ao AL (Opel) ®oma = Bk
FtECH D) A LA~V - T AT O ) E 2 JEhdE RS L7506
IZBWT, TREZRFIZ] OB UTIRFI O ATHEMEO NI 20T H 3R
DHNRNE LY, Tbh | dIEEHEHEITL, R 20Tt
RN LT Y I BEEO TGN FE L2 L2 BE L, 72L& 24~ ULh
HEhH L BLEIC OV THEPAIEZ A LT D & LTH, KA Y oEix,
WHIETE L, UL - T A T OEMIRENE 3 5 2D —
BRI E 2R ERERT D SRR e, L L, D I —a v RoYIfIEE
Wi, @GR o) AEICET 2 R, [Higo ] JE 258 AN
7oA, MO REEOERIZE O T, [ UHEBRICE O THIORKH
DTFENGDZ EaERHL TN D%,

™ Christian Schertz & Susanne Bergmann, Germany, in Ruisenaars, supra note 78, at
136-37.

% Reinhard Schanda, Austria, in Ruisenaars, supra note 78, at 23 (discussing OGH
17.9.1996 — Football Association — OB1 1997, 83).

81 Id. at 23-24 (collecting cases).

82 Adam Opel AG v. Autec AG, Case 48/05, 2007 ECJ EUR-Lex LEXIS 1972; 2007 ECR
1-01017 (Jan. 25, 2007); Opel-Blitz II, Case 1 ZR 88/08, Bundesgerichtshof (Jan. 14, 2010).
8 Birgit Clark, Bundesgerichtshof decides in the Opel/Autec car case, 5 J. Intell. Prop. L.
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EONDORIEEROE £ BT, R O b O e 2 TITRIE
BAEE KT HOTIE AR, RERL, B %%%‘Fﬁ@wt#*%{fﬁﬁi
FoRInizh, Xixeh o H Y —I—=27 (secondary meaning) O E{f

PRENTZD T D06 TH LY, EEMMERERS (AIPPD (X, Zh
b OEMEOF Y < 72, Zib OE 2T L, AIEFSHEO BT
ZPERT D £ O BB E T TN DY,

BEF DNy v T AT OIEBRIZBWD T, BRI, 2R 3T —
EADMFT & A D T2l ’ﬁﬁb\%hﬁ:@f‘iﬁb\ﬁﬁ@ REINZZLICRD
720, 19TOERICE T A — O HIBIEIL, MEEFE O IR, 23 b
A ROLT LR LICHBE LI ST 25620 T, Ry v r7F7
WCHEHRNE WS ZE A LIz, T78bb, RNy v 74 7iE B
WA LU E RIS L o TREEBFEA 2 ST D &2 23 HEH]
T A TRV AL LS, KEE TR RETIEIAT U VT
S OWEFNFERD STV, ZFRsc, EEOHEHFN, %Z.)\ODZ.%G
oM 18 O IEFFE D FEERIF N OV T, IR EOMERITTH 2 — I3
’Ci’d%f 7= & AN THEAIRFE (false endorsement) | D —FR Td 5 H»
DEINCHESTEHELZELTH, L TInEZEORW, B, 7T—
TFN Ty MRV T TOLEFRE T VAL, A RTNy UL
LTKRIRIZAWS Nz & LTHREFE RV, BHFTIL, WERENREHLO
FLEIZOWTT —t P ARELEZAI O LR THZ L3R sz
TWAY, [FEEOHIH T, FHINL—T DT 3 (Abba) (X, HHDA A—
UNT xR ZEOMOBEIfEDN D Z L &I T 52 LN TE e

& Prac. 213-214 (2010).

8 Ruijsenaars, supra note 78, at 8.

% Id. at9.

8 Taverner Rutledge v. Trexpalm, [1977] RPC 275; Lyngstad v. Anabas, [1977] FSR 62;
Wombles Ltd. v. Sombles Skips Ltd., [1977] RPC 99.

87 Arsenal Football Club v. Reed, [2000] RPC 46; see also BBC Worldwide v. Pally Screen
Printing, [1998] FSR 665, 674 (T > % |27 L ¥ E'—X (Teletubbies) DA A —T %
FLE LT, WEREITHFTORFRMIEL D 2 &30 LF8E).
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5728, FIo AL AIT—/)L X (the Spice Girls) &, BN LT-HOHE
BE74—F v —LIAT v h—%8E LT a2y v A TR
ITEVTERMSIY, L, HIFELTRL—V U T H—DRT AN
—lX, DT VAR, FOIREIC L\T%O)I\74’/\—0)séj1%%:ﬂﬂb\
WnEDTZ VHREZFEFLTND ERFIOR LTEGAICBNT, Ny vy
FTDEALEM D Z LI LT D ﬁ#%i\ﬁ%%#\%®h74
IN=PHFHERE L TWDH EEBIEFE LA THAD & LT, Ny v
VI F T O—HETH LHRBIRAEOHER A AN O TH LY, ZnbDs—
APRT LT, BARREE THe 2 ) 3 LoRIA & OB OS] = 138
Ly, Lol dERED1999FED 7 — BT, FEEEHPTL, FAAD
ﬁ@@ﬁmm%_ﬁﬁézﬁ_owfﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁfmé%

—AIICE o T, REOHHBIITE, R2EDX ¥ T 7 X — O bEE R
DL DITNy v AT OEREILRT 2 2 LIZHmINTH 5%, FL
ANDOAFTRHBENND Z LT HOBEORIECH N BELH A9

8 Lyngstad v. Anabas Prods., Ltd., [1977] RPC 275.

% See Halliwell v. Panini (Lightman, J.) ( June 6, 1997) (unreported); BBC Worldwide Ltd.
v. Pally Screen Printing, [1998] FSR 665 (5% A7 v 1 —IZ [EFFHE) & EL L
ST Z LR TR EZT L TH D EOBRORELRRE LI Z LIiE b0
L),

 Irvine v. Talksport, Ltd., [2002] FSR 60, aff’d, [2003] EWCA Civ. 423; see M. Lear-
mouth, Eddie, Are You OK? Product Endorsement and Passing Off, [2002] IPQ 306.

91 Elvis Presley Enters., Inc. v. Sid Shaw Elvisly Yours, [1999] RPC 567, 597-98. &#ED
#PIFTIE, Lau Tak Andy v. Hang Seng Bank Ltd., [2000] 1 HKC 280 |23\ THEI DOV
=MD TWD, ZOF—ATHE, 2LV M= R ECELADA A=V EH
WD ZEIZDOWTOEIEDPRD b ole, TOMHMBE LT, ZOHEE. Y
BEANPNEDN— REXFLXIITA B AL TNDZ EHFRARICI R LD
LIZRBRNPLTHLESNTNS

2 EZLDRFIT Ry T AT ORI EGRE LIZb DL LT TR %: McCul-
loch v. May [1948] 65 RPC 58 (radio character); Conan Doyle v. London Mystery Maga-
zine, Ltd. [1949] 66 RPC 312 (Sherlock Holmes); Wombles v. Womble Skip [1977] RPC
99 (Wombles of Wimbledon); Lygnstad v. Anabas, [1977] FSR 62 (ABBA group); BBC
Worldwide v. Pally Screen Printing, [1998] FSR 665 (Teletubbies).
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B ER

D, S LciEimit, REOX ¥ 7 7 4 —OARIREGBPHW b5 E
i3, KL 2D, RERG, £ Licx v 77 2 —I3REDOFET
BV, RETHLINHIZ, Wi AT ERBIC TRGE] 35 2 LA e
Zinb Th L%, RV REORHINL, S LPER [HEoiEsi o
Gil AL TWRWE LT, %7727 Z—0pimfblZ B4 5 MR Rk AR
ML T&Y, LVERLIZZRY . REOHMFTIEL HEBoIT®hod) ol
HlZFEDTETND, LovL, #s, Bl XN 1A Z2pEsh
ThdERFRTLREDTETHY T 7 4 —FIHZ O THHEELZIT T
WD Z & BB ER LRWIRY | BT 2 B AR ER RO Tk &8
TW5%, L, 29 LelEL B ba RE2525 5, 199140 Mirage
Studios v. Counter-Feat Clothing Co., Ltd. \Z3\ T, SEE AL, 74—
TAY I a—H U b=V - X— VX (the Teenage Mutant Ninja
Turtles) % KRIZMWEFFFE THWZIEEIZ, Ny U 7 AT BRNLT 5 &
Wi L7z, BHEIPTIE, AROKEZIE, ¥ v T 7 X —pasOEFEIC T
W7 AV ABBBFIET 2 2 L2 L TR0, Zhiic, 7= & 2 YiF
Fx 774 —OHEMEBENREETT A AEREIT> Cigholod L
Th, HEREMIT A E L AEZTTOD O L ARME UL ARetEN H
L. & L% HBRFRICB W TR, v 77 ¥ —2HprEs s LTHNY
TV Zle Frv I 72 —mHRIRRBOEME L THND Z oK)
DNFETH L Z EDREMINTWDY, ZHUIRIL O BAALRE & 4 N D

OB 5% ORI L OMORBINEETHD Z L LRETH D™,

9 See Carty, supra note 4, at 291.

9 See id. at 294-95 (collecting cases).

% Elvis Presley Trade Marks, [1997] RPC 543, 558 (Laddie, J.); Wilkie v. McCulloch,
[1823]2 S. 413; Arsenal FC plc v. Reed, [2001] RPC 922 (Laddie, J.) (#¢75 132 o pE 5 A3
T =BT NDET 4N Ty R TRV EEW LN L TNZDT, Ry vy
A 7 13N L 72V 5 see Hector MacQueen, Charlotte Waelde, Graeme Laurie, Contem-
porary Intellectual Property: Law and Policy 779 (2011).

% Mirage Studios v. Counter-Feat Clothing Co., Ltd., [1991] FSR 145.

9 Carty, supra note 4, at 293.

% EENT, EU PS5 O 5 42 (2) 25T 572012, B UMD RGE 2 KT 721
MER B7RNES 9 LI STV, 55 & (@)1, MEER, —E0BREIC,
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KENZBWTCHEHLTWD, 20 URIARASR Yy T FT7DEZHIE,
P OB AT AN T, 72 & 2 THEE DS O EEE o T e
M (UTEAN) ThDEEUDHAEEEN RN E LTH, BBRAED

MO T CIEMR EOTRELT LI LN, ~RIICHRETHDL LT H, 29
Lol bRy Vo 7 7 O B 7o DX, KRNI O M
ICBWTRHEDOE RO EEZH WD 2T RTEDLELE
5 5 RE X PEFRECHIFT Cdo 5o FBIFTIL, WEED, BEA L7243 s
ARIWZRFENS T A BV AZZITTOAENE I DRIINTRNTHA D
ZLERDBRPOL G HBEEDLFEMEAMIEITA B RAEZIT TS LB
BLDTHAH &Lz, BHFD (727280 (free riding) | 122V TEK
L7cZ &id, Ry v A 7ICBT DIROVBED, REBFOMSOHE
B ZITTCND I L BRIBT D,

s NEFZRFON T — L WBEEMEH L1413, RFELEEERS
DNDE D IR EA LI DO LOTHD, T LT, £H L
T813, R¥ET v bR— L F — L~DLEROF — 1 & OFRIEZ R L
TTWEBATND 7 7 VIZBWTTRAZEL S, 2524, £
ORI TZ72F 0 L CHRE G2 b DL E 25, HEEOHOH T,
Ty vy & REEOMICEEAMNT 2 S8, T 200 EEICHREZ5 X
IETHZ LWL, TRVWE I ORWEKIFOA—F ] BIFEEL, 1RF
DA REMEZIRRE T 5.1

L ZIFFLOERB THo CTHRINTEEOHEM L 2N TELEL
TW5, ZOEME, (1) HEESHSFHIEZ A LT 2 e RO (©2) Hi#%
RO [RIERFIZ/RL DO TH Y . XIFRGHEOA R A OYEE IR E &
5.2%] bOTHHZ L, Thb, Carty, supra note 4, at 292. LZLARB L, 20D
XEF, MBEEICZ S LEROWORBEEADE LD TERL, £ 5 LIZRWETE
T2LENHILOTHY, Fio, BESNTERICOLBHIND &V RITERT
RETHD,

% Louisiana State Univ. v. Smack Apparel, 550 F.3d 465, 484-85 (5" Cir. 2008). Z D F\»
B Ui, FEHTICRS W TRE > Tl S e B L AR TH 5, ZOREH LI,
Boston Professional Hockey Ass'n v. Dallas Cap & Emblem Mfg., 510 F.2d 1004 (5th Cir.
1975) TH 5D, ZOFIZBWTEHAFTIL, /Sy FICHE ORFEIE LA L TIRIET 5
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Lo L7ad B, HFERHFTOMIZB VT, SO0 OMIROMENE T
T3, L OFEHFNICENTIZ, 2 bOFHFITBW T, RIFOTHENE
EHEE LTV BRI, BIOEHFTICRB W T, MAE DY SEEL 2 D
BT — LD ERDT NNy DL LTCRETHTHA HGAITIEL,
FBEIZIERLRNE LTS, EOOHEHFTTIE, RO THREN
OGS EFET L, &5 WIE T LR R4 OIRRF O ATEEED 220
TLEERELT, RO HAZE N TN

F—Z RF U TR, Sy T AT DRI & iRk AR O W

T EIE T E MRy FAMBOERICBA SR TS O TR &b, B
RELD E Uiz, #HFTZ, Ny FH ﬁiﬁ)fgr;nﬁ:fx@?% 0. Ko TH&EEMNA
v FOMFTIZOWTRFEIT 208 5 20% TR Thd e Lic, [F—Aalchk
FTOMERT LT LV AOBGEAFTREL T 5 b D Th DI AITHBN T, HEH DRI
ET o7 L AAEROREETCIZ DWW TAEL D b O TRITIIER S 220 & O
15IM372W0, | Smack Apparel, 510 F.2d at 1012. Accord, Boston Athletic Ass’n v. Sullivan,
867 F.2d 22 (1st Cir. 1989).

10" Smack Apparel, 550 F.3d at 484-85; Boston Athletic Ass'n v. Sullivan, 867 F.2d 22 (st
Cir. 1989); University of Georgia Athletic Ass'n v. Laite, 756 F.2d 1535 (11th Cir. 1985);
Boston Professional Hockey Ass'n v. Dallas Cap & Emblem Mfg., 510 F.2d 1004 (5th Cir.
1975).

101 See, e.g., International Organization of Job's Daughters v. Lindenburg and Co., 633 F.2d

912, 917-19 (9th Cir. 1980); University of Pittsburgh v. Champion Prods., Inc., 566 F. Supp.

711, 720-21 (C.D. Pa. 1983). 55 9 X&[E X PEFREHIFTIX. 4 W), Job’s Daughters D53 HT
TFE& VT, Fleischer Studios, Inc. v. A.V.E.L.A., Inc., 636 F.3d 1115 (9" Cir. 2011)
BIF5 Betty Boop” D¥ v 7 7 X —%& W= p i bHER T D iR A4 1RIT T, L
ML, BRICEHBZHS NI L2WEE Z OSSO EREZ A LTV 5, Fleischer
Studios, Inc. v. A.V.EL.A., Inc., 2011 U.S. App. LEXIS 17220 (Aug. 19, 2011). Fleischer
Studios |23 T HMEISNIZERIZ N7V v 7 RAL VIR T DX YT 7 #—DA
A=V ORI E THEEOREZ FIE T 2 &3, EEHERERIIC X AR O R
ExRERET D Z LI DTHAD EVVH T LI ONTHEE LTz, Fleischer
Studios, 636 F.3d at 1124.
192 Board of Governors of Univ. of North Carolina v. Helpingstine, 714 F. Supp. 167, 173
(M.D.N.C. 1989); University of Pittsburgh v. Champion Prods., Inc., 566 F. Supp. 711,
719-20 (C.D. Pa. 1983).
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EEHT D 0RIERD TR, HEFFEOR M EIZ DWW TR, %500
B B HBNENFAET D, £D 5 HOZOHOFEFNTIBNTIE, BHIPTIE
KEHEOT 7T —FITENFIEEZRN LTS, Thbb, ZAbnsr—
AT, 72 & 2 BB DES EPE L OMICEE EOBIRD BZIFET D &
BLDHZENRNELTYH, WERENWE ORI & EEORAH & OMIC
il & DO BAERH T 2§ 25512013, HRIE BRI EEZ RO L Z e N TE
HELTWNDIS,

Lin L7 b, HERENREHT L& BT oEIZ >N T, A=A K
?U?@ﬁﬂ%%ﬁaﬁ®~ﬁ@*tﬁ%ﬂ&wcwm&m%#f%é
Henderson v. Radio Corp. Pty. Ltd"" |28\ C, =a—% 7 AT = — /L X E
FHPNL, La— Ry 7y M2 ADF U —DA XA — V& W3 CTH
W Z EIZONWTIE, HERENRZ Y —TebB L a—F 4 V71O Tk
WL, MFZhE2ZRF LI EZTWMB Z 2 d N, RNy It 7 b
B & LT, LinL, ZOFETEHAPIIEICS 5 — D 7l 2 LT,
Tihbb, XU —0FRHRREICRA SN LizDoThHD, 20 [R
B OB 1% ﬂélfmb&b%ﬂfb\é/\7 VT 4 MY T 58
DTHY, WICAREFHRFHEICB TS RYFE S 70 —F147 1~

7| OFEEE & éﬁé%@f“&;é LHL, ZHhE 0 #BOEHNTEN

T, BEFEDOX X T 7 X — DA A—USCMB OF 4 7o — 2 & WFF# T
B LB AICBW T, WEEEZ LTI B U ARENMAET D L illE
SHDLAHEMERH D E V) K0 HRWEBRIEORENSHV LTV D%,

19 See Hogan v. Koala Dundee, 12 IPR 508 (1988) (Wi [ v =t & A L& 5 (—
(Crocodile Dundee) | TA—/ L « &x—%H > (Paul Hogan) WNE U7-F v 7 7 ¥ —|Z
PECBIR L TV a7 A 7 L& B L7 ERNZEM (FL— K R L) IZOW TR AR
FED KT % 588 72 Pacific Dunlop v. Hogan, 87 ALR 14 (1987) (7 v a3 XA &5
A =Dy —rEEPTIREICOE | FELOMTORERRBRLT D & L),
Henderson v. Radio Corp. Pty., Ltd., [1960] SR (NSW) 576 (L 22— KDY v/ v MIH
O HBENRAV BN FHIBN T, RARIEORNL AT ).

1% [1960] SR (NSW) 576 (TJLBOTEE DY) OEfF 25 E).

105 See, e.g., Children’s Television Workshop Inc. v. Woolworths (NSW) Ltd. [1981] 1
NSWLR 273 ([ I A b U — | (Sesame Street) | DF v 7 7 ¥ — % M35 CHLE
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Wl T2 oo XA NVE 5 4 — (Crocodile Dundee) | DR SAUAEIZEA 5
198BEDFANT I T, A—A b Z U 7 HEAEHPNT, MEARIEOIEI &2
M58y Thod & L“C?H:#' L. EEfEREICBET 2B N TARDR
A CUTFR S 723830 1B IR T 2 RIIZELS O THh D & L',

[(Fv T 72— KOELNORERLE O < D) RIERITAOARBERIHE
i F A LR L OMICT A B ARAR Y —BERHD LD
REFRRIZH D DT, KEIX, Henderson FfFIZIB VTR~ 5
NIZHE _OEBICH D, T7obb, TOREIL, AFORNERIAT
HY, E, IVIESIEA T, FEICIESIZRET 54 A —Y LR
EDOMORERBHEMN T &2 Licl WS Z e Th D, 1"

(BT ) ORFRIx, T SUIARFE] LA o B ) 238 X 4551,
FHFNE, WENER LR A A —D0 TE—is TR A3 iR 52
FTAHRESIE, s [7 aa A NE T —] FEIP TSR =L -
—HUPHCTeX 77 2 —LBHELIELOTHLEARME LD LD
fENTZ) BOTHDHE LT, ZNOLOFEHOELDZG LY, 0
BN 1F%, (VaafANT T 40— OFA/RTA 7Oy — % E L

CHWEES HEFEZ LTIA B AREAET 2 b0 LRE S8 5 nTREMED

7% & L72); see also Moorgate Tobacco Co. Ltd. v. Philip Morris Ltd., 156 CLR 414

(1984) (FEMICBId 2 TBIMEME, MEDUIMRGE) Z2oR0Rd 23R O BRI IC >

WC, REBFICET 2 —MRRETABMLLRNE LThH, RNy v 7 F 7O

NEEWIT D b DO TR,

% Hogan v. Koala Dundee Pty Ltd., 83 ALR 187 (Federal Court of Australia 1988).

Christopher Wadlow |, A —2 7 U 7 O LICET 2 IEORREZLLTO L B0

ThoHELTWD, IREEROFEEN RIS TIUT R0, LT, RER
I, A, R k%)*x’ﬂ: EOMIZ, F2 &0 LARWRMITLROMEE EOGERTF

ETDHLBXLGEITHEOLND, Chrlstopher Wadlow, The Law of Passing Off

298-99 (2d ed. 1995).

7 Hogan, 83 ALR 187.

198 Id. (citing Moorgate Tobacco, 156 CLR 414).

109 Id
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T VERBICEL TRy Y I 7 E e o e FFlicB WL BT
FHFTIZB W THRWE R OMHEE LD Z & & 7257, Sheppard HF i,
PEET [ — RN Z DL EITOWTHE LT L &3 A A

FEER LRV D, RNy U AT OFRITEEO b nE L, o
2 4 DFHE T, %%%%#%#A///717®&4% XY e d
FEL7, $72 B5mER A1 &2 H 72, Beaumont H5FIE, F#&FEDS, Y
ZHOBTEE D 15— 95 L RS & O/ T, %4%)32%:%.&%:5:@%&\1/’(1/‘
7oL DOR¥ELOEEEENTE TN LELLTHA D il
EICOWTITARBMERH D LB X D L LIz, 2 L kFHTIC, Burchett ]
L, RIEFFDE 2 ISV IR 2 Uz, B, s,
AvE—VOBWEIN Sy 7 F 7 OBEBOBERE T 50 E 20k
WHZETHD] & Ui, Mo RMIC KX, S YEHH CradE 7
A ADEENRS D LE LEPENTHPDL LT, Ny v T 73K
RVAC RV

[FLDFB Z CTlk, AFEICEBT R8BI THEN0 L E- T, HIT
%i&aﬁi‘hé%@f‘ 1720, HOBETBADR DS S FDORERRELT
STGEAICTTESEA S, 22 BE R ST 5, XS
ntm%@ﬁ&%%wt%Wkié%ékmomiIAﬁﬁké 77
X, BB TH DB O Z IS LT, AT ORGSR
LV RAARRICEERE 525 L5 T FA SN HGo FEO®
NI, REERC, W TH D . F 725251 E B D RE LKA o AT

WRERH DD THS T, Ny v A TR LED EHE XD,

INHEDT—=ANHbnhZ ik, A—ANT7 U TiE, KETHESZ R
B TWDH IR & RO, P ZRET 272D Y XT NNy T
F7OEOBEAICRBZE LMo TNDHENWIZEThD, T LT, £
AT, HRIRAT 2 2 N— A LT MR E | REBRFOERIO T THELE

1% Hogan v. Pacific Dunlop Ltd., 14 IPR 398 (Federal Court of Australia 1989).
111 Id
112 Id
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K7V —=FA4F 12 7 OMa & DB OBERIRNBERRIC 72 > TV 5,

C. HROW/BEDHZE?F—T—FLEE

I—1 v BT DNy T AT AR 0 vE R FE o [ o A FH
X, ¥—=U— FREDORIZIEB W THOEYEZ RO, 7 7 v 2D Nk
HIFTIE, (1 DOBIFNERRNT) IREFEE 7 — 7T, BEEE R TF
—U—RELTHWASZ L (adwords, 7 KU —X) IZOWTEEEZAD .
E L EROBISDORIITBN T, A T AT — VERHIFTIZ R EHER
EERDIRNoT, Ll FEHPTL, 7 FU— XM HIX13825: DR
EFRP AT 5 & Lt

IR ER RIS, R4 YO BGH X, REERBHFEORELEZT R
—RELTHEH LD LICHT 2REIEHERE & RERFO EREZRBD 2
Do 721 FHIFTASHATIZ DWW T OIRFI O AIEEME R 20\ & L7a 72, pHiE
HRFEOFRIZBS 82720 ThH D, REBRFOFRIL, 2 2OFRIC
HEELEN TV, Thbb, (1) #E0 SRR OE ) 2 RIECH
L7zZ &, T (2) #s oEmfi I L 0 S OBENS & F1F bz 2
L. ThDH, BGHIFWThoTRLGE Lz, Tabbipnt. (1) 4
A=y ha—W— T RU— RIZEEMT bt —F x4 s LT
D000 F VT 4% WELRETENREETILOTRET LI LITEX
oz &, @ FEIMEME A MERT 21O OREBITHET HHERZ A L
TWDEDIT TN & 2T L, 7 RU— XGRS Do Rk
ECHIMFESNIZA, ZORFIRMEMREZT AR L INTEHEY . R
IEB GG Tl e o 721,

!5 See AdWords Lawsuits in France — Trademarks as Keywords Illegal?, http:/www.
linksandlaw.com/adwords-google-keyword-lawsuit-France.htm (collecting cases); Google’s
Ad Words Lawsuits Worldwide, http://www.linksandlaw.com/adwords-pendinglawsuits.htm.
" Atrya v. Google and K par K/Techni Feneres (Trib. de Grand Instance de Strasbourg,
lere Ch. Civile, July 20, 2007).

!5 The Beta Layout case, Bundesgerichtshof, Case 1 ZR 30/07 (Jan. 22, 2009).

6 Eis.de GmbH v. BBY Vertriebsgesellschaft mbH (the “Bananabay” case), Bun-
desgerichtshof, Case 1 ZR 125/07 (Jan. 22, 2009).
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20104 3 A, ECI X, JREEIC L D7 FU— X I rEaE fic b
7o % (NI YZMERMNRR 25 S 23 /et & 235G IR E L
RBHWEEMR D D) EOEREAR LI, LL, V=7 NMEBT RY
— X O FIE MR CIE v e LY, 7272 L, ECT Icfiitandz (7
FUA, F=A NI T RO RAYNBMAEE) 20 —A 1, RIEBS
WZBIT 2 B Cid Ao dz, ECHICHEES NIz 4 SED 7 — A%, A7
40 Hoge Raad 7%, [MEZpHZ (5 AMESPHAIMEZ L, JUIAEICH %
55 F—U—REEFZMNPEESTLZENTEENEI DO T, B
ER RN 2 R D=2 b DO TH S, UL, 201047 A, ECIIX, fthog
FIZOWT F LIS L, UG sl DWW CHIB 2 B2 &
L7,

F—U— NREITH LREBFOERE W5 Z & orraettix, ZEO
- CH D Interflora, Inc. v. Marks & Spencer \ZEB W CHEMB & S
(BFE, ECHIARRT TH D), 200845 ALK, MBT v D s —70
I, BEEOT ANV RIZBIT 5% —T— NREIZONT, 33— X
KEEICHIT D LD bR R > —Z2 A L T/, Zhit, BIonic
PRI D 3y n— L REEEDT 7' —F OERIZE SO

17 Google Fr. SARL v. Louis Vuitton Malletier SA (23 March 2010), http:/eurlex.europa.
eu/Lex UriServ/LexUri Serv.do?uri=CELEX:62008J0236:EN:HTML, 2010 ECJ EUR-Lex
LEXIS 119 (joined cases C-236/08 to C-238/08) (referred by the French Court of Cassa-
tion); Die BergSpechte Outdoor Reisen und Alpinschule Edi Koblmiiller GmbH v. Giinter
Guni (25 March 2010), Case C-278/08, http://eurlex.europa.eu/ LexUriServ/LexUriServ.
do?uri=CELEX:62008J0278:EN:-HTML, 2010 ECJ EUR-Lex LEXIS 124 (referred by
Austria’s Oberster Gerichtshof); Eis.de GmbH v. BBY Vertriebsgesellschaft mbH (26
March 2010), CaseC-91/09, http://eur-lex.europa.ecu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=
CELEX:6200900091:FR:HTM, 2010 ECJ EUR-Lex LEXIS 490 (referred by German
BGH). For a detailed discussion of these rulings, see Tyson Smith, Googling a Trademark:
A Comparative Look at Keyword Use in Internet Advertising, 46 Texas Int. L.J. 232, 238-42
(2010).

8 Portakabin Ltd. v. Primakabin (8 July 2010), http://curia.europa.eu/jurisp/cgi-bin/
gettext.pl? lang=en&num=79899291C19080558 &doc=T&ouvert=T&seance=ARRET.
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Tholo, REOHHAFTIE, 2009412, Z Ofima ECIITFREL ", EU
1E#E  (Advocate General of the EU) 1%, 201 14IZ i HUE WA H L
T RU—=RZHONTARIZAR Y=V & 7 BRFEIC OV TE R LTV
Bt WebMEX 170 —=F 47 1 U 71T Dmm & 1x, Znnais
HIZREEBIA T 72 D7y, AT T S TR OREHF ORI Z 7250 L
TWDHDOMN, LWNWHZEThHD] ELE, Z2LT, MEREEIL LT
DEEIWCAR Y=Y 7 ICB T HEIEEN 2 2Z L IED SR A /T 5
Lo Lz, T7b5, (1) MiZiEEN S X T — e 22 RKb3—
WeHEE (generic term) & L CHWHN TV DD, T (2) JREEN, Y%
EEOROWET), FERHAIRCAF N ORI ZT- 0 | BIERAEHENH L
MR OB NEHERL LS & LTWAEAE, THdHY, LicndosT, Z
DIEBEE O Interflora \ZBTF 57 702 —F O FTIEL, RIEBFOERIT,
EUIZBIT 20kD7 RV — X2 2 BIEORE w58 % KT mHEdE
NhoHEEZD,

KE ORISR N TE, F—U— RILED [FEEMER) 2h7
LINEIMIZONTERL By FARHF L TORNE, Fi2 pgEn
HUZJRE 2 E < T2 DI BALTZ D, USRS R R L E I BLF IR
RENFEZPREET 20OV TEH, artr2E2 B THRN,

19 Interflora, Inc. v. Marks & Spencer PLC Flowers Direct Online Limited, [2009] EWHC
1095 (Ch).

120 Case C-323/09, Opinion of Advocate General Jaaskinen (Mar. 24, 2011).

121 Id

22U, Ly RELTUR, F—U—REEEZEEL LTOMBHATHD ERD
DEMIZEH 5, See Network Automation, Inc. v. Advanced System Concepts, 638 F.3d
1137, 1145 (9" Cir. 2011); Rescuecom Corp. v. Google, Inc., 562 F.3d 123, 128-29 (2d Cir.
2009).

123 See Hamzik v. Zale Corp./Delaware, 2007 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 28981, at *3 (N.D.N.Y. Apr.
19,2007) (AR H—Y > 7 BEEAHENTRVE LThH, REERT L EN
PERE & LTl & 38 B 5 W EEME % 7RIE) ; see also Tiffany, Inc. v. eBay, Inc., 576
F. Supp. 2d 463 (S.D.N.Y. 2008) (Hamzik 4R ~D R [F) % /R1E) .
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V. # @#

PeE O 3E L m—d, KT AR AR B Ny v T T DR L
F L, K2R CTh D REFFOERL EHE L, LoRERIEOF
Zhd, LinL, EEOFHFIE, I—1 v _ROKEEDO T TELL T
BRI R IEB RO E REMNC KT 5 2 Lic o0 T, BEAEE
WCHBRTHZEERAL TV D, TOELLEAI, [AE (7 =7 %A)]
DIBRN THEF (2T v a ) | BREETLOEENT IO TH D,
PeEOFHFIART Z 9 LIREN . BUDIODE % D& % T ET 5
NE I INTHONTIE, SHROBEBLETH D,

EU OESRE—ET 25 2N HOENGAMTH D KEICBO UL, &
Bl SNZHHe, AESR (7 )= 4 F 47 L0 ) BN
ALY L. HREFSOMESER ST T\, £ LT, Zhli Ry
VU TFTORENS B LIS TS THAH, LoLans, kE
IZBWT S 2., BIEHEE ORI /23FATIERNC L o T, BERIN TV DR
FEEBELEN TN DDOMFIZIBNT, Ny > I F 7 OIEE D)7
D OYEEAENILTWD, LT, 4R, EHBATE ok, REHR
Hofli A (misappropriation) &1E& A ERFEDH D & L TR RS LT
Do A=A LTV T, KEOZ ) LEIREF CEEZTZE->T0DH LD
W2z %,

oND AT T —DOEL BT, MBS D, REEEICBT B8
A7 IRIPIR R OB MR E SN TH W5, ZOMEIZHIT b EE
TeNiyE EOERT, EEOARIE (dilution) TH 5, HPILIL, FFEOR
WFICBTDRAOEGEZARELTHHDOTH D, KETIE, 7oAk
D435 () 12BN T, BRI L2 2 BB OREICH L, (472 g
FE72 T 2058 L T D, AEBE (blurring) & {518 (tarnishment) Td 5 124,
PEENCBW T, 199MFEREIEE e S N-Rgi 2 i S d) @10

121 15 U.S.C. § 1125 (c).
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FQ@)BER, EA10b 5| EEICOX, THEMRHHEZR LT, RN
WCARS 2RI 215, AU IR FEOL F PRI DWW TEEL 525 Wi
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125§ 10 (3), Trade Marks Act of 1994.

126 General Motors v. Yplon, [1999] All ER (EC) 865; see Alkin, supra note 39, at 52. 71
FHIZBN T, WL b ORFEITREFIEICOVWTORBD B D, See
Trademarks Act, § 22 Bk S NT-REEIC &, HEIRE N7 > R U A L OAlifE % 18
ROV DMERBECbND)). MA T, BT OREEBHPTE § 22% B < RN
L T2, See Veuve Clicquot Ponsardin, Maison Fondee en 1772 v. Boutiques Cliquot
Ltee, [2006] 1 RCS 824, 2006 CSC 23.

127 See Intel v. CPM, Case C-252/07, [2009] ETMR 13, 99 29, 68, 77; see also Darren
Meale and Joel Smith, Enforcing a Trade Mark When Nobody's Confused: Where the Law
Stands After L’Oreal and Intel, 5 J. Intell. L. & Prac. 101-102 (2010); Mary LaFrance,
Identical Cousins? On the Road with Dilution and the Right of Publicity, 24 Santa Clara
Computer & High Tech. L.J. 669-671 (2007-08) (%174 DA HRULIEIZ DWW Titam L C
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