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1. INTRODUCTION

Over the last decade the significance of design has grown
immensely across the world. Design has become a highly
conspicuous part of visual cufture. Design consultancies have
become an essential part of the manufacturing process and, as a
result, a variety of industries are making huge investments in
designs. Individual designers, such as Phillip Starck and Gianni
Versace, have become business and cultural superstars.! Design
has become much more than superficial styling concerned with
surface appearance, but rather integrates technology, aesthetics
and social values, and affects industrial objects, images, and even
services.? Thus, design has become the new art of industrial and
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technological culture. Nevertheless, in the United States,
industrial design law is completely stagnate, while other
intellectual property fields are constantly developing to adapt to
ongoing technological and cultural developments.®* This article
aims to bring industrial design back into legal discourse by
proposing a new dynamic and a scheme -relatively easy to
implement, while offering design protection that corresponds to
their nature.

A design is hard to define but is easily described. A simple
description of a design would be the aspects of a product’s
appearance.’ The character of a design, then, is concerned with
external appearance of articles. In emphasizing a product’s
appearance as the goal of design, aesthetic rather than technical
and functional goals are stressed.® It is clear, therefore, that a
design is a creation of similar nature to artistic works in general,
whose boundary lines are hard to draw.® Nevertheless, design has
a different nature from a pure imaginary work of art, since it is
also dictated by features stemming from function, technology and
fashion.” This difference raises several questions. How should
designs be treated: as artistic works or as technological
innovations?  Should, and on what grounds, we differentiate
between types of functional-artistic works? These questions
demonstrate the yet unresolved nexus of art and industry in the
intellectual property world.

Industrial design is situated at the crossroads of art,
technology, and the entire industry dedicated to attracting the
consumer’s attention. Thus, legally speaking, design suffers from
a hybrid nature since it has much in common with the three major

1 See  Australian Law Reform Commission, supranote 1, § 2_.]5.
? Richard Buchanan & Victor Margolin, Introduction, in DISCOVERING DES]GN,
EXPLORATIONS IN DESIGN STUDIES xvi-xvii (Richard Buchanan & Victor Margolin eds.,

Univ, of Chicago Press 1995) [hereinafter Buchanan & Margolin — Inireduction] .

3 See, e.g., The Digital Millenjum Copyright Act of 1998 and The Patent Reform Act of
2007.

4 See Buchanan & Margolin - Itroduction, supra note 2, at x (indicating designers
would define design as the “conception and planning” of all the products made by human
beings).

5 Design is concerned with what an article looks like and not with how the article
performs its function. See KEVIN GARNETT ET AL., COPINGER AND SKONE JAMES ON
COPYRIGHT 713 (2005), [hereinafter COPINGER]; JOHN HESKETT, INDUSTRIAL DESIGN 177
(1993) ("Following the widespread development of mass-production, purely visual aspects
of design came to predominate as the means of attracting consumers.").

6 See STEPHEN P. LADAS, II PATENTS, TRADEMARKS, AND RELATED RIGHTS: NATIONAL
AND INTERNATIONAL PROTECTION 829 (Harvard Univ, Press 1975). Defining artistic or
creative activity involves multidisciplinary inquiries into areas such as psychology,
sociology and philosophy, and is thus beyond the scope of this article. Here, I shall refer
to the dichotomy between artisticcreative activity versus scientific-inventive as is common
in the legal intellectual property (“IP”) realm.

7 See COPINGER, supra note 5, at 713; HESKETT, supra note 5, at 10 ("[I]ndustrial
design is a process of creation, invention and definition separated from the means of
production, involving an eventual synthesis of contributory and often conflicting factors
into a concept of three-dimensjonal form, and its material reality, capable of multiple
reproduction by mechanical means.”).
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intellectual property paradigms — copyright, patent and trademark
laws — yet it does not exactly fit any one of them. This mixture of
characteristics has caused many difficulties and much debate with
respect to the proper treatment of industrial designs®. The
outcome is a legal zone in the broad intellectual property field,
which is poorly regulated as part of the patent paradigm, with an
ongoing departure from its basic essence.

This article will re-open the industrial design discourse
discussing its exact nature and consequently its proper location in
the field of intellectual property. After deciding on the
appropriate location for designs in the intellectual property field, 1
will suggest the exact scheme appropriate for designs, inter alia, by
setting a concrete differentiating mechanism from other
intelectual property modes of protection.

In Section Two of the article, I will address the definition and
function of a design, stressing its important role in enhancing
market efficiencies. Throughout this section, I will analyze some
contemporary insights with respect to the essence of design. This
section will be concluded by the need to acknowledge a right
protecting designs from imitation per se thus encouraging
investments in designing activity.

In Section Three, I set down the doctrinal basis for my
principal analysis by describing the triple protection designs enjoy
in the U.S., through all three major intellectual property
disciplines: copyright, patent and trademark. A closer inspection
reveals that designs enjoy very limited protection by means of
these three disciplines, since they do not fit exactly within each
realm. The outcome is inappropriate and inadequate protection
for designs. A review of the protection of design in international
law reveals that the protection in the international law suffers from
the same basic problem with respect to national design law: since
there are difficulties in locating the subject matter in the
intellectual property world, there is no international consensus
with respect to the appropriate treatment of design.

Sections Four and Five comprise the heart of the article. In
these sections, I begin a detailed analysis of design’s appropriate
position on the intellectual property map. This analysis promotes
a better understanding of design’s nature, and consequently, a
design’s market needs. My conclusion is that design does not fic
the patent paradigm; instead, its appropriate location is with the
copyright paradigm, although not with positive copyright law.
Designs should enjoy a specially accorded law — a sui generis law

8 See COPINGER, supra note 5, at 713-15; JAMES LAHORE, COPYRIGHT AND DESIGNS §
64,005 (1996),

— -
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that has some important deviations from the copyright scheme.
The idea of enacting a sui generis copyright law for design is not
new.®* However, there is still a need to accurately define the
subject matter of this specially tailored law, and to sketch the
mechanism for its separation from copyright law. Thus, I further
discuss the applied art/industrial design nexus, proposing both a
doctrine and reasoning for a clear separation of designs from
copyrighted works. According to the proposed unity of design
doctrine, all applied art and industrial designs should be moved to
the new sui generts regime. This proposed model is logical,
coherent, easy to implement, and permitted by all international
law standards.' Nevertheless, there are some complexities in
tailoring the divorce of design from copyright law. The most
profound complexity involves the common scenario in which a
copyrighted work or elements of such a work are later employed
in industrial applied art. The question that arises is whether such
later industrial manufacture of products surrenders the copyright
protection. For example, the derivative merchandised industry
reflects this phenomenon, The derivative merchandised industry
employs elements from copyrighted works, such as figures from
books and movies, into applied articles.!"" This process is the core
problem of the applied art/industrial design nexus. According to
my proposition, a proper and dynamic solution for such cases is to
recognize the subject matter as either work-protected by
copyright, or as design, protected by a sui generis design right on
an ex-post basis according to the alleged infringing act.
Specifically, the nature of infringing copies will determine
whether the protection will be invoked either by copyright or by
design right. Such a model will be presented below in more
detail.

Finally, in a Concluding Section, I stress that developments
over the last thirty years in the intellectual property field in U.S.
law have paved the way for making feasible a tailored industrial

? There were several attempts in the past to enact such alaw in the United States.
Briggs claims that various types of design legislation have been introduced in Congress at
least 88 umes since 1914. See Briggs, supra note 1, at 201 n.202,

10 The relevant internatdonal standards are the Paris Conventon for the Protection of
Industrial Property of 1883, July 14, 1967, 21 U.5.T. 1583 [hereinafter Paris Convention];
the Berne Convention for the Protection of Literary and Ardstic Works, July 24, 1971, 25
U.S.T. 1341 [hereinafter Berne Convention]; the Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of
Intellectual Property Rights, Including Trade in Counterfeit Goods, Apr. 15, 1994,
Marrakesh Agreement Establishing the World Trade Organization, Annex 1C, Legal
Instruments — Results of the Uruguay Round, 33 LL.M. 81 (1994) [hereinafter TRIPS
Agreement].

Il For example, the 'Popeye The Sailor" figure was first created as part of an
advertisement, which is a copyrighted work, and only later on, after realizing its attraction,
was commercialized into dolls and other useful objects. See King Features Syndicate, Inc.
v. O & M Kleeman Lid., [1941] A.C. 417 (H.L.) (U.K.).
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design law.

9 WHAT IS A DESIGN, AND WHAT FUNCTIONS DOES IT SERVE?

In the vast mass of scholarly writings in the realm of
intellectual property, there is a remarkable absence of a significant
discourse with respect to design law.'? This lack of scholarly work
does not mean that designs do not have tremendous value to
industries; on the contrary, enormous amounts of money are
invested in industrial design,' it plays a major role in industry,“
and design presents and affects current social and cultural
values.”

In order to present my insights w_ith respect o the
appropriate legal treatment of designs, I briefly (_iescrlb.e what a
design is and what functions it serves. Ind‘usmal designs fn'"st
emerged in the nineteenth century, with the Industrial
Revolution.' As the costs of production of goods dropped, the
foundations of the current “consumer society” were laid: supply
grew, competition was created, and producers had to attra(.:t
consumers by improving the quality and appeal of their
merchandise.' This historical process led to the development of a
new profession, that of “art-workers,” whose job it was to adapt the
artistic skills of the old-world fine-arts realm into the service of
modern consumer society, including the artistic shaping of
industrialized merchandise.’® In the twentieth century therc were
further developments in conceptualizing designs, as art‘ar}d
industry merged, and the designer began to be seen as an artist In
his own right.”® In response, social definitions strengthened the
differentiation between- implicitly lower-class artisans ar_lc_l
implicitly upper-class artists, with the former in charge of utility

12 For a similar insight, see Tobias U. Braegger, An Economic Analysis of Overlapping
Protection for Product Configuration Trade Dresses — Applied to the Legal Systems of the
United States of America, the European Union, Gernéaﬂy, :;\nd Switzerland 27 (Nov. 11,

ublished [.D. dissertation, University of St. Gallen).
200163) ISKSE TOR.REM;{NS, INTELLECTUAL PROPE?{”IY Law 361 (Butterworths 3d ed. 2001).

14 See Braegger, supranote 12, at 23.

15 JULES STUYCK, PRODUCT DIFFERENTIATION IN TERMS OF PACKAGING PRESENTATION,
ADVERTISING, TRADE MARKS 6.7, 10-11 (Kluwer 1983).

16 [IMA SUTHERSANEN, DESIGN IN EUROPE 6 (Sweet & Maxwell 2000); Braegger, supra

12, at 22. .

I‘lOtl(’:? (E.Z}ianfranco Zaccai, Art and Technology, Aesthetic Redefined, in DISCOVERING DESIGN:
EXPLORATIONS IN DESIGN STUDIES 3, 6-7 {Richard Buchanan & Vicgor Margolm eds., Univ.
of Chicago Press 1995) (explaining that, historically_, producers mnpa!ly focused on the
technological aspects of production, but soon recruited other specialists from the arts,
sales, and finance to participate in the product development process); SUTHERSANEN,
supra note 16, at 6.

18 Sge SUTHERSANEN, supra note 16, at 7.

19 See id. at 12.
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and the latter in control of beauty, or art for art’s sake.® Oscar
Wilde captured this insight by stating: “[a]ll art is quite useless.”
Wilde’s view dominated the nineteenth century, and ran counter
to a tradition established much earlier by Horace that good art is
“dulce et ullile” or instructive and pleasant.® The utilitarian
emphasis allied craftsmanship, and later mass production
techniques, with diminished artistic worth, and these social
practices were reflected and enshrined in legislation. The cross-
fertilization of high art and design in the past hundred years led to
the present questioning of this rationale.” Yet the development of
a body of law pertaining to design was a long and essentially
random process.* The problem of defining designed products
has remained relevant because the question of whether designs
are industrial or artistic property remains unresolved.”” Even
without assigning an appropriate classification on design, there
are many utilitarian justifications for commodification of designs
and acknowledging their proprietary character, per se.

Investment in product design increases attractiveness and
furthers market competition, which enhance the market’s
efficiency.® Investment in product design furthers efficiency by
serving customers’ benefit in terms of both quality and the
aesthetic appearance of the product.” By furthering a product’s
aesthetic appearance, design makes a positive contribution to
market efficiency because the product increases the consumer’s
aesthetic pleasure, aside from its utility. Furthering enjoyment by
aesthetic products has a positive value, per s¢, which enhances
public welfare, even if such investment might make the product
more expensive.® This benefit stemming from advancing design

i

20 See HESKETT, supra note 5, at 11, 20; BARBARA BLOEMINK, DESIGN ¢ ART:
FUNCTIONAL OBJECTS FROM DONALD JUDD TO RACHEL WHITEREAD (2004), 15-19.

21 OSCAR WILDE, Preface to THE PICTURE OF DORIAN GRAY (1891).

22 HORACE, ARS POETICA 1], 343-44 (meaning *useful and sweet™).

23 See HESKETT, supra note 5, at 20, 23.

22 See LADAS, supra note 6, at 829-31.

2 See SUTHERSANEN, supra note 16, at 13,

26 See id. at 1-3; Australian Law Reformn Commission, supra note 1, § 3.2. See also
William M Landes & Richard A, Posner, Trademark Law: An Economic Perspective, 30 J.L. &
ECON. 265, 297 (1987).

27 See SUTHERSANEN, supra note 16, at 1-3; Gorham Mfg. Co. v. White, 81 U.S. 511, 524-
26 (1872).

28 This function could be described by the following example: if a customer chooses to
pay $1,000 for an ornamental belt buckle, it is not because of its function - to hold one's
pants up — but because of other values served by the product. See PAUL GOLDSTEIN,
COPYRIGHT, PRINCIPLES, LAW AND PRACTICE § 2.5.3(c) (Little, Brown and Co. 1989).

29 It has also been argued that the investment in industrial design does not further
public welfare since it results in a shift of costs 10 end-customers. For the presentation of
such argument, see J.H. Reichman, Design Protection and the Legisiative Agenda, 55 L. &
CONTEMP. PROBS. 281, 282 (1692). Se also Robert C. Denicola, Applied Art and Industrial
Design: A Suggested Approach to Copyright in Useful Articles, 67 MINN. L. REV, 707, 722-2%
(1983). This argument is not supported by contemporary microeconomic and price-
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is also rooted in a socio-economic context which encourages
personal preferences of taste, style, etc. As there is room for
different flavors of the same foodstufT to suit consumers’ likes and
dislikes, the same logic applies to other products, such as furniture
and fashion.* In today’s consumer society, consumption of goods
no longer depends only on necessity, but has multiple sociological
and psychological functions. Consumption symbolizes a certain
life-style and socio-economic status, but it also serves various goals,
such as social equalization, self-identification, etc.?’ Consumers
are divided into varied subgroups which enables the formation of
market segments (someumes accompanied ~with  price
discrimination mechanisms) according to potential profits from
the differences in their needs and preferences.® Design in this
context serves as a - means to communicate information, such as
cultural values (of taste and style), social values (of environmental
impact and equal availability), and also more “objective” attributes
(of ease of use and durability).”

Opponents of making design rights proprietary contend that
the only beneficiary of design protection is whoever comimissions
the design, not the end-customer.* The end-user does not benefit
because the principle economic function of applied or industrial
design is to increase product competitiveness to increase returns.
Design rights, so goes the argument, ar¢ not justified from a
utilitarian point of view.® The industrial designer’s role, it is

theory doctrines. These doctrines support the hypothesis that investment in a product's
features to further its competitiveness does not necessarily increase the product's prices in
the long run, due to competition in the market. See EDGAR K. BROWNING & MARK A.
ZUPAN, MICROECONOMICS, THEORY AND APPLICATIONS 93847 (John Wiley & Sons 8th ed.
2004); STEVEN E. LANDSBURG, PrICE THEORY AND APPLICATIONS 107, 189, 195, 202 (South-
Western 2005); PAUL A. SAMUELSON & WILLIAM D. NORDHAUS, MICROECONOMICS 152
(McGraw-Hill Irwin 2005). Therefore, investment which serves other social and human
functions does further public welfare.

30 See STUYCK, supra note 15, at 4.

31 See id. at 6-7, 10-11; MARIEKE ]. DE Mool CONSUMER BEHAVIOR AND CULTURE:
CONSEQUENCES FOR GLOBAL MARKETING AND ADVERTISING 100 (2004); DEL I. HAWKINS,
DAVID L. MOTHERSBAUGH & ROGER J. BEST, CONSUMER BEHAVIOR: BUILDING MARKETING
STRATEGY 422 (2007). Another question is whether the “obsolescence policy,” under
which designs are changed rapidly in order to make old models seem outdated to increase
sales, should -be subject to consumer protection regulation, Obsolescence policy is
prevelant in fashion and automobile industries and is beyond the scope of this article. See
STUYCK, supranote 15, at 11

32 See STUYCK, supra note 15, at 10. For an analysis of the price discrimination
mechanism in Intellectual Property markets, see Michael J. Meurer, Price Discrimination,
Personal Use and Piracy: Copyright Protection of Digital Works, 45 BUFF, L. REv. 845, 870-
71(1997); Julie E. Cohen, Coyright and the Perfect Curve, 53 VAND. L. REv. 1799, 1803
(2000).

33 See Australian Law Reform Commission, supranote 1, § 2.13.

84 For the presentation of such view, see Denicola, supra note 29, at 722-23, See also
Annette Kur, The Green Paper's “Design Approach”™ — What's Wrong With It?, 10 EUR INTELL.
PROP. REV. 874, 376 (1993); Fric Setliff, Copyright and Industrial Design: An “Alternative
Design” Altemative, 30 COLUM. ] L. & ARTS 49, 63 (2006).

35 See Id.
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claimed, is to introduce false distinctions among identical
products in order to artificially increase sales.” Therefore, even if
a competitor copies a design, it would not significantly alter the
first producer’s incentive to further invest in product design since
he must maintain the product’s attractiveness to remain
competitive.”  Furthermore, if copying the design will cause
customers to confuse the products of two producers, a cause of
action already exists under trademark’s tort law.” This, as I claim
below, confuses design as a category with designs that have indeed
been made into trademarks.® Thus, according to the opposing
line of reasoning, there is no justification for the commodification
of designs, and trademark torts satisfactorily deal with cases of
improper use.*

Notably, the opposition to design as a proprietary right fails
to consider the role of aesthetics from promoting the product’s
competitiveness and economic efficiency. In fact, the contrary is
true: aesthetics is part of an efficient consumption process, which
is aimed to fulfill customers’ needs, expectations, etc.* In this
respect, one of the most insightful redefinitions of design’s
aesthetic is that:

[Alesthetics is not simply a visual exercise, but rather the
appropriate and harmonious balancing of all user needs and
wants within technical and social constraints. The designer
must successfully integrate all the requirements that balance
the rational, sensory, and emotional expectations of the
individual user and of society as a whole.*

Furthermore, the information communicated through the
Product’s design is much more than the origin of the goods, as it
is with respect to trademarks.* Communication of all the various

86 See STUYCK, supra note 15, at 1-8. Differentiation may be done between products of
the same producer, and thus promote price discrimination, which enhances returns. [d.
at 3. '[.)1fferenuation between products of different producers, however, enhances
competitiveness. id. at 3. See also Setliff, supra note 35, at 63.

37 See Denicola,‘ supra note 29, at 722-23; Gerard N. Magliocca, Ornamental Design and
Incremental Innovation, 86 MARQ. L. REV. 845, 880 (2003). A complementary argument is
that a design functions as a means to attract customers usually for a short period of time
therefore the lead-time of the first producer might satisfy the needed incentive 1o invest in
the design, and might also defect competitors’ initial incentive to copy the design initiall
See Denicola, supra note 29, at 724. y

38 See Denicola, supra note 29, at 724,

89 Ser WILLIAM CORNISH & DAVID LLEWLYN, INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY: PATENTS
COPYRIGHT, TRADE MARKS, AND ALLIED RIGHTS 535 (2003); ]. THOMAS MCCARTHY, 1
MCCARTHY ON TRADEMARKS AND UNFAIR COMPETITION §§ 6.3, 7.25, 7.91 (2006). For
more on the location of designs in the different Intellectual Property paradigms
including trademarks, see infr, note 55. For the overlap protection of designs Lhrougl’;
trademark, see infra notes 123-132 and accompanying text.

40 See Magliocca, supra note 37, at 870-74, for such an approach.

41 See Landes & Posner, supra note 26, at 297,

42 SeeZaccai, supranote 17, at 3, 6.

48 See MCCARTHY, supra note 39, § 3:5 (explaining economic justification of
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elements of information—from cultural and social values to
“objective” attributes—through the product’s appearance-increases
market efficiency since it enhances market segmentation and
makes the consuming process short and satisfactory. The social,
cultural and political impact of design on consumer society is well
known and hard to overstate.* There is vast scholarly research on
consumer behavior and the sociological effects of consumption on
self<concept and cultural identity, which in turn further both
market effictency and other cultural goals.*

As to product quality, the role of design in furthering the
public’s welfare is profound since the differentiation of products
involves the physical and intrinsic change of their appearance, in
matters such as size, weight, form, and material, which might have
as goals comfort and suitability to meet personal needs and
individual requirements.® The differentiation accomplished by
design to increase sales may also increase the product’s functional
quality, beyond just appealing to buyers’ personal aesthetic
preferences.”” Nevertheless, the aesthetic pleasure in a product is
in and of itself a utilitarian value, and hovers between objective,
functional benefit and non-objective, personal sensory benefit.
Thus, the dichotomy between the two qualities, the functional and
the aesthetic, soon breaks down and is further challengeable, since
functional, utilitarian features are themselves subject to a dynamic
socio-economic and cultural context. Design asks first for whom
the product is intended, then determines the appropriate
featurers for his or her socio-economic cohort.® In other words,

trademarks). Ser alse Landes & Posner, supra note 26.

44 See HESKETT, supra note 5, at 176, 182.

45 See, e.g., MOOT], supra note 31, at 10002, 111-12; JEAN BAUDRILLARD, THE CONSUMER
SOCIETY: MYTHS AND STRUCTURES 57-66 (1998); HAWKINS, supra note 31, at 422; CELIA
LURY, CONSUMER CULTURE 1 (1996); Rochelle Cooper Dreyfuss, Trademarks as Language in
the Pepsi Generation, 65 NOTRE DAME L. REV. 397 (1990); Landes & Posner, supra note 26,
at 271,

46 See Australian Law Reform Commission, supra note 1, § 2.8; IDSA Report, supre note
1, at 1-5.

17 See HESKETT, supra note 5, at 176; STUYCK, supra note 15, at 10. The Industrial
Designers Society of America's website contains the following definition of industrial
design: "Industrial design (ID) is the professional service of creating and developing
concepts and specifications that optimize the function, value and appearance of products
and systems for the mural benefit of both user and manufacturer.” See ID Defined,
hutp://216.169.150.18/webmodules/articles/anmviewer.asp?a=89&z=23  (last  visited
December 10, 2007).

48 For example, a Japanese dining table will not appear the same as an American
dining table in terms of “ohjective” comfort features. Similarly, an American dining table
designed for a mid-Western family will be different from an American dining table
deisnged for a student living in a studio apartment. While all have the same functicn, the
tables are likely to reflect different quality and aesthetic designs. As was summarized in
the IDSA Report:

Industrial designers determine the form and interaction qualities of
manufactured products, packaging and digital media systems. They study
people at work, at home and in motion to create satisfying experiences with

~—
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the utilitarian justification for design as an incentive to invest iq a
product’s appearance is concerned with furthering both quality
and aesthetics equally.

To conclude, design satisfies the needs and desires of
heterogeneous consumers. Accordingly, design may be defined as
both a result of human imaginative endeavor in contrast to the
purely mechanistic, but guided also by certain imminent features,
such as technology, function, and fashion.

Design provides benefits similar to those derived from other
forms of creative and intellectual effort. Like these forms of
effort, design deserves the protection given to ipt(?llectual
property in general. The legal explanations justifying the
protection afforded to other forms of effort apply equally to
design. It is broadly accepted that there is a need to create
incentives to invest in innovative intangible values, and a
complementary need to avoid parasitic behavior, which
undermines incentive to investments. However, along with the
basic justification for proprietary rights, design law suf_fers'from
the general problem of intellectual property rights, which is the
need to finetune the right's scope to prevent superfluous
incentives and to balance competing interests.”® Therefore, we
must now look at how current positive law protects design, and
whether such protection is appropriate.

products from the kitchen and the office to the hospital and the warehouse,
shaping these to fit their customers and to make effective use of industrial
PTOCESSES.
See IDSA Report, suprancte  1,atl. ‘
49 See Reichman, supra note 29, at 282-83; MCCARTHY, supra note 39, § 7.9; Australian
Law Reform Commission, supra note 1, § 3.3-3.5. ) )
50 For the limits of economic analysis of intellectual property laws and the difficulties
to set the accurate “optuntum™ standard of protection, see._]ames Boyle, A Theory of Law
and Information: Copyright, Spleens, Blackmail, and Insider Tra.dmg,'s() CAL. L. REV. 1413, 1453
(1992); Wendy J. Gordon, An Inguiry into the Merits of Copyright: The Challenges of Consistency,
Consent, and Encouragement Theory, 41 STAN. L. REv. 1343, 1438 (1989); Glynn 8. Lunney,
Jr., Reexamining Copyright's Incentives:Access Paradigm, 4_9 VAND. L. _REV. 483, .606 (1996);
~Jeremy Waldron, From Authors to Copiers: Individual Rights and Social Values in Intellectual
Property, 68 CIil-KENT L. REV. 841, 86667 (1993). One of" the arguments against
énactment of a design law in the U.S. is that there is no need to interfere with the current
legal situation since the design industry seems to be prosperous. See Kal Raustiala &
Christopher Sprigman, The Piracy Paradox: Innovation and Intellectual Property in Fashion
Design, 92 VA, L. REv. 1687, 1693, 1699 (2006); A Bill to Provide Protection for Fashion Design:
Hearing Before the Subcomm. on Courts, the Internet, and Inigllectual Property of the H. Comm. on
the the Judiciary, 109th Cong. 87 (2006) (statement of Chn:t;topher Sp_ngman, Law
Professor). Springman’s argument is thetorical, since in measuring the optimal standard
of protection, the loss from freeriding should be included in the calculus.
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3. DESIGN PROTECTION IN CURRENT Law

A. The Location of Design in the Intellectual Property Realm

The different intellectual property laws are distributed over
what could be called three main axes: protection of inventions,
protection of works, and protection of trademarks.”” These axes
could also be described according to the basic protected subject
matter: the protection of novel technological ideas; the protection
of original expressions; and the protection of reputation.®

At the head of the ideas-inventions axis stands patent law; at
the head of the expressions—works axis stands copyright law; and
at the head of the trademarks— reputation axis stands trademark
law. There are other intellectual property laws that might be
located on these three axes, according to the protected subject
matter and the kind of right conferred.” These three axes of the
intellectual property field reflect different underpinnings
different legal mechanisms, and different rationales.* ,

Where exactly in the intellectual property field is design law
located and where should it be located? Should overlapping
protection be allowed? These questions result from design law
standing at the meeting point of all three intellectual property
par_adig"ms."’5 Design is connected to copyright law because
designs are concerned with form and external appearance or
shape. Itis clear, therefore, that a design is a creation of a similar
nature to that of artistic works in general, which are protectéd by
copyright. And design nowadays is already acknowledged as art,

51 See MCCARTHY, supra note 39, § 6.6 (providing a simplified chart of the three maj
Intellectual Property paradigms.) Reichman descri%)es Lhepintelleclual property ﬁelglz{qog
bipolar system, divided between copyright and patent paradigms, while the trademark
branch is located with patents because traditionally it was regarded as industrial property
since l-:he launchlng oli the Paris Convention, supra note 10. Yet, according to Reichman.
the third paradigm of intellectual property law should be identified with tradesecrets law.
See J.H. Reichman, Legal Hybrids Between the Patent and Cofyright Paredigms, 94 COLUM L.
REV. 2432, 2436 (1994). In my view, trademarks reflect a completely distinct pamdfgni
from patents, even if parceled together in the Paris Convention. As expressed, these laws
reflect different underpinnings, different legal mechanisms and different rationales. See
infre note 54. Nevertheless, it is clear that tradesecrets reflect a distinct paradi m, a
fourth axis; however, this issue is not relevant for this articte. B

52 See id.

53 See supranote 51,

54 Se¢ ROBERT P. MERGES, PETER S, MENELL & MARK A. LEMLEY, )
PROPERTY IN THE NEW TECHNOLOGICAL AGE 28-30 (2006); PETER DRAHO."S, JE\NII’—:IIE-;._EESI{:ILY
f»,); [§Ng'l~‘éLL£C’[‘UAL PROPERTY 22-32 (1996) (discussing copyright); MCCARTILY, supra note

55 See CORNISH & LLEWLYN, supra note 39, at 535; MERGES ET AL., supra note 54, at 357;
DONALD S. CrISUM, CHISUM ON PATENTS §§ 1.04(5)-(6) (2005)fmjmom GILSON,

RADEMARK PROTECTION AND PRACTICE § 2A.10 (2007). ’
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since its boundary lines are notoriously hard to define.”® Patent
Jaw affects design because in certain cases, aesthetic and utilitarian
qualities merge, which results in a novel, technological idea for
the function of the device or article.”” Finally, design is related to
rademark law, because in certain cases, the form of the product is
a means for identifying the source of goods and distinguishes the
original producer from competitors. This function of design is
becoming more important today.*® It belongs to the branch of
trademark law that deals with “get-up” or “trade dress,” where a
product’s physical configuration functions as a trademark.”
Accordingly, countries have adopted various legal means to
protect designs.” As I will explain below, international law
embodies the entire spectrum of design protection,® which entails
a disharmonious international standard, resulting in an even more
complicated field of law.*

The intellectual property field is characterized as extremely
dynamic and subject to constant expansion. A repeating juridical
mechanismm may be ohserved here: new subject-matter arises,
which initially eludes existing legal categorizations. The new
subject-matter is made to assume a position under the jurisdiction
of one of the major intellectual property laws. As time passes and
more €ases accumulate, it is realized both on the national and the
international levels, that the initial choice of law now poses various
encumbrances on major law. At this point a new legal hybrid
comes into being, usually ending with new sui generis legislation
situated on the axis of the major law from which it was
transferred.® This development of intellectual property law,
based on hybrids of hybrids of laws, may be viewed as an excessive
division of law into pigeonholes, which creates distinctions
between essentially similar things.®* However, 1 believe design
demands a distinct pigeonhole. At present, design {its almost all
paradigms, but none perfectly. The majority of hybrids being
created in inte]lectual property law are aimed to fill the lacunae
between copyright and patent protection, and to strengthen the

56 See supra note 6 and accompanying text. See alse MCCARTHY, supra note 39, § 6.3;
Setliff, supra note 35, at 61-63,

57 See Kur, supra note 35, at 376.

58 Cornish & Llewlyn conclude that “there is no easy borderline to be drawn between
design and trade mark rights.” CORNISH & LLEWLYN, supra note 39, at 335. See also
MCCARTHY, supra note 39, §§ 6.3, 7.25, 7.91; GILSON, supra note 55, § 2A.10.

59 DAVID KITCHIN ET AL., KERLY'S [.AW OF TRADE MARKS AND TRADE NAMES 50812
(2005); CHISUM, supra note 55, § 1.04(6)(e); MCCARTHY, supra note 39, §8.1.

80 See infra chapter C. The International “No Standard”

81 See infra Section 3.C (discussing the lack of international standard for designs).

62 See CORNISH & LLEWLYN, supra note 39, at 536.

63 See Reichman, supra note 52, at 2436-37.

64 See LADAS, supra note 6, at 837,

—_f
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focus on underlying principles.* This approach can reduce
reliance on complex rules within the major laws.  The
segmentation and restructuring of intellectual property law to
channel design-related legislation into a legal hybrid will
eventually clarify and simplify the law.

My proposition, accordingly, which will be explained further
in Section Four, is that design law should be located on the
copyright axis, albeit by a special sui generis law. In order to
support this conclusion, I will briefly outline current design
protection in the United States.

B. Current Design Protection in the United States

In the United States, there are currently three major legal
paths for protecting industrial designs: copyright law,* patent
law®” and trademark law.®*® The Unfair Competition Tort may have
been invoked as well; however, it is significantly barred due to
relations between federal and state protections and the
preemption rule.® While it seems that this triple protection
creates excessive protection for designs, as I will explain, each of
these paths only partially protects designs. The outcome is that
some designs do not have any protection, and since 1 claim there
is an incentive for creating designs, this outcome is inappropriate,
resulting in an inadequate level of protection. Such inappropriate
legal treatment for designs in U.S. legislation has been described
as “extreme” and “irregular.””

(1) Copyright Protection

To understand the complicated path of copyright protection
for designs in current American law, its legal history must be
tracked. One of the results, in the nineteenth century, of the
debate about whether designs are industrial or artistic property
was the acceptance in American legal discourse that art should be
separated from utility.” It was not until 1903 that the Supreme

65 See Australian Law Reform Commission, supra note 1, § 3.63.

66 17 U.S.C. § 102(a)(5) (2008).

67 35 U.5.C. §§ 102-103, 171 (2008).

68 Lanham Act of 1946 §§ 52, 43, 15 U.S.C. §§ 1114, 1125 (2008).

B8 Se¢ Sears, Roebuck & Co. v. Stiffel Co., 376 U.S. 225 (1964); Compco Corp. v. Day-
Brite Lighting, Inc., 376 U.S. 234 (1964). See also CHISUM, supra note 55, § 1.04(6)(b};
Ralph S. Brown, Design Protection; An Guerview, 34 UCLA L. REV. 1341, 1358-59 (1987).

7 See Reichman, supra note 29, at 282,  Ser alse WILLIAM F. PATRY, PATRY ON
COPYRIGHT § 3:124 (2006),

71 The separation of “beauty” from “utility” in the American legal discourse was at that
time an axiom rooted in Enlightenment ideals. ].H. Reichman, Design Protection in
Damestic and Foreign Copyright Law: From the Berne Revision of 1948 to The Copyright Act of
1976, 1983 DUKEL.J. 1143, 1145 (1983).
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Court handed down its seminal decision in Bleistein v. Donaldson
Lithographing Co., which upheld the copyrightability of a circus
poster.”  The court held that art and utility are not in
contradiction, and prohibited discrimination on the basis of
merit.” By extending copyright to three-dimensional models, the
1909 Copyright Act adopted this new approach, and abandoned
the distinction between fine and applied art.” As a matter of
practice, the Copyright Office maintained the distinction between
fine and applied art until 1949.” In 1948 and 1949, the Copyright
Office changed its attitude and accepted many three-dimensional
works of applied art for registration, “in so far as their form but
not their mechanical or utilitarian aspects are concerned.””

Another milestone was the Supreme Court’s 1954 landmark
decision in Mazer v. Stein, validating the lower court’s decision to
copyright dancing figures despite their industrial use as lamp
bases.” Yet the Mazer holding left the definition of applied art
incomplete. Although the court clarified that the use or merit of
the “work of art” is irrelevant for its copyrightability, the bounds of
this statutory classification remained uncertain.”® Thus, while a
dancing figure qualified for copyright protection as a “work of art”
even when-used as a lamp-base, the question remained whether
items, such as hairbrushes, belt buckles, and toasters also fell
within the realm of “works of art.” Soon after the Mazer holding,
the Copyright Office adopted new regulations that launched the
“separability” measurement into American copyright law.”
According to these guidelines, the standard for copyrighting
applied art was whether “the shape of a utilitanan article
incorporates features such as artistic sculpture, carving or pictorial
representation, which can be identified separately and are capable of
existing independently as a work of art.” This is the “separability”
requirement, which the Copyright Office based on a then-current,
Italian approach.®

72 188 U.5. 239 (1903) (upholding the copyrightability of a circus poster).

73 Id, at 251,

74 Copyright Act of 1909, Pub. L. No. 60-349, 356 Swat. 1075, 1077, superseded by 17
U.S.C. §§ 101-914 (1982); see also Carol Barnhart Inc. v. Econ. Cover Corp., 773 F.2d 411,
415 (2d Cir. 1985); Denicola, supra note 29, at 710; Reichman, supra note 71, at 1148-49.

75 See GOLDSTEIN, supra note 28, § 2.5.3; Denicola, supra note 29, at 710-11; Reichman,
supranote 71, at 114849,

76 See Denicola, supra note 29, at 711; Reichman, supra note 71, at 1149-50,

77 347 U.S. 201 (1954).

78 See Denicola, supra note 29, at 712,

% 37 C.F.R. § 202 (1959).

8 37 G.F.R. § 202.10(c) (1959} (emphasis added); se¢ Denicola, supra note 29, at 715,

81 See SUTHERSANEN, supra note 16, at 208-10 (describing the lwalian separability
criterion for protecting applied art). See also J.H. Reichman, Design Protection afier the
Copyright Act of 1976: A Comparative View of the Emerging Interim Models, 31 J. COPYRIGHT
SoCY U.S.A. 267, 35065 (1983).
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Despite the Mazer holding, the Copyright Office believed that
on principle, copyright should not be extended to commercial
industrial design.® The Office made intensive attempts to
introduce such opinions into the legislative agenda, both by
influencing the proposed new copyright legislation and by
promoting a sui generis legislation for design protection.®® The
guidelines that the Copyright Office adopted were aimed to read
the Mazer holding very narrowly in order to prevent the “flood” of
copyrighting of applied art which, according to the Office’s
ideology, would hinder the enactment of a “proper” special design
law.* Accordingly, on the eve of the 1976 Copyright Act there was
an attempt to legislate a sui generis law in the United States.®
Under this proposed sui generis law, a limited and short-time
protection would be offered to industrial designs, based in part on
copyright principles.® This law, however, was withdrawn at the
last minute.”” Instead of a separate sui generis law for designs, a
narrow codification of the Mazer holding was enacted.®

From recent research tracking the legislative history of the
1976 Copyright Law, it seems that the last-minute shelving of the
sui generis initiative was totally accidental.® The reason for that
accidental shelving is connected to the District Court opinion in
Esquire v. Ringer,” which was later reversed on appeal.® The
decision was handed down during the House of Representatives’
sessions, and stated that the Copyright Office’s ideology of
limiting the registration of applied art until Congress had passed
the sui generis design legislation was rejected.” As a result, the

82 See Denicola, supranote 25, at 717-21. See also PATRY, supra note 70, §§ 3:124-185.

83 Ser PATRY, supra note 70, §§ 58:124-135 (describing the Copyright Office’s pivotal role
in the development of design law).

8¢ The Copyright Office conduct was even called ultra vires, since it promoted its own
'i7nodf§:pendent ideology that contradicted the Supreme Court holding. PATRY, supra note

, § 3:132.

85 See Protection of Ornamental Designs of Useful Articles, S. 22, 94th Cong. (1976).

8 See id. See also Carol Barnhart Inc. v. Econ. Cover Corp., 773 F.2d 411 (2d Cir. 1985)
{(reviewing the history of this bill); GOLDSTEIN, supra note 28, § 2.5.3 n.72; MELVILLE B.
NIMMER & DAVID NIMMER, NIMMER ON COPYRIGHT § 2.08(B)(3) n.117 (2005); Reichman,
supra note 81, at 370; Setliff, sugranote 35, at 60-61.

87 See Protection of Ornamental Designs of Useful Articles, S. 22, 94th Cong. (1976).
This design legislation was deleted from the final Copyright Act by the House of
Representatives. See H.R. CONF. REP. NO. 1476, at 82. Se¢ afso Carol Barnhart Inc. v. Econ.
Cover Corp., 773 F.2d 411, 416418 (2d Cir. 1985} (reviewing the history of this bill);
GOLDSTEIN, supra note 28, § 2.5.3 n.72; NIMMER, supra note 87 at § 2.08(B)(3) n.117
(2005); Reichman, supra note 81, at 370; Sediff, supra note 35, at 60-61.

88 See PATRY, supra note 70, § 3:134 (describing the legislative history of the initiative
for a sui generis design act and the ultimate shelving of the 1976 enactment). See also
Denicola, supra note 29, at 720-21; Carol Barnhart Inc., 773 F.2d at 411 (reviewing the
historical development of design law in the United States).

8% See PATRY, supra note 70, § 3:134.

9 414 F. Supp. 939 (D.C. 1976).

91 591 F.2d 796 (D.C. Cir. 1978).

92 Esquire, Inc. v. Ringer, 414 F. Supp. 939, 940 (D.C. 1976).
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Houﬁé deleted Title II of the Copyright Bill, which introduced the
sui generis design law, and amended the definition of applied art in
copyright law.®® This change at the “last minute” was made to
ensure that design legislation would be treated separately from
copyright legislation, after a more profound examination of policy
consideration.** Namely, the House decided to eliminate the
treatment of designs from copyright legislation to prevent debate
and to allow the main copyright scheme to pass more smoothly.*
This outcome was recently described as a means to assist the
Copyright Office on a specific case, but at the “sacrifice of long-
term implications for the law.”® In my view, this outcome is both
an example and a parable of the accidental development of design
law. Congress compromised and decided that works of art, which
are incorporated into the design of useful articles but are capable
of the “separability” standard, would be copyrightable.®” This
outcome has not been reviewed since.

Scholars often criticize the “separability” criterion for being
unclear, impossible to carry out, arbitrary, and subject to
manipulation.® The “separability” measurement led courts to
develop two tests for its application, the physical and conceptual
tests, which measure the separation between “art” and “utlity”
features.® While the physical separation test reflects a narrow,
literal interpretation of the statute, the conceptual separation test
is broader and it has enabled the courts to circumvent Congress’s
intent to withhold copyright protection from industrial designs.'®
The “separability” criterion is problematic from both the practical
and theoretical points of view. The “separabilty” measurement, de
Jacto, preserves the nineteenth-century distinction between
“beauty” and “utility,” refusing to recognize industrial design as a
form of art.

Fashions change in all things. Design is no exception.
Today, the design philosophy of functionalism is dominant.'”
According to functionalism, the best designs are those in which

98 See definition of "applied art" at 17 U.S.C.§ 101.

94 See PATRY, supra note 70, § 3:134.

95 See id.

9 [d.

97 17 U.S.C. § 102(a)(5) (1976).

9 See GOLDSTEIN, supra note 28, § 2.5.3(b)-(c); NIMMER, supra note 87, § 2.08(B)(3);
Michael Davis-Hall, Copyright and the Design of Useful Articles: A Functional Analysis of
Separability, 50 COPYRIGHT L. Symp. (ASCAP) 37 (1997); Shira Perlmuuter, Concepiual
Separability and Copyright in the Designs of Useful Articles, 37 J. COPYRIGHT SoC'Y. U.S.A. 339
(1990); Reichman, supra note 81; Setliff, supra note 35, at 57-60 (providing a more recent
critique).

9‘-? For the physical test, see Esquirg, Inc., 591 F.2d 796; For the conceptual test, see
Kieselstein-Cord v. Accessories by Pearl, Inc., 652 F.2d 989 (2d Gir. 1980),

100 See supra note 98,

101 See Setliff, supra note 35, at 62,
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“the appearance springs truly from the structure, and is a logical
expression of it.”'® This functionalistic approach is reflected in
the known aphorism “form follows function.”  However,
achieving a visual effect by eliminating ornamentation must not be
confused with failing toconsider visual effect entirely. Specifically,
functionalism is concerned with aesthetic appearance.’™ Even a
flexible application of the “separability” criterion prevents most of
the more up-to-date designs from receiving copyright
protection.'”® Consequently, in its more extreme phrasings, the
“separability” criterion in the United States preserves the
theoretical aesthetic perceptions of the Victorian era, in which
decoration means additional external embellishment attached to
objects.'"™

(2) Patent Protection

Since 1842, patent law may also protect designs.'” A patent is

a right given with respect to invention, subject to registration; and
invention, normatively speaking, is a technological idea.'® In
addition to being useful, a patentable invention must meet high
thresholds of novelty and non-obviousness on a global level.'™
This begs the question of how to patent a design, since design is
based on the aesthetic appearance of a product and not a
technological invention.

The historical development of a design patent right in the
United States reveals that its purpose was to fill the gap between
copyright and patent protection, with the legislative intent of
encouraging the decorative arts.'® To this end, an additional
requirement was added to a design patent right, which is
“ornamentality” that is not dictated by functional considerations,'
while the utility requirement that is compulsory with respect to

102 Denicola, supra note 30, at 740 n.157 (quoting WILLIAM DENNIS CAIN, ENGINEERING
PRODUCT DESIGN 157 (Business Books 1969)). See also #d. at 740 n.1568; GOLDSTEIN, supra
note 28, § 2.5.3(b); Setliff, supra note 35, at 62.

103 Louis H, SULLIVAN, THE AUTOBIOGRAPHY OF AN IDEA 258 (1956).

104 See Australian Law Reform Commission, supranote 1, § 2,12,

105 Ser NIMMER, supra note 87, § 2.08(B)(3) (reviewing the complexities stemming from
the conceptual “separabilty” test, employed by courts}).

106 See PATRY, supranote 70, § 3:141 n.16 {offering a somewhat similar critique).

107 This statement excludes the the ramifications of -the artindustry nexus in U.S.
copyright law, See CHISUM, supra note 55, § 1.04(1). See also Wallace R. Burke, Evolution of
the Unobviousness Standard: 35 US.C. § 103 for Design Patents, 19 U. BALT. L. REV. 324, 324-
25 (1991) (tracing the history of design patents in the United States).

108 35 U.S.C. § 101 (2008).

109 I at §§ 101-08.

110 See CHISUM, supra note 55, § 1: 1.04(1); MERGES ET AL., supra note 54, at 357,

M 35 U.S.C. § 171; Chisum, supra note 55, at § 1.04.[2].
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patents was dropped.’”? Thus, in contrast to “regular” inventions,
a patent covering design consists of purely aesthetic features, such
as surface orpamentation,'® although most other patentability
requirements are maintained, such as novelty and non-
obviousness.'* The outcome is an industrial property scheme for
design, accompanied by all the characteristics attached to the
patent scheme: high standard requirements for eligibility;'* a long
and expensive process of registration as a pre-condition for
protection;''® and a strong monopolistic right for a short period
(fourteen years).'"

Design patents protect only the ornamental aspects of the
patented design, and not the functional aspects.™ This outcome
poses the same problems as the “separability” measurement in
copyright law: it is difficult for courts to distinguish the protectable
ornamental aspects from-the unprotectable functional aspects of a
design product that incorporates both."® Consequently, patent
design protection does not offer full protection for many
contemporary designs, whether due to the inappropriate eligibility
requirement, the unsuitable process of registration, or lack of
adequate protection for aesthetics merged with function.

Since there are two main routes for protecting designs—
patent and copyright—the question remains whether protection is
cumulative, or whether the designer must choose one of the
options. The Mazer v. Stein holding did not answer this question,
which led to contradictory decisions in lower courts.’
Nevertheless, in practice the availability of patent protection for

112 This might-be explained by the fact that “pure aesthetics” and *utility” contradict.
See supra note 57 and accompanying text.

113 35 U.5.C. § 101 (stating that *[wlhoever invents any new, original and ornamental
design for an article of manufacture may obtain a patent therefore, subject to the
con;clitions and requirements of this title . . . .”). See alse MERGES ET AL., supra note 54, at
357.

14 35 U.S.C. § 171

115 See supra note 85 and accompanying text.

116 35 U.5.C. Ch. 11-12. According the 1).5. Patent Office website, the average patent
application pendency is 24.6 months. See http://www.uspto.gov/main/fag/index.htm]
(last visited Nov. 10, 2007). Furthermore, the U.S. Patent Office strongly recommends
that all prospective applicants retain the services of a registered patent attorney or patent
agent to prepare and prosecute their applications. See id.

"7 35U.5.C. §173.

& 35 U.S.C. § 289; L.A. Gear, Inc. v. Thom McAn Shoe Co.,, 988 F.2d 1117 (Fed. Cir.
1993); CHISUM, supra note 55, § 1.04(1); MERGES ET AL., supra note 54, at 357,

119 Such as a design which follows the functionalist approach. See Brown, supra note 69,
at 1356-57; Keebaugh, supra note 1, at 261-62; Shyh-Jen Wang, The Flow Chart of Design
Patent Infringement, 87 ]. PAT. & TRADEMARK QFF. SOC'Y 761, 766 (2005).

120 See Briggs, supra note 1; Brown, supra note 69, at 1356-57; Richard G. Frenkel,
Intellectual Property in the Balance: Proposals for Improving Industrial Design Protection in the Post
TRIPS Era, 32 LOV. L.A. L. REV. 531, 555-58 (1999); Keebaugh, supra note 1, at 260-63
(providing a similar opinion).

121 See CIHISUM, supra note 55, § 1.04(5) (b).
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design does not preclude copyright protection; t1}212us, presumably,
protection could be received under both statutes.

(3) Trademark Protection

The third path for protecting designs is througl:( tradtfélg?;h
law, or a trade dress claim. Courts approve tr_ademar proonda1
if the design acquires sufficient d1st1r1ct1veness1 (lsltlac on rz
meaning) in order to function asa tra:demark; name v, : e dsgm
must function as a means to identfy th(.e o,rlgm of goo as. )
Another important requirement for a design’s pr?te;:tlon s
trademark is that it does not contain functiona f;l emeE r.la
Discussions concerning these two 'requlrements shov.v t zlit :;*1 eeuse
product’s design becomes diStiI.lCthf: a.nd non—funcu?g:lal,{owever
of this third path has become mc1:easmg1y popuilar. o tw(;
some complications have arisen with the OEGI’&UOI’(li ohave : e
requirements with respect to proc‘luct 1gemgn an . pdress
barriers to successful trade dress actions.” Moreover, _tradestates
action will not always be available, 51r“1ce' Fhe Umtz | States
Supreme Court has interpreted the term origin of goo f;[ 1Cr(13 the
trademark statute (Lanham Act) as referring to the pro uf o
the designed tangible goods, and not th(‘:‘ prl?fiucer roor the
(potentially) copyrightable or patentable (.ieszgm that ﬁoifed rare
adhered to the goods.'” Theref(.)re, designers ar; }? od from
claming trade dress protection independently of the gi

IN, supranote 28, § 2.5.3 n.73. _
::i gi’f? VGV(;}—.R/IS;E r;toref: Inc. v. Samara Bros., Inc., 529 U.S. 205, 212 (2(:205)5T§W(1) (f)’;:?g;;,
1 Taco Cabana, Inc., 505 U.S. 763, 775 (1992); GHISUM, supra no [S, Bra-e er,
(;&(‘;N supra note ,55 § 2A.10(2); MCCARTHY, supra note 39,.§ 7.25. See also mgdg-.;ucE
supra note II”Q, at 1012 (discussing recent research on overlapping protcction on p
e rafFix )beﬁces, Inc. v. Mkeg. Displays, Inc., 532 U.S. 23 (2001); %u%h;i(lgo. v.
e Croe CO.,D514 U'Sc.l'l 5%31 ﬁscggc%?gz'inge:hi[ﬁl%ﬁ?gésigtﬂfvﬁ:; of }Jrodm;t D.esign
B. Dinwoodie, Recornce rrent Di
Tr:;e %:escsn;%mlg.c. L. REV. 471 {1997) (thoroughly reylemng_the;‘;é t\E')o gg;m;fgﬁl. ‘:Sf:
also Braegéer supra note 12, at 109-27; Graeme B. Dinwoodie, . éc_zth N ng‘_:’da
Teleological Ap'pmach to Trademark Law, 84 JOWA L: REv. 611 (1999); _]11;"019 t1908) ,
The Trouble With Trade Dress Protection of Product Design, 61 ALB. L. REV 1809 (198
126 The most signilicant obstacle for trade dress action is that prolhui suchgnuality not
iov inherent distinctiveness, and therefore lt-should be proven at suc q ality was
fmJoydl by actual use in the course of time; that is the “secondary meaning ' requi uent
§alnfv l}\);fa,-c, 529 U.S. at 214; Braegger, supra note 12, at 1}6;19. Anot}?er[j]g(tlu:c;ﬁs
Ebf al- fgr’trade d'ress action was the “aesthetic funcuopallty approach. Un ca s
appro f:h when goods are bought largely for their aesthetic value, their feaftures }I)'l.le gﬁve
?Sl?:g(ama,l because they contribute to their value and aid the p;rfoEmanlcgsoF Eél;l c:; ?;]9 s
for which the goods are intended. See Pagliero v. Wallace China 0}3; F2d 539, 342
Gth Cir. 1952); RESTATEMENT (FIRST) OF TORTS § 742 cmt. a (1938), racgg ’b ;;] anot
%2 at lé7-29 ’Howevcr, recently the Supreme Court narrovyegi I.hl.S clo(;:tn;e Z:x ol z;g
thét the aest]-letic and the utilitarian functionality must be distinguished. rafl X
. S.ar23. . ]
111%,75%2“5[3“? Corp, 1. Twentieth Century Fox Film Corp., 539 U.S. 23, 37 (2003).
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goods’ producer, and consequently trade dress protection does
not function as a full substitute for design right protection. Trade
dress remains unchanged: protection against
customers and not prevention of imitation per se.'
Case law demonstrates that, given the optional overlapping of
trademark, copyright, and patent protection, trademark
protection for design is not precluded, provided the requirements
of non-functionality and distinctiveness are met."” In these cases,
the overlap does not undermine the balance of design’s
protection through patent or copyright. The design’s protection
is not undermined because the purpose is not to tailor the
appropriate incentive for creation, as it is in patent and copyright,
but rather to protect customers.’™ This latter purpose also
underlies trademark law, and protection through trademark
should be allowed as long as the design is sufficiently distinct and
there is a possible misleading use of trade dress, Although
cumulative protection of design and trademark law is permissible
on both theoretical and doctrinal grounds, a series of United
States Supreme Court decisions warned against use of trademark
law as a broad catch-all federal protection whenever other
intellectual property rights are not in force or are
unenforceable."™  Trade dress, to conclude, is not the best
alternative for design protection, and its excessive use (or rather

misuse) only supports the need for a specially tailored solution for
designs that would bar imitation per se.

misleading

128 Jd

129 See CHISUM, supra note 55, § 1.04(6) (a) (e); see also Sediff, supra note 35, at 71-73.

130 See GILSON, supra note 55, § 2A.10; MCCARTHY, supra note 39, § 6.3. See also Dastar

Corp., 539 U.S. at 33-34. However, some opine that such overlap might be problematic,

since the reputation of the design right owner is free of competition during the term of
the design registration, and then allowed unlimited trademark protection after
expiration, thus unreasonably limiting development of the relevant art or industry. See
DANIEL GERVAIS & ELIZABETH F. JUDGE, INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY: THE LAW IN CANADA
602 (Carswell 2005); Michael S. Perez, Reconciling the Patent Act and the Lanham Act; Should
Product Configurations be Entitled to Trade Dress Protection afler the Expiration of a Utlility or
Design Patent?, 4 TEX. INTELL. PROP. L.J. 383, 400-08 (1996). Such an opinion was rejected
recently by the Canadian court, on the basis of both statutory language and rationale for
trademark protection. See WOC Containers Sales Itd v. Haul- Al Fquip. Ltd, [2003) F.C.
962. See also GERVAIS & JUDGE, supra.
131 See In re Mogen David Wine Corp., 328 F.2d 925, 930 (C.C.P.A. 1964).

132 See Dastar Corp., 539 U.S. at 37; TrafFix Devices, Inc., 532 U.S. at 23; Wal-Man Stores,
Ine., 529 U.S. at 214-215. Sz also GILSON, supra note 55, § 2A.10.
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(4) Sui Generis Protection: Vessel Hulls and Semi-Conductor Chips

A significant change in design protection in United States
legislation is found in the Vessel Hull Design Protection Act of
1988 (“VHDPA").™ The VHDPA defines originality to meet the
threshold of creative endeavor, based on copyright doctrines, **
and protects “an original design of a useful article which makes
the article attractive or distinctive:-in appearance to the purchasing
or using public. .. .”™ Clearly, this enactment confers a form of
sui generis design protection, limited to the realm of boat hulls.'*

The VHDPA was a response to Bonito Boats, Inc. v. Thunder Craft
Boats, Inc.," in which the Supreme Court criticized the ineffectual
federal protection of designs,”™ while striking down a state law
protecting the design of boat hulls on the constitutional grounds
of pre-emption. Congress responded to the Bonito Boats holding
with an enactment addressing boat hulls, but left the rest of the
design realm untouched.'” Nevertheless, the VHDPA can be seen
as pilot legislation for the change required in U.S. design law,'
since it incorporates a sui generis law for designs, tailored after the
copyright paradigm, by requiring some kind of registration and
setting a short term of protection.'! The hull registration is to be

133 Vessel Hull Design Protection Act, Pub. L. No. 105-304, 112 Stat. 2860 (1998}
(codified at 17 U.S.C. § 1301).

134 17 US.C. § 1301(b)(1) (2008). For more on the originality requirement in
copyright law, see infra, Section 4(B).
135 17 US.C §1301(a)(1).

136 See NIMMER, supra note 87, § 8(A)(13).

137 Bonito Boats, Inc. v. Thunder Craft Boats, Inc., 489 U.S. 141 (1989).

138 fd. at 167-68.

138 Tt was suggested that the VHDPA language could easily be broadened to include
other types of useful articles, and thus to provide the type of design scheme that has been
proposed for years in the United States. See CHISUM, supra note 55, § 23.06(3). However,
such broadening is unwarranted since Congress’s clear intent was 10 overturn the Bonilo
Boats, Inc. holding and to codify a rule relating only to boat hulls. See NIMMER, supra note
87, § 8(A)(13)(14).

140 [nitially, the VHDPA was enacted to remain in effect for only two years, since it was
experimental legislation; Later, its “sunset” mechanism was abolished and it became
permanent protection. See NIMMER, supra note 87, § 8A.17(E). Nimmer criticized the fact
that Congress's intent to thoroughly examine the effect of the legislation prior to its full
acceptance was undermined. fd. In 2003, a report on the impact of the VHDPA on
industry was submitted to Congress, but the report was not conclusive. U.S. COPYRIGHT
OFFICE AND U.S, PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE, THE VESSEL HULL DESIGN PROTECTION
ACT: OVERVIEW AND ANALYSIS 10 (2003) [hereinafter U.S. REPORT VESSEL HULL]. For
example, it stated that, “[w]hile registrations have been made, the results of efforts to
prevent infringement are unknown.” Id. at 10. Furthermore, the report concluded that it
was too soon to tell whether the Act had a significant overall effect on the boat building
industry. Id. at 20.

14t The VHDPA excludes protection from designs in accordance with copynight
doctrines, denying protection to “not original” designs or designs that are entirely
dictated by uulitarian functions. See 17 US.C. §§ 1302(1)-(4) (2008). A further
requirement is that registration should take place within two years of the design's
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made at the Copyright Office, and it appears to be more of a
deposit than a registration which includes examination. The
Copyright Office must determine only whether the application
“relates to a design which on its face appears to be subject to
protection” under the VHDPA."? The Copyright Office is not
obliged to compare the désign with other registered and known
designs."® Finally, the statute explicitly states that dual protection
by design patent and under the VHDPA is foreclosed.'* However,
a different provision leaves open the possibility of cumulative
protection on other bases, such as trademark and unfair
competition laws.'"* These developments, with respect to boat
hulls, may be the beginning of a trend creating a quick, low-
formality and exclusive copyright kind of protection.'* This, as
will be explained in. more detail below, should be levered into a
comprehensive new sui generis design law for all designs in the
United States. '’

Aside from the VHDPA there is one more sui generis form of
protection incorporated into the Copyright Act, which is the
Semiconductor Chip Protection Act of 1984." This legislation
could demonstrate the intellectual property expansion mechanism
described above by sub-division into a patchwork of hybrid laws.'*
However, the subject matter referred to in this special provision is
slightly different, since although it deals with industrialized
articles, it pertains to their functional typeface, or typography,
rather than aesthetic appearance.’™ While the VHDPA remains
the major model for future design legislation, the special

publica'tion_, whether in the U.S. or abroad. See id. at §§ 1302(3)-(11). The total term of
protection is ten years. See id. at § 1305,

142 Seeid, at § 1315(a).

148 See NIMMER, supra note 87, § 8(A) (15) (3); H.R. REP. No. 105436, at 18 (1998).

144 See 17 U.S.C. § 1329; NIMMER, supra note 87, § 8(A) (21).

15 See 17 U.S.C. § 1330(2); NIMMER, supra note 87, § 8(A)(21).

148 But there are other ways to implement this kind of protection, such as with unfair
competition law. Seg, e.g., William T. Freyer, An Overview of Industrial Design Law Global
Development, 10 U. BALT. INTELL. PROP. L.J. 63, 66 (2002),

147 For a similar opinion, see Keebaugh, supra note 1, at 275-77. The Copyright Office
has also recently expressed a similar opinion, according to which the VHDPA “was written
in such a way that it could later be amended to cover designs of usefu! articles in general .
. “Alternauvely, it could be amended to cover additional specific types of useful articles .
LW See Hearing on H.R. 5055 Before the Subcomm. on Courts, the Internet, and Intellectual
PTOperty' of the H. Comm. on the Judiciary, 109th Cong. 195, 205 (2006) (statement of the
United States Copyright Office) [hereinafter Copyright Office Opinion].

48 For protection of integrated circuits in the U.S, see 17 US.C. §§ 901-914;
NIMMER, supra note 87, § 8(A)(1).

4% See supra note 63 and accompanying text.

130 In U.S. legislation, the integrated circuit is called “mask work,” and refers to
semiconductor chips. For the definition, see 17 US.C. § 902. What he calls the
“definition” doesn’t really define “mask work.” It defines the protections extended to
such works, See also NIMMER, supra note 87, §§ 8 (A)(1)-(12) (explaining the content and
scope of this special protection).
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protection given to semiconductor chips should be borne in mind
in modeling any future design scheme, since it raises the question
of protection of functional designs that will have clear and
immediate irhplications on various markets, as in the production
of spare parts for mechanical and electrical products, and in the
location of such designs in the intellectual property realm.!®!

C. The International “No Standard”

On the international level, the three significant instruments,
the Berne Convention for Protection of Literary and Artistic
Works,” the Paris Convention of Industrial Property™ and the
Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property
(“TRIPS Agreement”)," do not compel a paradigm for protection
of industrial designs, besides the mere necessity to acknowledge
some protection.” The legal history of each of these international
instruments reveals the basic conflict with respect to designs: the
difficulty of locating them in the intellectual property realm. The
outcome is that there is no compelling international standard, and
there exists a disharmonious protection over designs around the
globe. '

During various conferences that followed and amended the
1886 Berne Convention, there was an ongoing debate with respect
to designs and their possible location within the copyright branch
of intellectual property.™ The result was a decision not to decide,

151 The legal attitude 1o “spare parts” deserves a separate and thorough discussion.
Although highly related to industrial designs, their legal status remains beyond the scope
of this article. See CIISUM, supra note 55, § 14.03(4) (discussing protection of spare parts
via different legal means, such as utility models or “petty patent” in other countries); see
also MARTIN HOWE & A.D. RUSSELL-CLARKE, RUSSELL-CLARKE ON INDUSTRIAL DESIGNS 84-
87, 25758 (Sweet & Maxwell 2005); Klause-Jirgen Michaeli, Protection of Industrial Designs:
An Overview of German Law, in INDUSTRIAL DESIGN RIGHTS: AN INTERNATIONAL
PERSPECTIVE 121, 124 (Brian W. Gray & Effie Bouzalas, eds., Kluwer Law International
2001); Joseph Swaus, Design Protection Jor Spare Paris Gone in Europe? Proposed Changes to the
EC Directive: The Commission’s Mandate and its Doubtful Execution, 27 EUR. INTELL. PROP. REV,

391 (2005) (Eng). For more on “spare parts,” see infra notes 364-366 and accompanying
text.

132 Berne Convention, supra note 10.

133 Paris Convention, supra note 10,

134 TRIPS Agreement, supra note 10.

155 Article 2 (7) of the Berne Convention, supra note 10; Article 5(5) of the Paris
Convention, supra note51; Article 25 (1) of the TRIPS Agreement, supra note 10,

156 For a review of the different schemes for designs' protection in different countries,
see ANNE MARIE GREENE, DESIGNS AND UTILITY MODELS THROUGHOUT THE WORLD
(2007).

157 The French delegates stressed the French doctrine of full acceptance of copyright
protection for designs, while the English delegates promoted the English doctrine of full
separation between designs and copyright, resulting in no substantive agreement. See SAM

RICKETSON , THE BERNE CONVENTION FOR THE PROTECTION OF LITERARY AND ARTISTIC
WORES: 1886-1986, at 271-73 (1987).

2008] RECONCEPTUALIZING PROPERTY IN DESIGNS 1129

and to allow member states full freedom on the subject.'™ Only in
1948 did the parties reach what seems to F)e the only possible
agreement, according to which works of applied art were added to
the enumeration of protected works in Article 2(1), and a new
article (now Article 2(7)) was adopted, leaving memtlaer states the
freedom to choose the scope and kind of protection given to
applied art. This was the last attempt to introduce harmonized
doctrine into the Berne Convention, and the question has not
been re-examined since." Accordingly, there are different modes
for protecting designs in member countries, all in accord with the
flexible Berne Convention formula.'®

The debate over the legal paradigm appropriate for designs
was also reflected in the Paris Convention launched, similarly to
the Berne Convention, at the end of the nineteenth century. The
Paris Convention deals with industrial property, mainly patents
and trademarks, and establishes international regulation with
respect to national registration of intellectual property rig'hts.‘ At
the Convention, there was a long debate as to whether designs
should be included in this instrument.’® This debate was partly
resolved in 1958, when Article 5(5) of the Paris Convention was
adopted, according to which “Industrial Designs shall be protected
in all the countries of the Union.” Notably, the parties agreed
only on the obligation to protect designs, without setting any
standard with respect to the eligibility or scope of design
protection.'®  Therefore, once something is ident.iﬁed as an
industrial design according to a member state’s lavx.r, it is protected.
However, such protection can be achieved by a mde.sp.ecr_mql of
legal means, from copyright, to special design laws assimilated into
patent law, to unfair competition law.'® All meth?ds,. of course,
comply with the Paris Convention’s lack of standardnzaﬂgn. There
are thus two international conventions regulating designs — the
Berne and Paris Conventions ~ and this well-established legal
situation shows no sign of changing in the foreseeable future.'*

The TRIPS Agreement also defers the decision concerning

158 See id. at 271-73.

159 See id. at 280.

160 See id, at 282,

1681 See G.H.C. BODENHAUSEN, PARIS CONVENTION FOR THE PROTECTION OF INDUSTRIAL
PROPERTY 86 (1968). o _

162 There have heen different attempts to define what a design is, to establish a
mechanism for evaluating the novelty of designs, and to mandate a minimal period of
protection. All of these proposals were rejected due to lack of cansensus, and therefore
these issues remain under the sole jurisdiction of the member states. See id. at 86.

165 See id, at 86. See also COPYRIGHT AND DESIGNS LAW, REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE TO
CONSIDER THE LAW ON COPYRIGHT AND DESIGNS, 1977, Cmnd. 6732, at 32 [hereinafier
WHITFORD REPORT].

16¢ For a similar conclusion, see RICKETSON, supra note 158, at 282.
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the scheme of design protection to the individual states, though it
does show a slight movement in the direction of harmonization.
According to the TRIPS Agreement, member states “shall provide
for the protection of independently created industrial designs that
are new or original.”'* The wording “new or original” reflects an
agreement to include both originality from the copyright realm
and novelty from the industrial property field as requirements. '
Therefore, again, the TRIPS Agreement does not oblige any
standard of protection, and the spectrum of acceptable rights
allowed by the Paris Convention was preserved."” Even a specific
article in the TRIPS Agreement, setting special requirements for
textile designs in terms of cost and duration of obtaining
protection, is not a deviation from the “no standard” in
international law since it stipulates that members are free to meet
this obligation through either copyright or industrial design law.'®®
Finally, the only compelling minimum standard adopted by the
TRIPS Agreement concerns the term of protection, which should
be at least ten years. This means that the only international
harmonization that exists with respect to design protection relates
to the minimum duration of protection, and nothing more than
that.

Another international instrument that should be mentioned
is the Hague Agreement Concerning International Registration of
Industrial Designs,' which establishes an international system for
the registration of designs. However, the Hague Agreement says
that contracting parties should comply with the provisions of the
Paris Convention concerning industrial designs.!’! Moreover, the
provisions of the Hague Agreement do not effect any greater

165 TRIPS Agreement, supra note 10, art. 25(1) (permitting members to legislate
different requirements with respect to eligibility).

166 See DANIEL GERVAIS, THE TRIPS AGREEMENT DRAFTING HISTORY AND ANALYSIS 212-
13 (Sweet & Maxwell 2003). According to one commentator’s view, TRIPS art. 25(1) does
not permit accumulation of requirements and the eligibility standard should be one or the
other, either new or original. Nevertheless, it is clear that both the copyright and patent
standards are permitted with no preference for one system over the other. See NUNO
PIRES DE CARVALHO, THE TRIPS REGIME OF TRADEMARKS AND DESIGNS 402 (Kluwer Law
International 2006).

167 See GERVAIS, supra note 167, at 212-13; bE CARVALHO, supra note 167, at 395405,

168 TRIPS Agreement, supra note 10, art. 25(2). This Article addresses the need of the
textiles industry to protect designs quickly given the short time of profits from creation
untl end of potential marketing. Therefore, usually in cases when designs are protected
with a patent-like kind of legislation, the industry's needs are not fulfilled, See GERVAILS,
supra note 167, at 213-14.

169 TRIPS Agreement, supra note 10, art. 26(3).

170 Geneva Act of the Hague Agreement [of 6 November 1925] Concerning the
International Registration- of Industrial Designs art. 14(1), July 2, 1999 (extending the
Hague Agreement Concerning the Deposit of Industrial Designs of 1934, amended in
1960) [hereinafter Hague Agreement, Geneva Act].

171 fd. art. 2(2).
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protection afforded by the laws of c‘ontracti.ng parties, (})ll;
protection accorded to applied art by international 1:01;)}711:[5:;172
treaties, or the protection accorded by the_ TRIPS Agr};eemeonize
Thus, the Hague Agreement’s pl.lrpose is not tO. azlmd i
international protection over cliemgns nor set a Ttan arm o
protection, but only to establish an 1nternapona; sy§t<te n o
registration which will make the process gf national regis 1§ tor
more efficient.'™ It has had some success 1n this area (see below,
i .(c).(i))."™ S
Secu?tnst(l)élcti (be) )noted in this respect that EU leglsl.atui)l‘]lils
similarly entangled in the problems and tencl'er%(:les of the mad 1thtz
to reach a consensus. The European Conllmlssmn ha's stressed the
need for a harmonized mode of protection for des.lgnsl,vsan : }?e
made a gesture towards deﬁnmg such protectl%n(.: ey
European Parliament and Councﬂ. adqpted the_ . h 1dergis
Directive in 1998.* Under the directive, a design ho i
entitled to two design rights: first, an unreglstere(g glommu:a:)sr
quasi-copyright protection given for a peI‘IOd. 0. ge:ecyond
automatically upon the first m‘arketmg of the 'demgfn, an secor O,f
a registered Community quasi-patent protection, for a prld oo
up to twentyfive years. In ord.er to reduce the cost a d e
usually associated with a registration systemn, all that is requi ol
this latter form of protection is a deposit, and not any e>tfam1n tim;
However, the eligibility requirement for‘ both ‘modr':s tr;‘) prptezv o
— unregistered and registered Community design rig ts}: $ I;zeSi r);
and individual character” As a matter of .pohcy, t 1e §
Directive does not interfere with any national m!:ellectua prope 11:7);
rights for designs,'™ including n'atmn_al copyright protelcttl.(:lg,to
and therefore all Community design rights may 'be cumula i o
other national modes of protection, according to natio

i §‘§;a\fv‘i$h T. FREVER TI, THE GENEVA ACT (1999) OF THE HAGUE AGREEMENT

INDUSTRIAL DESIGNS: DRAFTING
‘FHE INTERNATIONAL REGISTRATION OE:‘ ! \
ﬁ%ﬁ%&?ﬁ:ﬁ ANALYSIS 23-33 (2005) (thoroughly describing the Hague Agreement and its
fomag:éte Agreement, Geneva Act, supra note 170, art, 14(1); Freyer II1, supra note 173,
. 12125:-333; SUTHERSANEN, supra note 16, at 23; Commission Green Paper on éheSJiLegal lgzztzﬁg):
Industrial Design, (June 1991). For a thorough review of the dxﬂ'ererlli3 e gg;; EL; b
g{;gimes g Com na‘dons'V'Seegumgmﬁ'}ummpr. SEl;?éeN }Q?E:;[T, AN INTERNATIONAL
Durie, European Community Design Law, in R 2000)
X 86 (Brian W. Gray & Effie Bouzalas eds., .
PEE%PE%Lﬁi?%ireéﬁve 98/71, Legal Prot‘]:cnon of Designs, art. 100z, 1998 O.]. (L 289)
inafter E.C. Design Directive]. _ - ’
2Slg-"TE(Iza)i [::t;fﬁ;s, Stu; see akggUTHERSANEN, supra note 16, at 26-27; RUSSELL-CLARKE
note 151, at 4-5.
Su,?;;l E.C. Design Directive, supra note 177, art. 16.
179 fd art. 17.
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choice.”™ Itis clear, therefore, that the European Design Directive
reflects the spirit of compromise.™ It was described as the fruit of
non-consent, which led to an eclectic result, further complicating
the legal protection of designs.’®

4. THE PRINCIPAL QUESTION OF PATENT OR COPYRIGHT PARADIGM

After the long detour into the labyrinth of positive design law
comes the principal question: which paradigm of law is more
suitable to the design realm — patent or copyright? Furthermore,
should designs be protected by existing copyright andpatent
schemes or should they enjoy a sui generis law, based on the
preferred paradigm? I will deal with these questions below. The
question of protection under trademark will not be dealt with here
since, as stressed above, my assumption is that certain proprietary
rights per se should be acknowledged with respect to designs in
order to encourage investment in their creation,'® and trademark
protection can in any case be supplementary to the main path
elected for protecting designs against imitation per se.'™

A. The Deficiencies of the Patent Paradigm and Compalibility with
the Copyright Paradigm

An ongoing dilemma in this niche of intellectual property law
concerns the apt paradigm for designs. 1 suggest that the
copyright paradigm is much more apt for the design realm,
however positive copyright law as it stands is not entirely suitable.
Therefore, the optimal legal regime is a sui generis law based on
the copyright paradigm. The arguments for rejecting the patent
paradigm and favoring the copyright paradigm for design are
many and varied, from theoretical to practical:

(1) Designing is a Creative not an Inventive Activity - Equal
Treatment for Creations .

One of the basic differences between copyright and patent
lies in the scope of protection: copyright is mainly an anti-copying
right'® and patent js a monopolistic right enabling the holder to

151150 Fg_rBthe four design rights applicable in the UK, see RUSSELL-CLARKE, supra note
,at 45,

181 Seg SUTHERSANEN, supra note 16, at 25.

182 See CORNISH & LLEWLYN, supra note 39, at 536. See also RUSSELL-CLARKE, supra note
151, at 1, 23-24; SUTHERSANEN, supra note 16, at 14,

183 See suprrg Section 2.

184 See supra notes 123-132 and accompanying text.

185 See 17 U.S.C. § 106(1) (2008).
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exclude use of the subject matter, even when not copied.”™ The
questions of the appropriate scope for the different intellectual
property rights and what degree of exclusivity is to be vested in
them is beyond the scope of this article,” but as long as the
common differentiation continues between artistic works and
technological inventions in terms of the applicable right’s
strength, consistency must be kept. Therefore, as [ will argue,
since designs should be assimilated to artistic works, the scope of
exclusivity should be attached to the works’ expression of ideas on
the subject matler axis of the intellectual property zone; otherwise,
anomaly is created.” Why should designs be assimilated to the
work’s subject matter? The answer lies in the justification for
acknowledging an intellectual property right with respect to
designs, which is to encourage the development of the aesthetic
appearance of useful articles.”® Namely, the fundamental element
of incentive to create lies at the basis of the design right.'”
Designing is an activity of human imagination and is of a different
order than inventing a technical device or achieving a scientfic
outcome.”™ Therefore, legally speaking, designing activity should
be assimilated to creative endeavors. In this respect, it should be
borne in mind that designs are artistic works with some special

186 See 35 U.S.C. § 271(a) (2008).

187 Much has been writtenn on the justification -for patent right and copyright. With
respect to copyright, see, for example, James Boyle, A Theory of Law and Information:
Copryright, Spleens, Blackmail and Insider Trading, 80 CAL. L. REV, 1413 (1992); Zechariah
Chafee, Jr., Reflections on the Law of Copyright: I & 11, 45 COLUM. L. REV. 503, 519 (1945);
Margaret Chon, Postmodern “Progress™ Reconsidering the Copyright and Patent Power, 43
DEPAUL L. REV. 97 (1993); Julie E. Cohen, Copyright and the Perfect Curve, 53 VAND. L. REV.
1799 (2000); Wendy J. Gordon, An Inquiry into the Merits of Copyright: The Challenges of
Consistency, Consent, and Encouragement Theory, 41 STAN. L. REV. 1343 (1989); William M.
Landes & Richard A. Posner, An Economic Analysis of Copyright Law, 18 J. LEGAL STUD. 325
(1989); Mark A. Lemley, The Economics of Improvement in Intellectual Property Law, 75 TEX. L.
REV. 989 (1997); Lunney, supra note 50, at 483; Stewart E. Sterk, Ritoric and Reality in
Copyright Law, 94 MICH. L. REv, 1197 (1996). With respect to patents, see Kenneth J.
Arrow, Economic Welfare and the Allocation of Resources for Invention, in COLLECTED PAPERS OF
KENNETH ]. ARROW 5 (Belknap Press 1985); Michael A. Heller & Rebecca S. Eisenberg,
Can Patents Deter Innovation?  The Anticommons in Biomedical Research, 280 SCIENCE 698
(1998); Robert M. Hurt & Robert M. Schuchman, The Economic Rationale of Copyright, 56
AM. ECON. REV. 421 (1966); Edmund W. Kitch, Rights in Fnventions, Writings, and
Marks, 13 HARV. J.L. & PUB. POL'Y 119 (1990); Edmund W. Kitch, The Nature and Function
of the Patent System, 20 ].L. & ECON. 265 (1977); Paul Klemperer, How Broad Should the Scope
of Patent Protection Be?, 21 RAND |. ECON. 113 (1990); Robert P. Merges & Richard R.
Nelson, On The Complex Economics of Patent Seape, 90 COLUM. L. REV. 839 (1990); Arnold
Plant, The Econemic Aspects of Copyright in Books, 1 ECONOMICA 167 (1934); Arnold Plant,
The Fconomic Theory Concerning Patents for Inventions, 1 ECONOMICA 30 (1934).

188 For a similar argument, see WHITFORD REPORT, supra note 164, at 37, 46.

187 For a discussion of justification for designs, see supra Section 2.

190 See COPINGER, supré note 5, at 713,

191 Herman Cohen Jehoram, The EC Green Paper on the Legal Protection of Industrial
Design: Half Way Down the Right Track — A View from the Benelux, 14 EUR. INTELL. PROP. REV.
75, 76 (1992) (Eng). See also Sediff, supra note 35, at 61-62. For an opposing view, see
Kur, supra note 35, at 376.
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characteristics, such as their utilitarian functions and their
industrial designations; however, designs’ basic nature as works of
the imagination is that of an artistic work.'? Accordingly, the usual
considerations of time and money needed to create a design are
taken to belong to the realm of works and not to that of
inventions. Thus, consistency with the perception that an anti-
copying right is necessary for éncouraging creativity must lead to
acknowledging the same right with respect to designs.'"® There is
practical evidence that protection against copying is what is
needed, and even in a system that favors monopolism, plaintiffs
have succeeded in cases of evidential copying.'#

(2) Designing is a Creative Not an Inventive Activity — The
Constitutional Argument

Aside from the simple logic of protecting similar subject
matters with a similar right, a constitutional argument could be
mvoked. The Intellectual Property Clause of the Constitution
empowers Congress to legislate copyright and patent laws “[t]o
promote the [p]rogress of [s]cience and the useful [a]lrts.”® The
Supreme Court has interpreted this clause as a mandate to shape
law according to utilitarian considerations.!% Thus, according to a
possible constitutional argument, as long as there is no good
reason for conferring an excessive scope of protection for designs,
in comparison with artistic works, such excessive protection does
not comply with the constitutional mandate. In other words,
inconsistency by favoring designs (i.e. by conferring a stronger
monopolistic right than that of copyright) must be explained in
economic or incentive terms. Without an explanation, excessive
protection might be challenged as unconstitutional.’” As I

192 See sufra note 6 and accompanying text.

193 Nevertheless, as will be explained below, the quid pro quo of lesser protection leads to
a longer term of protection that should not be employed with respect to designs.

184 Se¢ WHITFORD REPORT, supranote 164, at 37, 45,

195 U.S. CONST. art. L, § 8, cl. 8 (“To promote the Progress of Science and useful Arts by
securing for limited Times to Authors and Finnis Inventors the exclusive Right to their
respective Writings and Discoveries™).

19 See Campbell v. Acuff-Rose Music, Inc., 510 U.8, 569, 575 (1994); Feist Publ’ns, Inc.
v. Rural Tel. Serv. Co., 499 U 5. 340, 349-50 (1991); Sony Corp. v. Universal City Studios,
Inc., 464 U.S. 417, 420 (1984) (discussing the objective of copyright monopoly which lies
in public benefit from the labor of authors); see also NIMMER, supra note 87, § 1.03(A). But
see Orit Fischman Afori, Human Rights and Copyright: Fatroduction of Natural Law
Considerations Into American Copyright Law, 14 FORDHAM INTELL. PROP. MEDLA & ENT. LJ.
497, 546-54 (2004) (suggesting that the Intellectual Property Constitutional Clause of the
Constitution is also rooted in natural law underpinnings).

197 Not surprisingly, I found no such explanation in scholarly writings and legislative
records.  In contrast, for example, see the Constitutional rational explanation given by
the Supreme Court in approving the extension of the copyright term of protection,
Eldred v. Ashcroft, 537 U.S, 186, 206-207 (2003} ("In addition to internationaj concerns,
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propose below, assimilating design law to th.e registered in.dust.nal
property laws was the outcome of an accidental le.gal-hl.stoncal
process pushed through with the support of various interest
groups.' I suggest that this legal accident should be fixed.

(3) Patent’s Basic Features are Not Appropriate for Designs

Besides the basic economic and theoretical justiﬁcation'f(.)r
electing an anti-copying right, rather than a strong monopolistic
one for designs on the simple basis of consistency with protection
over similar subject matter, the accompanying features qf patent
law are not suitable for the design subject matter. By this I refer
both to the basic eligibility requirement of novelty and non-
obviousness'™ and to the long and costly process of registration.
Assimilating design protection to patents l_eads to a system og
registration, based upon material ex:amlnatlon (prosecuuon)- o1
the qualification for registration. With respect to technologica
inventions, this is the basic “bargain” the law confers a strong
monopolistic right and in exchange, the 1r_1vento.r reveals an
invention that is novel and demonstrates an inventive step on a
worldwide scale.”" Thus, prior to registration of a patent right, a
long and stringent examination takes place. Furtherrpore, this
process of registering a patent is costly. Only pljofessmnajls can
write the patent claims and negotiate with the.Rc.:glstrar until final
‘registration, and high registration fee§ are paid in order to cover
the professional expenses of examinanon.?_"2 Are these cgndltlons
suitable to the designs realm? The answer is clearly negative.

(a) Novelty Standard is not Appropriate for Artistic Features

The high standard of novelty for patents is completely
incompatible with design’s subject matter. Although the novelty
standard of patent law is much more objective than the originality

in -l i i d technological
assed the CTEA in -light of demographic, economic, an
gl?:nggrgsss .l.).and rationally credited projections that longer terms would encourage
copyrig};t holders to invest in the restoration and public distribution of Lt!elr,works_)é
198 See infra, Section 4.1.The Historical and Structural Reasons for Design’s Semi-Patent
Protection 108 (2008)
199 See 35 U.S.C. .
200 For a descrip§tion of the application process, see MERGES ET {\L., supra note 54,”at
159-64 (estimating that “[t]he ‘average’ prosecution takes approximately 2.77 years.”).
For the patent fees, see 35 U.S.C. § 41 (2008). It should be noted, however, that des;%r‘i
fees are a little lower. See id. § 41(1}(C)(3). See also COE"INGFER, supra n.otelkS,l at :
("[M]onopolies are usually provided under a system of r{:glstranpnlv:)hlch is likely to be
i ing, expensive and, for many types of design, impractical.”).
unizﬂel{;:sﬁl?tip?gt contract in patent law between the inventor and society, see MERGES
ET AL., supra note 54, at 158.
202 See supra note 200,
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standard of copyright law, it is nevertheless inappropriate for
artistic features.” Designs are concerned with the aesthetic
appearance of products, and therefore designs are always based on
parameters set by the product and prior knowledge.™
Furthermore, aesthetics are actually concerned with “art.”s
Novelty is an absolute criterion in the sense that a novel subject
matter must not have been anticipated by anything previously in
existence anywhere and at any time.*® Thus, a novelty threshold is
irrelevant to the assessment of “art.” 'If the aim is to encourage the
development of aesthetics in design, then the enforcement of a
novelty threshold will mean non-protection over a vast number of
designs.  Such an outcome clearly misses the purpose of
encouraging creative activity with respect to individuating product
configuration,*’ Accordingly, in those legal systems in which
novelty is indeed a requisite for the eligibility of designs, then
practically speaking, such a threshold is being maintained in a
Subjective manner, 2

The subjectivity of the novelty requirement in the context of
designs is expressed by different means, such as the interpretation
given to the requirement of “non-obviousness” in U.S. law, which
is part of the novelty assessment.® The essence of design is the
question of how to make an article more ornamental and
attractive, and these qualifications are normative in character and
thus more open-ended.?® For example, how can one tell whether
a chair with curved arms is or is not legally different enough from-a
chair with straight arms, such that it might be regarded as “new”?

Any assessment of the obviousness of designs is necessarily

203 For a similar opinion, see CORNISH & LLEWLYN, supra note 39, at 565; LADAS, supra
note 6, at 829; SUTHERSANEN, supra note 16, at 103-07; Reichman, Legisiative Agenda, supra
note 29, at 286-87, 291.

204 See Reichman, Legisiative Agenda, supra note 29, at 286-87, 291; Australian Law
Reform Commission, supra note 1, § 3.6-3.7. The Australian report also commented that
97% of the design technology Australia uses is not developed in Australia. /d, §3.7.

205 The denotation of “aesthetic” is, inter alia, “the appreciation of the beautiful, esp. in
the arts.” THE CONCISE OXFORD DICTIONARY OF CURRENT ENGLISH (Clarendon Press
1974y,

206 See LADAS, suprq note 6, at 865: SUTHERSANEN, supra note 16, at 165.

207 See Reichman, Legislative Agenda, supra note 29, at 286-87, 291; WHITFORD REPORT,
supra note 164, at 44, See also Briggs, supra note 1, at 176-78 {examining the difficulties
that the clothing industry encounters in applying the rigid patent standards of novelty and
non-obviousness with respect to clothing designs).

208 For the subjective interpretation given to the novelty standard in the United States,
see CHISUM, supra note 55, § 1:1.04(2)(f) n.104; JOHN GLADSTONE MILLS I, DONALD C.
REILEY IIT & ROBERT C. HIGHLEY, PATENT LAW FUNDAMENTALS § 8:5 (2007); Burke, supra
note 108, at 326. For a discussion of the novelty standard in France and Germany, see
SUTIHERSANEN, supra note 16, at 104, 165, 178.

29 The non-obvicusness requirement also applies to design patents. See 35 U.5.C. § 103
{2008).

210 Seg CHISUM, supranote 55, § 1:1.04(2) ().
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subjective, since aesthetics have no i.xltrinsic measurablei.va:}:e.;“
Courts have openly admitted that this is the_ de facto reality.*” . n
other words, the assessment of the qual.lﬁcz?tlon of a desvlgn m;l er
a novelty threshold cannot truly c'letermme_us newness, since t ;;e
is no objective tool for evaluating the dlfﬁ?rences between [h(;
compared ornamental features. Acc‘?rdlngly,. de' fgctq, h
threshold which is being activated is the 'sub.stanUaI §1m11ar1(;y ﬁn
the overall appearance bemeen.the_d.emgr} in question a;lr; ,lfhe
prior work(s) relied upon, to which it is being compared. . lde
term “substantial similarity” is borrowed from the copyright 1ef .
and is used for deciding when an alleged reproduction ohz:
copyrighted work does indeed mfrmg-e. It ha§ bef]:n iEOWIL ;Sez:i
the substantial stmilarity measurement in c;)ggfrlght aw™ is
j 's personal, subjective assessment.

. aj%l}?f esulzl)jective natui]*e of the interprt?tation of_ th.edflo.velty
requirement for designs is also reﬂectsd in other J.ur;s flcugrs.
For example, in the United Kingdom, a “new .de51gp is define X y
law as that which differs from earlier demgns' in more t aln
“immaterial details” or in features which are variants commonly
used in trade.®® This criterion of novelty works according to the

211 Alfred C. Yen, Copyright Opinions and Aesthetic Theory, 71 S. C. ;f. REV. 2&1 2;(1)1
(1998) ("[O]rthodox interpretations of copyngglt la;:' lfa\tfg ll't;’tl-l]’?,erlé n?ngﬁqg?guity or
ics. - i i lausible, First, the i
aesthetics. The reasons for this seem entirely p e o iblcs
aesthetics is considered incompatible with the supposedly l?' Jh o o being atortrar oF
judicial opinions. Judges run an unlagceptuably igh risk of being
ﬁztnggoff? I:aneg:i'lelfllca ch]:())ices infllueﬁce their decisions. 21 bSee glso Blelstgeilnn ge?gﬂiﬂgsgjﬁ
i ing Co., 188 U.5. 239, 251 (1903) ("It would be a angerous
L:ggﬁ?l:rl:iﬁgd ?)nly to the law to consttute themselves ‘ﬁnal ' JuFlgEs of the worth of
pictoria] illustrations, outside of the narrowest and most obvious limits. )i - 547 F2d 116
P 212 Jd. § 1:1.04(2)(f) n.104; MILLS, supra note 209, at § 8:5; In re Les 1es, 547 F2d L16,
121 (C.C.P.A. 1977); Landes Mfg. Co. v. Chromodern Chair Co., 203 U.S.P.Q. 837,
(C“;PS. fdari:ligiii;m note 209, at § 8:5; Famolare, Inc. v. Edison Bros. Stores,' Inc.l,0525 E).
Supp. 940 (i) C. Cal. 1981). This de facte wend |:\robablyl_l}'1::11.«;)1 led dle xﬁ::xt::l'{igside:zcal
. v - : oy omqe " » v 1 " - lc “new .
redefine design eligibility as “new and dlsunguvc, in wh ne ans "o identica]
ign i i " “distinctive” ubstantially similar design in p i
design in prior art,” and “distinctive” means "o s ilar desige, in prioc an
i Being aware of the subjectivity o 1
See Design Act, 2003, arts. 15-16 (Austl.). Being o bjectivity of the subsantia,
imilarity” threshold, the Australian Design Act adds a special article
smilcli:;;n)és including such instructions as “give more weight to similaritics _?;vgzrsl tﬁ::
ggsigns than to differences between them.” See id. art. 19. This outcome agai
i- digm for designs is problematic. ' o
? SzelTlF%Tigzpsalfgstgndal similgrity test in copyright law and its subJecuveSr%altin;le;asga
GOLDSTEIN, supra note 28, § 7.1; NIMMER, supra note 87, §§ 13.03(B)%2);t(h )é7 2ura C.
Lape, The Adetapkysics of the Law: Bringing Substanu_al Szfrfdanty Daz:n:i ;035 éz T35 (o Cir'
PRICJ)P‘. 1. REV. 495, 430-43 (1995). See also Shaw v. Lindheim, 919 F.2 Y .
19291?:).]1 should be noted that the eligibility requirements for p;ltgl;;l de?'s;g[r}ssaéc §“Iif;;’,
igi mental,” thus the originality requirement is included. S.C .
I?lrclggjérm‘l‘ge?vr:l?s a higher standard and embraces originality. See MILLS, supra note 209,
“ 2§"?:'.'?':his is the English threshold for design novelty. See RUSSELL-CLARKE, supra note
151, at 39, 127-31.
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“eye of the judge” test,”” which is far from being an objective or
“clear cut” test.”™ The E.C. Design Directive establishes a similar
criterion, requiring a design to have an “individual character,” in
addition to the novelty requirement.?® The E.C. Design Directive
stipulates in a special provision that a design shall be considered
to have an “individual character” if “the overall impression it
produces on the informed user differs from the overall impression
produced on such a user by any design which has been made
available to the public before,” and that “in assessing individual
character, the degree of freedom of the designer in developing
the design shall be taken into consideration.”® This test of
“overall impression” is similar to the old English “eye of the judge”
test.” FHowever, it is refined so that the relevant eye is that of the
“informed user.” This refinement means that the threshold is
according to a more objective “person skilled in the art” standard,
familiar in patent law.®® Nevertheless, even if the “eye test” is
examined through an “informed user/customer” prism, the basic
question still relates to the assessment of degree of similarity
between aesthetic or ornamental Jeatures, which, as 1 argued above,
cannot have a precise and definite resolution.

Another example for the subjectivity actually employed in
assessing design eligibility under the novelty requirement is in the
limited examination process prior to registration, which in some
countries focuses on non-reassembles with prior already registered
designs, and only on a national level®™ Such an examination is
consequent to the acknowledgement that it is impossible to
examine true novelty with respect to designs, and therefore, the
examination is satisfied with prima facia novelty on a very formal
level. Accordingly, the E.C. Design Directive, though adhering to
a semi-patent paradigm for design, opted for a softer deposit
system rather than registration after examination.?

217 For the old English origins of this test see, RUSSELL-CLARKE, supra note 151, at 39.

218 [d, at 127-31. .

219 E.C. Design Directive, supre note 177, art. 3(2) (“A design shall be protected by a
design right to the extent that it is new and has individual character.”).

220 Jd. are. 5(1),

221 Id. art, 5(2).

222 See RUSSELL-CLARKE, supranote 151, at 39.

2 Id. at 40. See alse CHISUM, supra note 55, § 1:1.04(2)(f) {describing a similar
standard for assessing novelty and non-obvicusness in U.S. law); CHISUM, supra note 55, §
3:7.08(2) (explaining the “person skilled in the art” standard in patent law).

224 For the legal practice of registering designs in England before implementation of
the E.C. Design Directive, see Register Design Act, 1949, c. 88, § 1B (Eng.) (stipulating
that a design shall not be regarded as new if it is the same as an already registered design or
the same as a design published in the UK} [hereinafter Register Design Act {Eng )]. See
also RUSSELL-CLARKE, supra note 151, at 105,

225 See supra note 177 and accompanying text; E.C. Design Directive, supra note 177, art.
11.

.
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The inevitable conclusion is that the whole matter of designs
fits into the work’s originality assessment, which requi.res a non-
copying threshold (in which high similarity fur?ctlons as a
circumstantial proof of subjective or actual copying), plus a
minimal degree of minimal artistic creativity.”® Below, .I furtl;ler
address the “originality” requirement with respect to designs.™ 1
also suggest that when the eligibility thresho].d is rec!uced, as a
matter of consistency with the convention in the mtell.ec‘tual
property realm, the scope of the right should be limited
accordingly to prevent copying in contrast to full monopoly
power.*®

(b) Registration’s Consequences are not Appropriate for Design
Markets

Aside from the fact that the novelty requirement is
incompatible with design eligibility, such a high rf:quirement
causes a long and costly process of registration, as with patents.
However, the process is in itself not appropria.te to designed
products’ markets, which are often dynamic in nature an-d
characterized by a short life span of the product.® Moreover, it
has been noted that a significant number of designslare- d.ew.'eloped
by small to medium scale firms.? With respect to such businesses,
compulsory registration might have a chilling effect due to lack 2o‘”f
profitability in investing in the registration process ex-ante.”
Such businesses may suffer from lack of sufficient legal awareness
as to the need to register the design in order to enjoy protection.
Therefore, such a rule will be inefficient for such businesses ex-
post.* o

More arguments against a design registration system could be
invoked: with respect to registered monopoly-type righ}s, courts do
not grant interim injunctions until the right is registered after
examination.®® Thus, for a significant period of time the.allege'd
owner of a right is “exposed” with no protection. ~During this
period, competitors might exploit the suI_JJect matter
(invention/design) and only after a grant of right can the

. iginali i i i i NIMMER, sufra note

226 For the originality requirement in American copyright law, see
87, § 3.03; Feist Publ'ns, Inc. v. Rural Tel. Serv. Co., 499 U.S. 340 (1991).

227 See infra Section 4.2.(a). 7,8 1201(A)

228 Sge NIMMER, sufpra note 87, § 1.2, .

229 SeeReichmR:;n, ?l‘)r,egislative Agenda, supra note 29, at 283; SUTHERSANEN, supra note 16,
at 103-07.

#3¢ Sze Reichman, Legislative Agenda, supra note 29, at 283-6.

231 Sezid. at 286.

292 See id. at 283. o ' ) .

233 S?: 35 U.S.C. § 1564(d) (2008) (stipulating that no injunctions are available until the
grant of & patent right).
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owner/patentee recover damages retroactively.® This situation is
especially unsuitable for the design market, in contrast to patents,
because of its dynamic and short life span.®® Thus, for such
markets, an automatic grant of right is crucial in order to obtain
immediate injunctive relief.? Without this remedy, competitors
will enjoy the full period of a product’s life, and build their own
goodwill and clientele on the design owner’s account. All the
while, the only relevant relief available to the design owner from
the court is retroactive damages. Moreover, assuming that the
designs’ market comprises mainly of small to medium-sized firms,
an additional concern is that such competitors will not be able to
pay adequate royalties and other monetary relief retroactively, due
to solvency problems.™ Thus, for this kind of market, early
preventive relief is crucial.

Other specific characteristics of design Jjustify deviation from
the semi-patent registration paradigm. For example, designs are
casily copied, and thus registration accompanied by publication
might actually harm instead of protect the right holder. This is a
well-known phenomenon in the design market. * Therefore, in
some countries, a non-disclosure rule is adopted, according to
which the confidentiality of the design “claims” is kept for a
certain period of time, while only the “biographical” data of the
respective design is published.® In such a case the purpose of
conducting open registration of rights — to increase flow of
information in the market and to increase the market’s efficiency

23 Since no injunctions are available until the grant of a patent right, in the period of
examination competitors might exploit the invention, and only after the grant of a patent
can the owner/patentee recover royaltics retroactively. See MERGES ET AL., supra note 54,
at 162.

255 See supra note 229.

236 See WHITFORD REPORT, supra note 164, at 41,

287 See supra note 231,

238 See SUTHERSANEN, supra note 16, at 106. For example, in the report concerning the
effect of the VHDPA on industry, it was mentioned that one of the possible reasons for the
low number of registrations in the years 1999-2003 was the fear that publication of the
registered designs would “encourage copying by unscrupulous competitors.” U.S. REPORT
VESSEL HULL, supra note 140, at 11. Furthermore, this report mentioned that in the
hearings “all of the industry witnesses opposed a requirement for detailed engineering
drawings . . , for fear that including such information in the application may make it
much easier for others to infringe the designs.” Id. at 16, See also id, at 18 (“All the boat
manufacturers who testified agreed that the requirement [publication of application]
discourages registration. They were particularly concerned ahout publication on the
Internet which they assert not only makes it easier to copy the design, but also makes it
easier for people in other countries to infringe.”}.

99 For secrecy of certain designs commencing registration in English law, see
Registered Design Act, 1949, c. 88, § 5 (Eng.) [hereinafier Registered Design Act]. In the
United States, design applications are not published at all, and are thus kept secret, in
contrast to patents. $2¢ 35 U.5.C. § 122(b)(2) (2008). However, publication is made upon
registration, See 35 U.S.C. § 10, 122 (b) (2008). This was also the practice in Germany, at
least in the past. See Paul Katzenberger, Protection Of Industrial Designs in Germany, in
DESIGN PROTECTION 91, 96 (Herman Cohen Jehoram & jehoram Sijthoff eds., 1976),
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by preventing competitors from investing time and money in
developing the same design - are not achieved. In other words,
the quid pro que of patents is irrelevant to designs in such
circumstances, and nevertheless registration is required.?® The
main advantage of the design registration system is to function as a
means to prove the time of creation, which in due time may serve
as evidence to prove or rebut claims of non-originality.?! Such a
system, that provides proof of originality, is a welcome addition to
the field of applied art. This is because in comparison to other
artistic creations (i.e. copyrighted works), it is harder to prove the
personal “touch” of the designer because the creation is d?ctate(?l
at least in part by impersonal utilitarian considerations.?
Accepting this as the main purpose of a design registration_systf:m
means that deposit rather than comprehensive examination
suffices: there is no waste of resources, and the designer can
market the design immediately after creating it; registration will
serve as a means to prove originality, non-copying or prior use. If
done under limited-time confidentiality, this will not function as a
source for copiers.®® This scheme has been adopted by the E.U.
registration system** and by the Hague International- Rt-agl_strat{on
System.** Furthermore, a deposit system in some jurisdictions is a
de facto legal reality.*®

(4) The Historical and Structural Reasons for Design’s Semi-
Patent Protection

The many enumerated deficiencies of semi-patent prptection
for designs beg the question of how such a legal regime was
chosen in so many jurisdictions over time. The answer is both
historical and structural.

One commentator explains the decline of design law into the
semi-patent paradigm, the process of adoption of various bodies of

240 See supra note 201 and accompanying text. o

241 EPENISPEOHEN, THE lNTERNA{")IOglALgPROTECl'ION OF DESIGNS 87 (2000); G. Finnis,
The Theory of “Unity of Ant” and the Protection of Designs and Models in French Law, 46 ]. PAT.
OFF. SOC’Y 615, 626 (1964).

242 Finnis, supra note 241, at 626.

243 Ser LADAS, supra note 8, at 837-38; Finnis, supra note 242, a1 627,

244 E.C. Design Directive, supra note 177, arts. 9-12. See also supra notes 175-181, and
accompanying text.

245 lgagz;le jg\greement, Geneva Act, supra note 140, art. 1(_)(1)._ o

246 See Section 3.C. It was reported that the design registration system is infrequently
used in the United Kingdom. See WHITFORD REPORT, supra note 164, at 30; CORNISII &
LLEWLYN, supra note 39, at 565; JEREMY PHILLIPS & ALISON FIRTH, INTRODUCTION TO
INTELLECTUAL FROPERTY LAW 371 (4th ed. 2001). Consequently, the capability to
examine the novelty of a design is very restricted, and the Registry has practically stopped
examining designs for novelty. See id. at 371‘. Thus, as a practical matter the design
registration system shifts into a deposit registration system.
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law in France, the United Kingdom and the United States as a
“historical accident.”® When the first patent law that included
designs was enacted in the United States, there was no central
registration of copyright, but there was a central patent office,?*
Therefore, when the insufficient protection given to designs was
acknowledged, and it was recognized that some form of
registration was required to afford this protection, it was decided
to transfer designs to the Patent Office authority.?® It is here that
designs began to be treated like inventions, for reasons of
administrative convenience.® The same historical process of
including designs in the patent scheme took place in France and
in England: since it was decided that the protection of designs
required a system of registration and deposit, and there was only
the patent registration system, designs were transferred into the
patent office’s mandate. The patent office thereafter assimilated
designs to patents in terms of eligibility as well as scope of
protection.*!

M7 See LADAS, supra note 6, at §20-31.

248 In 1842, Congress enacted the first design patent law, see Act of August 29, 1842, ch.
263, § 2, 5 Stat, 543; CHISUM, supra note 55, at §8.23.02; While, only in the copyright act of
1909 registration of copyright by deposit was required as a condition precedent to an
i[nfEin]gement action, see 17 U.S.C. § 13 (1909 Act); NIMMER, supre note 87, a1 § 7.16 {B]

I1{b] [i].

249 See [LADAS, supranote 6, at §30-31.

250 See L ADAS, supra note 6, at 830-31.

%1 In France, industrial designs were made a branch of industrial property by the law
of 1806. See LADAS, supra note 75, at 829-30. This is the first industrial law, which was
imitated all over the world. This law too has been described as “accidental”: the French
law of 1806 was enacted after the manufacturers of Lyon asked Napoleon to remedy the
insufficient protection and regulation of their industries. See id. at 829-830. According to
this law the factories in Lyon could deposit and register their designs in the archive of the
trade councils of each industry, These provisions were merely meant to supplement the
law protecting artistic property, which was aimed at creating a mechanism for proving
ownership and creation. However, French courts extended this regulation to all
industrial designs and distinguished them from artistic designs. See LADAS, supra note 6, at
829-30; see also Marie-Angele Perot Morel, Specific Protection of Designs and Its Relation to
Protection by Copyright in French Law, in DESIGN PROTECTION, supra note 240, at 45, 4748.
The theoretical separation of industrial designs and models from artistic property was
thus accomplished, though in fact definite boundaries between the two fields have never
been established. Sez LADAS, sugra note 6, at 830. The development of design protecdon
in the English law also reflects the somewhat “accidental” development of this branch of
intellectual property. Jd. at 829; WHITFORD REPORT, supra note 164, at 27. The
development of English design law started at the end of the eighteenth century when
Farliament enacted a series of acts aimed to enlarge the copyright protection entitled by
the Copyright Act of 1709, known as the Queen Anne Act. See RUSSELL-CLARKE, supra
note 152, at 7-11. Finally, the Design Act of 1842 was enacted, replacing most of the
previous scattered legislation, but preserving the Board of Trade’s duties and powers in
relation to designs' deposit. See id. at 89, It was only in 1875 that a special act transferred
these duties and powers of the Board of Trade to the Patent Office, since there was no
copyright registration in England. See id. at 11, This transfer of regulatory duties to the
Patent Office led to the process of assimilating designs to patents, because further design
enactments were made part of patent legislation, gradually furthering the assimilaton of
design to patent subject matter until the enacument of an independent Design Act in
19489, establishing a full semi-patent paradigm for deigns. See id. at 11-12.

v
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Designs, it turns out, were initially assimilated to patents
because no other alternative presented itself at the time. The
question remains how such an “accident” was preserved for so
long. Part of the answer is that the different national patent
offices will not willingly waive authority over such a large part of
their preservation of powers. This tendency is supported by patent
attorneys, since the inclusion of design under patent is a source of
a clientele dependent on attorney’s professional services.® This
kind of governmental and professional lobbying no doubt also
reaches the representatives to the international institutes, who
obstruct the abolishment of designs’ affiliation to the patent
branch of intellectual property law on the international level.**

To conclude this point, designs do not fit the patent
paradigm. Reichman has described the unsuitability of semi-
patent protection for designs as causing a cyclical pattern of
movements.”® According to this pattern, the patent paradigm of
protection leads to under-protection because registration is long
and expensive and the novelty requirement for eligibility prevents
protection of many designs. Since there is no sufficient protection
for designs, pressure is created to protect designs by other legal
means. As a consequence, courts comply with the pressure to
provide protection by various common law means, such as unfair
competition and unjust enrichment doctrines, This common law
protection creates the opposite effect of overprotection. The
legislature is then alerted to avoid dual protection by common law
means on a different basis (such as a rule stating that the
legislated industrial property right should be an exclusive one).
This in turn, leads us back to under-protection. Thus, there seems
to be a constant oscillation between under-protection and
overprotection of designs.”™ Deserting the semi-patent paradigm
for design law and adopting another paradigm based on copyright
principles can stop this repeated pattern.**

252 The strong Patent Office influence on intellectual property legislation is a known
fact. For a description of the role of AIPLA—a national bar association consisting
primarily of intellectual property lawyers in private practice—in fostering the industrial
design registration system, see William T. Freyer I11, International Industrig! Design Protection
Improvement: The Hague Agreement Revision, 2 U. BALT, INTELL. PROP. L ]. 87, 37 (1998). See
also AM. INTELLECTUAL PROP. Ass’N, REPORT OF AIPLA INDUS. DESIGNS COMM. MEETING
(OCT. 14, 2004), available at
http:/ /www.aipla.org/MSTemplate.cim?Section=2004_Annual_Meetingl&Site=Industrial
_Designs&Template=/ContentManagement/ContentDisplay.cfm&ContentID=7482.

253 For a descripdon of WIPO efforts to maintain the international registration method
within the Hague Agreement scheme, and to further national registration systems in
order to foster the viability of the Hague scheme, see Freyer, International Industrial Design,
supra note 253; Freyer, An Overview, supra note 146, at 64.

254 Sge Reichman, Legislative Agenda, supra note 29, at 287-91.

255 See id.

256 See id. at 291-93.
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B. Incompatibility with Copyright Law and the Need Jor a Sui Generis
Law

As concluded above, the copyright paradigm is much more
suited to design subject matter. However, I further stress that
positive copyright law in itself is not tailored to comply with the
exact nature and characteristics of designs.  Therefore, the
optimal solution is a sui genenis law for designs, based upon
copyright principles. It should be noted that by referring to the
need to tailor a separate legislation for designs, I do not
necessarily mean that such legislation must be physically separated
from the copyright tide. Rather, conceptually, different rules
should apply, wherever they are situated.

Why is positive copyright law incompatible for designs?
Different copyright features, that I will discuss below, beyond
those of the very basic principles relating to the subject matter (i.e.
artistic work) and of the type of protection (i.e. non-copying), are
not compatible with designs. Design is neither a scientific process
nor exactly artlike,®” and thus asks for a methodology of its
own.™ In other words, the design realm needs a fine-tuned
copyright rule that acknowledges its special characteristics, which
are a mixture of art and technology. The desired deviation from
copyright legislation shall be demonstrated below with respect to
five major issues: (1) the originality standard; (2) a term of
protection; (3) the deposit system; (4) moral rights; and (5) the
right to prepare derivative works.

(1) Originality Standard

One of the hardest questions with respect to the integration
of designs into the copyright paradigm is: what standard of
originality should be employed with respect to designs? This
question is part of the larger nexus between applied art and
industrial designs. The originality standard for copyrighted works
in American law is in itself not on solid ground, but that is beyond
my scope here. For our needs I shall summarize the general
doctrine of originality as follows: originality entails independent
creation of a work featuring a modicum of creativity. ™
Independent creation requires only that the author has not

27 See supra note 42 and accompanying text (referring o Zaccai's redefinition of
designers’ role); Zaccai, supra note 17, at 6,

258 Braegger refers to a “new understanding”™ of design that emerged at the Chicago
conference in 1990, in which Buchanan and Margolin i

gy.” Braegger,
supra note 12, at 24, See also RICHARD BUCHANAN & VICTOR MARGOLIN, DISCOVERING
DESIGN: EXPLORATIONS IN DESIGN STUDIES (Univ. of Chicago Press 1995),

259 See NIMMER, sufma note 87, at § 2.01; See GOLDSTEIN, supra note 28, §2.2.1.2,
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copied the work from some other sourcc;.g_s“ A more complicated
question is the precise degree of creativity needed in orc.ier to
satisty the originality standard.*® The traditional approach is that
the level of creativity is low, and as long as a work possesses some
creative spark, no matter how crude, humtﬁ)?le or obvious, th(}
requirement of originality is thereby fu'lf'llled.2 This threshold o

creativity, or the gquantum of originality necessary to support e;
copyright, is a question of df:grce.?.63 .Acfordmg to tl_le trad1t10n§h
doctrine, any “distinguishable variation” from a prior w?rk wi

constitute sufficient originality to support copyright if suc‘h
variation is the product of the author’s indepe_ndent' gfforts, and is
more than merely trivial.** In the seminal Feist decision, the U.S.
Supreme Court stressed the need for some degree of creativity in
order to attain copyright protection. The Court Ijejected th‘e
“sweat on the brow” doctrine, and thus more than just labor is

ir .265

requltmiis not clear whether the Feist holding influenced the
originality requirement for all applied art and industrial designs.
Should the designs of teapots, hairbrushes and other-everyday
equipment fulfill the Feist origin.allity. measurement, f;l:;ﬁd if sp,h can
the every day designs cross this higher t‘h{"eshlold. Without
discussing the developments of the originality requl.re.melr‘lt,
although it is highly relevant, I would ad\fance the origina 1t}1r
requirement adopted by the VHDPA, Wthh. defines origina
design as “the result of the designer’s creative endea‘.rm: that
provides a distinguishable variation over prior work pertaining to
similar articles which is more than merely tr1v1.a_1 and has‘ not l?eep
copied from another source.™ Such a definition of ongmallt}g is
appropriate for the design realm §inc-e it reﬂ.et?ts both the need- or
encouraging investment in demgpmg activity, and .p_revenft;ng
exclusivity over trivial additions, which would have a chilling effect
on the market. The difference between the VHDPA standard of

; te 54, at 377 ("As

260 See NIMMER, supra note 87, at § 2.01; MERGES ET AL., s_upm no ) i
developed by the coltl:rrts, originality entails independent creation of a work featuring a
modicum of creativity”.).

261 See NIMMER, supra note 87, at § 2.01(B). .

262 Id. at § 2.08(8{*{2); Alfred Bell & Co. v. Catalda Fine Arts, Inc. 191 F. 24 99, 103 (2d
Cir, 1951). e 28, §22.1.2

263 LDSTEIN, supra note 28, §2.2,1.2, ) o o

264 geleh?l\?iak, supra Snftre 87, at § 2.01(B). This doctrine originates from Bleistein v.
Donaldson Lithographing Co., 188 .S, 239 (1903).

0255 Feist Publg'rngj Inc. v. Rural Tel. Serv. Co, 499 U.S. 340 (1%91). . ,
266 Nimmer describes at length the ramifications of the “separability measu.}rf:'mcl:.
when employed in order to attain copyright for applied art with the ongcllna ity
requirement folded into such measurement, concl}ldmg that.whlle it is indeed very
prgblematic, it is better than conferring no protection for designs at all. See NIMMER,

supranote 87, at § 2,08(B) (3).
267 17 U.8.C § 1301(b){1) (2008),
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originality and the standard that applies in copyright law,
inasmuch as there is divergence in the content given to the
“originality” threshold, is what causes and maintains the
separation between the two fields. Nevertheless, in my view, even
if the same originality standard were to be employed for designs
and copyrighted works, it is still better for policy considerations to
separate industrial design from copyright law protection. This
prevents the imposition of a narrow interpretation of the
originality requirement from within the copyright law framework
in the future. Indeed, courts in various Jurisdictions outside the
U.S. adopt higher standards of copyright eligibility in cases of
industrial designs in order to separate everyday designs from
copyright law.”® Thus, the courts intuitively make the benchmark
distinction between artistic quality and a merely aesthetically pleasing
product*™  The courts’ apprehension is that the protection of
design through copyright law would provide too strong a
protection, with negative impact on market competitiveness,
which is also a basis for attacks on the copyright system as a
whole.®™ Namely, the originality standard for copyright employed
in relation to industrialized design will inevitably be interpreted in
a different framework, since courts are apparently motivated to
separate imaginative art from the combination of art and technical
function. However, the selective application of the originality
standard with respect to different kinds of work-—such as with
fepect to a statue and a lamp with a crafted base—is difficult to
employ and defend. Such application of the originality standard
entails artistic assessment, often with rulings that are both
arbitrary and incoherent.?”” Thus, a better policy would be to
divorce designs from copyright, and create an originality threshold
that will be developed free of the impulse to protect designs with a
weaker right. It is to be hoped that over the course of time a
different common law will develop for the originality requirement
of industrial designs, one that will evolve independently from the
idea of originality used within the copyright scheme.

268 For this development in Germany, see Adolf Dietz, Germany, in INTERNATIONAL
COPYRIGHT LAW AND PRACTICE § 2(H(C) (2006). In France, see Reichman, Comparative
View, supra note 81, at 373; André Lucas, Pascal Kamina, & Robert.Plaisant, France, in
INTERNATIONAL COPYRIGHT LAW AND PRACTICE, supra, at § 2(4) (c). In Israel, see CA
513/89 Interlego A/S v. Exin-Lines Bros. 5.A. [2001] TsrSC 48(4) 133,

269 For such a distinction made by courts in Germany, see Katzenberger, supra note
249, at 100.

270 Sge Dietz, supra note 269, at §2(1)(b). :
'l Finnis, supra note 241, at 626. And, as I explained above, according to the Supreme

Court, there should be no discrimination of applied art on the merits; see Blzistein U
Donaldson Lithographing Co. 188 U S, 239, 251 (1903),

T
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(2) Term of Protection

A basic reason for excluding industrial de151gnz::2 f\'{t;g:}nl
copyright protection is to shorten the term of protection. h
respect to copyrighted works, the usual term of It)rotecuc})lnEl o

H 73
life of the author plus sixty-seven years.” Eho'li}%ht hS:.C ericmgl
. . wi
i tection was held to be in accor Am
Dt g ionable whether such a long
ituti t is questionable :
Constitutional mandate,*" 1 . uch 2 1008
i i i realm. In this respect, 1
term fits the industrial designs LIt shoule be
in i ional law the only consensua
recalled that in internationa al rue refers (0
ini ten year term of protection.™
a minimum standard of a . on ™ Such a
ion i estive of the appropria
short term of protection 1s sugg _ ale
desired in the field. The two aspects of the d?Slgn rti_a]llrpt t(lilagtl;tes
be;en treated thus far with a sui generis la?v in tbe ?17’;1 }fave bOt};
vessel hull designs and semiconductor chip g’fmgnst,h ve boh
tion to ten years urthermore,
hortened the term of protec O ten year :
f:ommon term for protecting designs in dlﬂjerent nauorflal lta::;
when a special semi-patent statute apphes‘, is benvc;;:nmmi[l:hese
ears (in the U.S.)¥® and twenty-five years (in the U. ). hes
)l;mimﬁons also support a much shorter hterm of p;(t)ﬁf;crigh;
i i the nature o
i ns, despite the fact that igh
appropriate to designs, e e monopolisic
i i- t legislations is a strong,
conferred in such semi-paten ; mOnOpoliste
i t usually brought up wi P
one. The basic argumen e of
i tradeoff between (shor :
D o o dth(e}l;? }S Sg"?:gth of right®—might be argued in
' lg S - -
s context ¢ ‘ 1 tion is that a shorter
i s, my conten
this context too. Nevertheless, S e renath of
i i is apt regardless o '
term of protection for demgns t les ‘ ¢
right. Inpother words, even if only a V\:'eak.er right against copying
is adopted, a short term of protection 1s still adeqjuate. o
’ - . »
Fundamental characteristics of design’s sgbje;:; mz;}tler are 1o
line with, a relatively short term of protection. t?tivenjess
argument is that this market’s efficiency and compe

. L . P
" if an industrial design is deserving o
272 Spe COPINGER, supra note 5, at 714 ("even i ;ii o ihe fancdon ng of

i d for competition in producing artic ) ton of the
Prqtfgtilgn,ﬂ:ﬁ[;iesuggests tl}zat the period of protection for t[il:)en(‘t:t?;?l: :}l)lg]l;es e ot
a}l;t(;f“ter ancé more easily ascertainable that the period of protec

§

of fine art."). 304 (2008) oo
o gd%-if;i\shcroft, 537 U.S. 186 (2003); NIMMER, supra note 87, § 1.10(c)(1).
275 See TRIPS Agreement, supranote 10, art. 26(3).
26 17 U.5.C. §§ 901-914, 1301-1315.
277 §8§ 904, 1305. 2008) o
- ' . ‘ C
Z;g ?(’Zigyflg(i‘u§ I])ﬁiéns and Patent Act, 1988, c. 48, § 52(3) (Eng.}); Register Design

. a no’te 187,§ 8.

(E?{g )l(xlsﬁligns ET AL,, supra note 54, at 127 oh 1aw on desigas has reached 2
281 The Whitford Committee to consider the Enghé4 at g

similar conclusion. See WHITFORD REPORT, supra note 164, a R
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entfails a shorter term of protection than copyright grants.*® Eve

demgp is based on a previous one, at least to some extent, and thrZ
cgntnbution of an original or new design might be reﬂe::ted ina
slight change.®  Moreover, designs deal with the form and
configuration of useful articles. Thus by definition protection is
conferred on the combination of “shapes,” which are the basic
elements of “forms.” Though those shapes, which are the upshot
of a sp_emﬁc function, are not protected, the entire subjeI::t of
protection of shapes might put constraints on future
developments.®  Thus, a long period of protection poses severe
obstacles for the market dynamic, prevents fast development, and
defeats competition.*® This conclusion is uncontroversial and the
oply question is the optimal length of such a term of pr’otection

Sm_ce designs usually have a short lifespan in the market becausé
tthr essence attracts customers by their aesthetic appearance

demgns must be constantly redeveloped in order to keep up with’
fashion, and prod.ucers must constantly improve designs in order
to keep a competitive edge.® Thus, a long term of protection is
usually unnecessary for designs. The need for a shorter term of
protection is also reflected in positive law, by the ongoing debate
concerning the cumulative protection of designs.®” Since there
are significant gaps in the term of protection provided by the
dlfferer}t laws, the apprehension is that the shorter terzln of
protection will be circumvented.® The only way to solve this

problem is by unifying all terms of protection i
. on into th
term decided upon.*® ¥ ¢ shorter

(3) Deposit

One clear. conclusion reached above is that there is no need
for. an examination system of registration with respect to
designs.® If the “originality” standard is employed, then it is clear
that no examination is initially possible, as with c,opyright The
only .advantage of the registration system lies in its pr(;bative
function. Since designs are dictated by imminent guidelines, it is
harder to prove non-copying with respect to them and thus’, the

;:: See COPINGER, sufra note 5, at 714.
See Reichman, Legislative Agenda, supra note 29
) , at 286-87, 291,
281 See GOLDSTEIN, supra note 28, § 2.5%((:). 1
285 See COPINGER, supra note 5, at 714.
::: gee su)!cvim notes 37-40, and accompanying text,
or 2 description of this ongoing debate, see RICKETSON, supra n
, N, ot
Aﬁ:fm?f;nwll)g:?onfa RE}};OI?T, sgpra note 164, at 30. See also zdirt 33 thsoi:é Qrfgfx]z;n
w Review i i i i
Apwnian Des rgglzmrt To 1o7a ommittee under the chairmanship of Mr., Justice Franki,

289 Such a me: i ee i
et measure was taken in the UK. See infra notes 449443 and accompanying

290 See supra Section 4.1(c) (ii).

_+_—
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personal “fingerprints” of the individual designer are less
apparent.® Compulsory registration based on deposit does not
exist in copyright law, since according to the Berne Convention
there need be no required formalities in order to sustain
protection.?”  Accordingly, compulsory copyright registration,
which existed in the United States, was partly abolished after the
U.S. joined the Berne Convention in 1989.%*  Thus, if non-
permissive deposit registration is accepted with regard to designs,
then it must be legislated outside of copyright law.

The remaining question, therefore, is whether the deposit
system should be a statutory requirement for protection, or if it
should be voluntary. In this respect we must clarify the distinction
between “deposit” and “registration,” which are separate though
closely related.®®* The function of registration is to create a written
record of the subject matter’s ownership.®®  Registration
necessarily requires an accompanying deposit. Deposit, on the
other hand, may be accomplished without an accompanying
regisiration.?® The main function of deposit in this context is
probative.””  Namely, in an infringement action permits a
determination of whether the design that the owner claims that
has been infringed is in fact the same design in which the right
was originally claimed by deposit.”™ Another possible function of
deposit is archival. Namely, a deposit system that provides a
database of all subject matter published within the country.®™

291 See supra note 246 and accompanying text.

202 Berne Convention, supra note 10, art. 5(2) (stating that “[t]he enjoyment and the
exercise of these rights shall be subject to no formality™).

283 See NIMMER, supra note 87, at § 2.7.16(B)(1)(b){iii}; Berne Convention
Implementation Act of 1988, Pub L. No. 100-568, 102 Stat. 2853 (codified as amended in
scattered sections of 17 U.S.C.).

294 See NIMMER, supranote 87, § 7.17(A).

295 See id, This is also the underpinning of the land registration scheme. See RICHARD R.
POWELL, POWELL ON REAL PROPERTY § 83.02 (Michael Allen Wolf ed., 2007).

296 Sz¢ NIMMER, supra note 87, § 7.17(A).

297 See id; 17 U.S.C. § 411- 412. See also John B. Koegel, Bamboozlement: The Repeal Of
Copyright Registration Incentive, 13 CARDOZO ARTS & ENT. L. 529, 533, 538 (1993); Eric
Schwartz, The Herbert Tenzer Memorial Conference: Copyright In The Twenty ~First Century: The
Role of the Copyright Office In The Age of Fnformation, 13 CARDOZO ARTS & ENT. LJ. 69, 72
(1994). For the pitfalls of the probative function of the copyright's registration scheme,
since it is done on an ex-parte basis with no examination, see THOMAS G. FIELD, R,
JuniaaL REVIEW OF COFYRIGHT EXAMINATION 2 (2004),
hitp:/ /www.piercelaw.edu/theld/CpyriRev.pdf.

208 See NIMMER, supra note 87, § 7.17(A).

209 See id. See also Schwartz, supra note 298, at 72-74. An advisory committee to the
Copyright Office on Copyright Registration and Deposit from 1993 concluded that a
mandatory deposit system of copyrighted works is advisable, especially because of the
potential for developing a comprehensive archive. It is to be hosted by the Library of
Congress and it might function in the future as an electronic database, containing
commercial information such as licenses and prices. Sez Robert Wedgeworth & Barbara
Ringer, Advisory Committee on Copyright Registration and Deposit, The Library of Congress, Report
of the Co-Chairs (1993), hLtp://www.loc.gov/loday/pr/1993/93—115.html [hereinafter
ACCORD); see Schwartz, supra note 298, at 72-74,
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However, the latter function favors publication of or public access
to the‘ material deposited. This could undermine designs’
protection by piracy.™ The archival function, even when used
fairly, is meffec.tive without a deposit classification system,*!
However, operating such a classification system will necessaril
make thfe deposit more expensive, and hence undermine the ain);
of lovlverlpg.costs for obtaining a design right.** The remainin

functlo_n is the probative one, which vests an advantage to the legagl
owner in court. In my view, it is not certain that compelling a
right holder to attain such a procedural advantage is justified. ¥
Moreover, as explained above, the design market is dynamic a;ld
composed of small-to-medium enterprises.® A compt;lso

deposit system could therefore undermine their protection;”z
The alternative is automatic protection with a voluntary depc;sit

300 See suprd note 24% and accom i :

) g companying text. It could also be argued that there i
3g£ekls'er::<§n1€:itr;«ir§;n tltlhee gﬁnleraﬂ 1le,lsuﬁcat.ion for a comprehensive datag[;uase of 2opyfir;hltse;

' whole “human knowledge,” as recommended by th
supra note 300, and an archive of works of appli ;i i branch of the
) i » which are a branch of the vi
arts, characterized as a dynamic segiment oflhpp : ka”E g discipl upra Chapter 2.
What i a Design, and What Functions does i« Server D ¢ 4/ Chapier 2
ee NIMMER, supra note 87, § 7.17(A). A diplomati i
€87, 8 7.17(A). plomatic conference, to which th

country-members of the Paris Convention for the Protection of Industrial Propert; were

;[noitﬁ?: Lg;opttzhrty office of each.contracting country to "include in the official
e inorLhe ;slgﬁg;iitoor registration of [industrial] designs, and, if they are officially
. : ¢ 11510 question, the numbers of the classes and subcl
él;iilgdsgigrign(g%sﬁgi?é)g(zgjgn;emen(ti into which the goods incorporating tllllec[?riiflis?:ial]
. A - According to the information included on the V
website, 41 countries are party to the Lo Classi i ent. The Unhiex
¢, Jlassification Agre Th i
States is not a party to the Locarno €] ification Ag S International
glassjﬁcadon o Tndtusirial Desipns assification Agreement. See International
ttp:/ /www.wipo.int/classifications / nivi i isi
Db e 20(}};). /classi lcations/nivilo/locarno/index. htm# (last visited 12

%02 This was the conclusi ; :
note 164, at 5, nclusion of the Whitford Committee, See WHITFORD REPORT, supra

turn on the failure to file a piece of i
C : Ot paper in the correct form at the proper time"}. F
g::; El‘l;le;lisno:xtf;; E;otl):o:;il:f‘iif;lncuon of the copyright's registration sclinen[::e, since 1)L is .
v s ke 290 no examination, see generally FIELD, stprra note 298,
305 See also Perlmutter supra note 304 "Tt i
3 . » at 586 ("It is not good policy for any legal regi
itr?dg\?ir:;::;ca:lhtg gg‘;:ﬁyi nt{l;;f]s; well-off, ar;d hthe less sophigl.icatelzi. T?:e realir);r isgt;aielil;?l;
i ] or more of these categories when it comes to the t i
;321111;{;21%3& (;f c?gyrlght law. They have little legal expertise, either personally 0:2'2221(:171
- We should not make the choice that conditions rights on such expertise"). ’
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system.*® It should be noted that such a voluntary deposit system
could enable the inclusion of design protection within the
copyright scheme.

As mentioned above, two designs have been treated thus far
with a sui-generis law in the U.S: vessel hull designs and
semiconductor chip designs. With respect to the deposit question,
both legislations—the VHDPA and the Semiconductor Chip
Protection Act of 1984—require registration through deposit
(with no examination) as a requisite for protection, though only
within two years of commencing publication or commercial
exploitation.®  In this context it should be noted that U.S.
copyright legislation has not entirely abolished the deposit
requirement for copyright,*® thus explaining the prerequisite of
registration through deposit with respect to these two designs.
Especially with respect to the VHDPA, which was explicitly a legal
experiment,® it could be argued that maintaining the deposit
system stems from both a conservative legal approach and the
intent to introduce a “mild” legal change.*"

(4) Moral Rights

Another issue that demonstrates the need to separate designs
from copyright scheme refers to “moral rights.” Moral rights are a
bundle of rights given to the author of a work, even if another
owns the copyright that confers control over the economic
exploitation of the work. Moral rights usually include the author’s
right of attribution and the right of integrity of the work.*' The
United States has acknowledged moral rights to a limited extent.*?®
Moral rights, as acknowledged in federal legislation, apply only to
“visual art” works, such as paintings and sculptures, and explicitly

806 This too was concluded by the Whitford Committee. See WHITFORD REPORT, supra
note 164, at 45.

307 See 17 U.S.C. §§ 904, 908, 1310 (2008). See also NIMMER, supra note 87, § 8A.03(c).

308 See17 U.S.C.§411(a) (stating that “no action for infringement of the copyright in
any United States work shall be instituted until preregistration or registration of the
copyright claim has been made in accordance with this title”). See also NIMMER, supra note
87, § 7.16(B).

309 See supra note 140.

310 In contrast to the “mild” American pilot scheme, the English Whitford Committee

recommended acknowledging copyright with respect to designs, without the formality of
registration or deposit. See WHITFORD REPORT, supra note 164, at 47. Eventually such right
was indeed acknowledged in the 1988 legislation of unregistered design right. See
Copyright, Designs and Patent Act, 1988, art. 213; see alse infra Chapter 5.B.(2) (c) (iii}
Improvement on the Unregistered Design Right Introduced in the UK.".

311 See NIMMER, supra note 87, § 8D.06(C)(1); Henry Hansmann & Marina Santilli,
Authors’ and Artists” Moral Rights: A Comparative Legal and Economic Analysis, 26 J. LEGAL
STUD. 95, 99 (1997).

312 Visual Artists Rights Act of 1990, Pub. L. No. 101-650, 104 Stat. 5089, 5128-5133

(1990).
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exempt applied art from its definition,®® Furthermore, moral
rlgth are acknowledged only with respect to works no,t made
within a “work for hire” scheme.™ Such a scheme refers to works
produced.in. the course of employment, as well as various ordered
or commissioned works that the parties agreed, in writing, to
:Sr;;:iude in .sych a scheme.® Thus it is clear that in the Un;ted

€s, positive copyri i
industrigl designe pyright law moral rights are not relevant to

Nevertheless, theoretically speaking, there still remains the
question of whether these moral rights, even if acknowledged
more broadly according to the Berne Convention standard,®'® gare
su1table'with respect to industrial designs. My contention ’is that
moral ngl}ts, in any event, are not suited to the industrial design
realm. With respect to designs that were made in the course gof
employment or under a work for hire scheme, there is much
reason to refuse to acknowledge their designer’s moral rights.®’ It
wo_uld be absurd for a designer’s name (o appear on .each
hairbrush handle, lamp base, etc. Because a design’s purpose is to
enhance marketability, it is subject to the
_employfer/commissioner’s needs. For this reason, it would be
1mposs.;1blle to allow a designer to object to mod,iﬁcation of a
commissioned industrial design. Moreover, even with respect to
d§51gns that were made independently, and not under a work for
hire sc.her.ne, it should still be noted that it is problematic to
reconcﬂ‘e 1ssues of the industrial design realm with moral rights
perceptions.™ This is not to say that there is no personal‘bon% at
all between the designer and the design.*® Rather, a ciesign Is
attached to a utilitarian object purchased by custo,mers in the
open market, and that customer’s proprietary interest in the

318 17 U.S.C. §§ 101, 106.
34 17 U.S.C. 88 101
315 17 U.S.C. §§ 101, 106.

316 Berne Convention, supra note 10 d i
, , art. 6 bis. For the highe i
co;r]l;)f.[l';sd _by_ the Bemf.: convention, see RICKETSON, supra notegl 58lr :tl ?1?21 right standard
o moralls nl; 1111; CI%TE?:SIOD to other éi:tlhds of creation. For a critique of the limited scope
| ployees, see erine L. Fi : K : T
o QfA[.tn:bu-tian, 65 Ceo 1] 46 (oanme ne L. Fisk, Credit Where It’s Due: The Law and
:llg Eor a s;lm;]ar opinion, see Kur, supra note 35, at 377
cverineless, even in France, homeland ot: moral-ri hts, it
1 rance, , 1t was noted th
;itll;isés l‘l::ﬂimfe?;::fe; thae uuhta'nan Sqamre of a work andgenforccmem of mor::; :12111125
. 1 . Creation that was dictated by functional and ic
consideration there is a less 4 d his work, and tha
C personal bond between the creator & i
different modification of the work should b rolyn MeColley T iam thus
_ ] L ¢ allowed. See Carolyn McColley, Limitats
ﬁl{:}fc:é mfhai in French Droit d’Auteur, 41 COPYRIGHT L. SyMp. (ASYI(]‘AP) 423@&4713;?“(“10;580)"
fronla n:oﬁ ?‘1 gb}ftsmi)r:ed that for the very same reason computer progran;s are cxempte(i
I vanous countries, including the U.K d F i
o g . and France, See Co ht,
a:csll;f)x;st,era]\gdAlz?[fErt]sg?;:‘t,Cl(?dSS,dihi’48, 88 7‘_;(2)1(13)-(c) [hereinafter Copyright, I}))Z:ilgr:s.
J%; ropriete Intellect - :
Act No. 94361, ar(. 2 Official Journal, 11 May 1994) elles Law No- 1217 (10 May 1994,
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material utilitarian object must prevail.®® Limitation of moral
rights with respect to industrially designed objects might also be
concluded from the implied consent doctrine® As a matter of
policy, the application of the implied consent doctrine encourages
the free flow of goods in the market with no intellectual property
encumbrances since it might lead to the conclusion that the
designer agreed to the different modifications done with respect
to the designed object, whether by the producer or by the buyer.*
Therefore, even if moral rights were broadly acknowledged in the
United States, with no prejudice with respect to certain kind of
works, -there is still much justification and logic for excluding
moral rights from industrial designs. In sum, moral rights are
another reason for the incompatibility of industrial designs within
the general copyright scheme.

(5) The Right to Prepare Derivative Works

The last and most troublesome question is whether it is
appropriate to acknowledge the right to prepare derivative works
from industrial designs. As already explained; the designing
process involves, to a large extent, the use of previous designs.*
Therefore, encouraging design innovation is not stmply a matter
of granting exclusive legal rights to all design activity. Design
protection must strike a balance between sufficient protection
against free-riding and encouragement of adequate financing for
industrial design on the one hand, and a certain degree of
freedom for designers to use prior designs on the other hand.

320 By the same logic, in many countries “moral right” is limited with respect to
architectural works, and thus modificadon done by the owner of a building in order to
suit his needs cannot be prevented. See, e.g, Copyright Act, 1968, § 195AT (Austl.)
[hereinafter Copyright Act (Austl.}]. Thus, it follows that other modifications of artworks
attached to buildings are permitted. For an example in American law, see 17 U.5.C. §§
113, 120(b), (d). For an Australian example, see Copyright Act (Austl.} § 195AT(2).
Even in France and Germany, where the “integrity right” is interpreted very broadly, it is
restricted by courts with respect to various utilitarian works, such as architectural works.
See McColley, supra note 320, at 445-49; Adolf Dietz, The Artist’s Right of Integrity Under

right Law: A Comparative Approach, 25 INT'L REV. L. INDUS. PROP. & COPYRIGHT L. 177,
187-89 (1994}, This is because the proprietor’s interest must be taken into account, and
the creator, being aware of the fact that his work will serve a utilitarian function, is thus
subject to limitation with respect to modifications done in order to suit the user's needs.
See id..

521 For the potential of the implied consent doctrine in the intellectual property field,
see Foad Consulting Group, Inc. v. Musil Govan Azzaline, 270 F.3d 821, 832 (9th Cir. 2001)
("But there is another type of implied contract, one that is "created otherwise than by
assent and without any words or conduct that are interpreted as promissory.” .... Such an
implied contract is not a contract at all; it is a legal obligation the law imposes between
certain parties where there is no actual agreement between them”.)

322 For more on implied consent doctrine and tangible assets incorporating intellectual
property rights, see Orit Fischman Afori, Copyright Infringement Without Copying: Reflections
on the Théberge Case, 39 OTTAWA L. REV. (forthcoming 2008).

323 See supra notes 204, 283-284 and accompanying text.




: o “ 3o

5 ﬁiﬁoiim‘?::f wi)}fk_.s.”‘* A derlva‘ti‘.ie work” is a work based on

Cinemamgra hic, ]?t has'an orginal addition, such as a
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propriate to acknowledge a narrower
the broad reproduction right, assessed
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528 See GOLDSTEI
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g’ me 0 C 1865, 1918 (1990).
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broad reproduction right
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h. THE APPLIED ART AND INDUSTRIAL DESIGN NEXUS AND THE
RECONCILING OF THE “UNITY OF DESIGN” DOCTRINE

A. The Impossible Divorce of Applied Art from Industrial Design

After concluding that design law should be located on the
copyright axis in the intellectual property realm, and treated
within a special sui generis law, we still have not resolved the main
problem of design law, namely, what is the exact subject matter to
be protected by the recommended sui generis law, and how exactly
should the borderline between copyright law and such a sui generis
law be formed. The reconciliation of all the tensions of design law
and its proper location in the intellectual property realm await
answers. The idea of enacting a sui generis copyright law for design
is not a new one, and it enjoys some scholarly advocacy.™
However, the phrase “sui generis” is not magic, and the mere
proposal of such a law does not resolve the problems. The next
stage must be to define the subject matter of this hybrid law, and
to sketch the mechanism for its separation from copyright law.

In the modern post-industrial revolution era, art is reflected
in most designs, since the attractiveness of a product is a major
selling point, aside from its functionality.® Many bona-fide artists
seek to create works that will be a commercial success, specifically
those that will be produced on an industrial scale. Thus the
borderline between the categories of applied art and industrial
design are blurred.®® Further blurring of the line between
industrial design and aesthetic appeal are creations which are
admitted to be artistic but were intended originally for practical
purposes, or were incorporated in functional articles.*
Consequently, some hold the view that a clear definition of works
of applied art is not possible.*® The difficulty stems both from the

331 There were scveral attempts in the past to enact such a law in the U.S. Briggs claims
that various types of design legislation have been introduced in Congress at least 88 times
since 1914, See Briggs, supra note 1, at 201 n.202. Furthermore, there is scholarly support
for such an enactment. See, e.g, Reichman, Legislative Agenda, supra note 29, at 29193;
Keebaugh, supra note 1; Frenkel, supra note 120, at 575-79; Brown, supra note 69; Steve W,
Ackerman, Protection of the Design of Useful Articles: Curvent Inadeguacies and Proposed
Solutions, 11 HOFSTRA L. REV. 1043, 1068-71 (1983).  As to the current Copyright Office
position, it seems as though it takes no position with respect to the merits of extending
design protection (explicitly for fashion design). However, if such enactment is approved
sthen the VHDPA should serve as its model. Se Copyright Office Opinion, supra note 148,
at 208-09.

332 See supra notes 27-42 and accompanying text. See also LADAS, supra note 6, at 831.

833 See GOLDSTEIN, supra note 28, § 2.5.3 n.71 and accompanying text.

331 For example, this phenomenon is reflected in the “ready-made” trend, inaugurated
in 1917 when Marcel Duchamp exhibited a discarded urinal under the title “Fountain.”
See |. Alex Ward, Copyrighting Conlext: Law for Plumbing’s Sake, 17 COLUM.-VLA ] L. & ARTS
159, 159 (1993); NIMMER, supra note 87, § 2.08(B)(3).

335 See LADAS, supra note 6, at 833,
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grounds of logic justifying the distinction between the categories
of art and industrial designs,® and from the limits of legal
language in expressing a line that will effectively separate different
intellectual property policies.®

In this context, the French approach must be presented.
From its inception, the French system acknowledged a separate
industrial design regime and did not reject a cumulative
protection over designs by copyright law.*® The reasoning behind
this cumulation was the “unity of art” doctrine, which was widely
accepted in French legal discourse.™ According to this doctrine
there should be no discrimination between useful art and “pure”
art. Art should get the fullest protection even if it is integrated in
an industrial product. There is no basis for distinction between
different types of art, and it is not possible to segregate between
minor and major art.** Art has no limits, no beginning and no
end. Therefore, a clear-cut distinction between art and industry is
not possible, by definition.*! Since such a distinction is
impossible, any segregating rule would have to be subjective and
arbitrary, and finally the many necessary exceptions would
undermine the validity of the rule.*? The unity of art doctrine was
legislated within French copyright law, protecting as a matter of
principle any work, whatever its genre, form of expression, merit,
or intended purpose.* And, indeed, the merit of the French
rule, according to which all designs irrespective of their purpose
or mode of production are copyrighted, is that it has provided an

336 See GOLDSTEIN, supra note 28, § 2.5.% n.81 and accompanying text. The Whitford
Committee reported that one of the major arguments raised in the hearings and papers
submitted was that “there is no difference in principle between the ‘industrial’
exploitation of artistic works and, for example, the printing of books or pictures and the
production in numbers of decorative sculptures. Itis difficult in principle to justify on the
one hand refusing to give copyright to a chair or carpet design and on the other hand

giving it to a street directory or a fixture Iist . . ., .” See WI{ITFORD REFPORT, supra note 164,
at 37.

337 See GOLDSTEIN, supra note 28, § 2.5.3.

338 See Finnis, supra note 242, at 620; Lucas et al., supra note 269, at § 2(1)(b} (ii){D);
RICKETSON, supranote 158, at 269.

339 See Finnis, sufra note 242, at 620,

340 See Finnis, supra note 242, at 620; Lucas et al., supra note 269, at § 2(1) (b) (i) (D);
RICKETSON, supra note 158, at 269. A similar philosophy may be found in the Weimar
Bauhaus school of thought, which attempted to harmonize between art, craft and industry
by removing the demarcation between art and industry. See SUTHERSANEN, sufrra note 16,
at 12. See also Braegger, supra note 12, at 22-23.

31 This idea is ascribed to Pouillet. See Morel, sugra note 252, at 45, 47 (referring to
C.F. Pouillet, Traité Théorique et Pratique des Dessins et Modéles, 1911).

32 See Morel, supra note 252, at 45,

33 See Code de Propriete Intellectuelle, Law No, 92-597 of July 1, 1992, Art. L., 112-1-2,
http://www.wipo.int/clea/docs_new/en/fr/fr()ﬁ?en.html. Article 112-2(10) enumerates
“works of applied art” in the list of protected works and Article 112-2(14) enumerates
“creations of the seasonal industries of dress and articles of fashion" in that list (Act No,
94-361 of May 10, 1994, art. 2 Official Journal of May 11, 1994). See also Morel, supra note
252, at 49; Lucas et al., supra note 269, at §§ 2(1) (b) (ii) (D), 2(4) ().
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unambiguous model that is easy to operate.* H(?wever, there is
one major restriction to this liberal approach: if .the fOITFf of
expression of the work is not separable from its funct}on,
protection will be denied, not because the work must be deprived
of copyright for its wufilitarian purpose, put rather for reasons
arising out of limits to copyright protection and the originality
requirement of originality.*® Thus far, the French courts have !eft
unresolved the issue of the proper criterion for d1§entang11ng
copyright-protected forms from: functiona! fea_tures in cases of
designs; nevertheless, the general exemption is robust: a fgrm
which is dictated solely by its function is deprived of copyrlght
protection.”® In the pre-1976 Act in the U.S. there was a certain
flourishing of the “unity of art” thesis.* The climax of this
movement is manifested in the seminal Mazer v. Stein holding of
1954, which stated that a statue enjoys copyright protection even
though it was used “merely” as a lamp-stand.** In fact, ,t’he Umu?d
States Supreme Court adopted the French “unity of art theory in
Mazer v. Stein.*® However, after the 1976 Act and the adoption of
the “separability” doctrine this position became irreleva.nt.f’f"’ N
The current situation, with its varied makeshift positive
solutions for the applied art/industrial design nexus, is not
satistactory. The American “separabilirty” standard ff)r
copyrighting applied art®' is highly ﬂawed.m‘ In Italy and in
Gennany, where the “separability” standard originated, this Fest
has been abolished.® The French “unity of art” perception

344 Se¢ RICKETSON, supra note 158, at 269-70,

345 See Lucas et al., supra note 269, at § 2(4) (¢). ) ]

36 The major technique French courts use for concluding that form is separable from
function is the theory of the “multiplicity of forms,” according to which, if there are
several options to shape the form in order to achieve the same functional result, then the
form is separate from the function and not dictated solely by it. See Lucas et al., supra note
269, at § 2(4) (c) nn.155-36. See also Morel, supra note 252, at 67, 71,

47 See Reichman, Comparative View, supra note 81, at 297-303.

348 Mazer v, Stein, 347 U.S. 201 (192%4).

349 See Finnis, supra note 242, at 629,

350 Seg Reichmal{trComparative View, supra note 81, at 308-21.

81 17 U.S.C. § 102(a) (5) (2308). )

352 g notes 98-106 and accompanying text, )

353 ie[e ilt:‘ebrsame time that the FrenI():h 2(“lungity of art” doctrine flourished, there were
continental European attempts in Italy and Germany to develop a counter-thesis Jusufy;ng
the segregation of pure art from useful art. Such counter-theories adhered to the neer 1}:0
exclude copyright from low creativity productions, and from p‘roduyuons reflecting he
customers’ taste and not the creator’s artistic self-expression. See Reichman, Comparative
View, supra note 81, at 276-77, 280, “Artistic” quality was contrasted to a merely
“aesthetically pleasing product.” Sez Kauzenberger, supra note 240, at 100. These th'ilo?es
have supported the “skilt effort” approach, according to which a separated speph law
should protect low artistic productions as a sui generis copyright la.w. Sa:e Reic md:ll,
Comparative View, supra note 81, at 279. Nevertheless, such a theory is denied currently
both in Germany and in ltaly; in Germany a system similar to the French one ggvernii
according to which applied art can be copyrightable and enjoy cumulatively the reglsélerc:i
design right. However, courts in Germany have sometimes imposed narrower standards
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(1d?ally z%ttaining full copyright for all applied art and industrial
dCSIg‘I:l) Is also problematic precisely because it provides full
copyright protection for everyday products, which leads French
courts to c.leny protection through different court-made rules

suchl as lifting the originality threshold required with respect to’
apphfed art.” This is similar to what occurs in the United States

that 15, application of arbitrary and artificial legal tests.®® Thf.:
question is where the boundary lies between applied art, which is
protected through copyright, and industrial design, which is
protect‘ed through a sui generis design right. 1 propose that the

resglut:on to this central problem is what I will call the “unity of
design” doctrine, which paraphrases the French doctrine.

B. The “Unity of Design” Doctrine

(1) The Proposed “Unity of Design” Doctrine

FJnc‘ler' thq proposed “Unity of Design” doctrine, there will be
no discrimination between applied art and industrial designs; all
will !)e protected under one sui generis semi-copyright law. :Fhe
clas'smal.“umty of art” doctrine was aimed to draw industrial
designs into the copyright realm, giving them “higher” status,**
However, as explained earlier, a solution via copyright law is not
an appropriate scheme for everyday products, and some needed
dewauons.from copyright law are needed.®’ Instead, I propose
the opposite: the Unity of Design doctrine will return applied art
to l‘:he.realr.n of a sui generis design regime on a noncumulative
b351§ (i.e. w1t¥1 no additional protection by copyright or any other
semi-patent .nght). In this manner no discrimination will be made
})euveep different  designs according to their quality—an
1mposs:b!e procedure anyway —and all designs shall enjoy a sort
of copyright, however for a shorter term.™ This proposal is

of copyright protection in cases of works of appli i
i pplied art than in cases of oth
g)lg}ze,rﬁgrz rrlu:::) Ekig, ?t_ §d2(4) (:l)d Also, in ltaly, since 2001, copyright pr(z)tcgjggrrlr(lsa;y if
r OF Incustrial design “displaying creative character and artisti

;?‘l;ne,i (;:_?Ecumulauve basis with industrial design right. Alberto Musso & Mﬁg; ;:ll;ti:::ic

fa %’.; nr;ﬂ ; RI\}I]AT.IONAL CO_PYRIGHT LA_w AND PRACTICE, supra note 269, at §2(2)(10) n 15

prefer 2%0{13)t eI:nhtrodlilcu?)n of anlled art into the Copyright Act by Decree-No., 95 of
- 2, 2001). as also been claimned that Italian law gives onl tial solutic

g;(;iblemssns1pg due to inconsistencies in the exercise of the differe)r/ltpfi;h;:s ;211;?3251 :g
gns. Seeid. § 2(4) (c). Altogether with this major change in the Italian approach, the

old established seperability requi ] i
to Legislative Declgae No. 3,5 03#&!???360‘;? deleted.  See . § 2(4) @) n72 (referring
354 See supra note 268 and accompanying text.
855 See supra notes 98 — 100 and accompanying text.
::: gee supra n(laqtes 338 -34] and accompanying text.
e supra.c gyt X .
o S Law‘fmc apter B, Incompatibility with Copyright Law and the Need for a Sui

858 i i
For reasons supporting a shorter term of protection for designs, see sufra notes 273-
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compatible with all international standards.* The proposed unity
of design doctrine is based partially on the English approach,
attemnpting to exclude designs from the copyright realm.
However, as I shall explain shortly, the English approach is marred
by complexities, which my model tries to circumvent.*®

“Design” in the proposed doctrine shall include all external
appearance of shape, configuration or ornameniation of applied articles
that are manufactured industrially. Protection over designs will
include all such external appearances, as long as such design is
original under the test assured by the doctrine.® There is still a
need to address the “minimum” and “maximum” boundaries of
the unity of design doctrine, specifically, there is a need to sketch
the mechanism for differentiating the design subject matter from
all- other subject matter scattered on the copyright axis.** As to
the minimum boundary, arguendo, the proposed model might
protect all designs, with no need to distinguish between their
respective aesthetical merits. The only requirement will be
originality and will provide no protection for ideas and mere
functional features. That is, features that are completely dictated by
their purposed function are not protected, in contrast to features
that may have a pure functional purpose but whose design is not
dictated completely by their function.®® I stress this holistic
approach as arguendo, since there is an ongoing debate whether
design law should protect pure mechanical and functional articles,
such as spare parts, for example.”® The inclusion of such articles

284 and accompanying text.

859 See supra notes 162-173 and accompanying text.

360 See infra Section 5(2) (c) (iii).

361 For the employed originality standard, see supra Section 4(B){1) Originaliry
Standard.

862 See COPINGER, supra note 5, at 714 — 715 ("Given that designs vary from the purely
technical to the almost purely artistic, a form and period of protection which is
appropriate for one design may be wholly inappropriate for another, . . . Yet, if differing
forms or degrees of protection are to be available for different types of deign, the need to
define clear boundaries between those different types of designs becomes vital. The law
has long decided that industrial designs should have some form of protection but it is the
drawing of these boundaries which has caused difficulties.”).

363 For a similar approach, according te which the idea/expression dichotomy, which
denies protection of ideas, might bar protection of pure functional aspects of designs
(since basic shapes are no doubt in the public domain), see GOLDSTEIN, sufra note 28, §
2.5.8.1({b)-{c). Sometimes this threshold of “functional features” is examined through the
question of “range of possibilities,” namely whether there are real options to design the
article. If the designer had free choice between several possibilities then the design is not
dictated solely by its function. Ses infra note 398 and accompanying text.

364 This issue was much debated in English law. See TORREMANS, supra note 13, at 315-
19, 34446. The English Whidord Report recommended enacting two categories of
designs: Category A includes designs whose aesthetic appearance influences a purchaser
in making a purchase, and Category B includes designs in which the appearance of the
article does not influence the purchaser. All the replacement parts of mechanical articles
were meant to be included in this category. However, there was disagreement between
the committee members on whether such Category B designs should enjoy even weak
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in the design scheme involves different policy considerations, such
as antitrust law and post-purchase tie-ins, which are beyond the
scope of this article, 35 Nevertheless, if such products do deserve
some mode of protection, then there is no reason the proposed
scheme cannot contain them as well. It accords a short term of
protection, based on a semi-copyright framework, but with an
independent originality requirement.* [n other words, the
proposed scheme has the potential for hosting both applied art
(transferred from the copyright realm), and other designed
mechanical articles (transferred from other intellectual property
schemes, or not protected at all) .37
It should be stated at the outset that defining the maximum
boundary of applied art—when the external appearance of an
article will-be regarded as applied art to be protected by a design
right and when it will be regarded as a copyrighted work— the
central problem of creating a design doctrine is a notoriously hard
undertaking.*®  Any definition might be rebutted as a self-
contradiction to the “unity” of the unity of design doctrine, and as
a result hypothetically all artistic works reflected in an “article,”
including “pure” aesthetical artifacts, would be drawn to the
design realm.*® However, this outcome is not realistic and can be
avoided, since the justification for a separate law for designs is
based on their unique character of mixture of art and function.*
Accordingly, the Berne Convention allows deprivation of
copyright only from “applied art” (and industrial designs).*"
Practically speaking, this maximum boundary must be drawn, and
there are two main possibilities for a differentiating rule-of-thumb:
one on the basis of wusefulness and the other on the basis of
industrialization. Both pose difficulties. The  usefulness
measurement would define a potential subject matter for design
protection according to whether the article has a

useful or
unctional purpose.® Since the justification for segregatin designs
J gregaung g

protection, See WHITFORD REPORT, supra note 164, at 44, 50. Finally, the 1988 law reform
in English design law chose not to protect spare parts atall. See supra note 151.

365 See supra note 151 and accompanying text.

366 For a similar opinion, see TORREMANS, supra note 13, at 361,

%67 For example, the protection of integrated circuits, which are “functional designs,”
cauld be incorporated into this inclusive design right. See supra note 150,

868 See supra notes 332-350 and accompanying text.

369 Since there is no comprehensive definion of useful art
one, see supra notes 332-3%7 and accompanying text.

370 See supra Section 2.

37 See supra note 159 and accompanying text.

872 A “useful article” in current U.S, copyright law is defined as “an article having an
intrinsic utilitarian function that is not merely to pertray the appearance of the article or
to convey information. An articie that is normally a part of a usefu! article is considered a
‘useful article.”™ 17 U.S.C. § 101 (2008). For the rule that the article at stake serves a
Junction as a prerequisite for design patentability, see Hupp v. Siroflex of America, Inc,,

in contrast to pure aesthetic
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. . .
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? - - - - e 1
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1 As 1 stressed, it is 1mp .
ith this benchmark are clear. : . o
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hat a sculpture, created only _ <
ztas a aperls\reight, lampstand or, doll, that is f01-" a usefylhp.ur}iso >
just BI: it might be placed on a shelf for decoration, which is adard
Jl(l:msumar added value.®™ Nevertheless, like other open-starll o
; ' . o
norms, the usefulness measurement Ca? als.o _jk:e ctlec;'; m[;er
} g n .
i ' h as reasonability, significa
ording to mechanisms suc .
aC((—'i norn%ative expected usage’™ As an alternative, adtota}lll}r }fle?:ﬁ
o isti 1d be made, which w1
i tistic works of form shou e, _
segregation of all ar \ e
i i realm; however, as exp
include them in the design ; ned earfon
i i % Another problem stemming
this result is unwarranted. 1 ' _ n e
usefulness measurement relates -to singular tflemg?ed O}E)J:}?; ror
Lo :
i i ses, or pieces of jewelry, w
example, unique chairs, dre§ °be
doubF us’eful,qraise the question of whether they should be tn:n ted
as designs or as copyrighted works. The‘ secontd m?aﬂar:rtistic
is ki i lty by including as applie
nswers this kind of difficu : e
Zrticles only those designs that are manufactured or aml;::::iome
manufacture on an industrial scale, a_nd thus havt‘a" ecome
industrialized products.”” Here, once again, the term “in

; 209, at § 8:2. o ] I
122 F.3d 1456 {1997); MILLS, supra note 70, § 3:134. This critique is actually
ment, see PATRY, supra novt,e , § e
an::':hgl? l;rf;rfi}t}e?tr;t?gﬁu of the French “unity of art” doctrine. See supra notes 3
accompanying text.

{ STE note 28, § 2.5.3. - 3 iabili
:;; gﬂer()ﬁ?:;l;g:’etsitgaunderpingnings of the reasonability standard in tort liability
o

f
i i i i jectivity, see Guy L. McClung, 111, In Defense_ 0
dOCtrmES,l mal-n~lyAdE?itti((:alilsA:glz;t;i‘;eoofbﬁgnoltiyﬂlic Thec}),ries ?f Tort Llabl]ll"t})\{é ?1-2;—“22';3‘%
Reasonab cnﬁ';)sl'- hed Ph.D. thesis, Rice University) (on file with :mtho;). sy
et o 1a dard is incorporated in the “three step test” for me.nlg 13p¥) LA
eXP?CIEd A 5'tal“ 9(2) of the Berne Convention, sufra note.IO, ?mgl A_ruc e 15 of the
TS Agveoment a note 10. The three conditions for setting hmltauon2tq \ esgnot
TRIPS Agreer-neln" lslup;xce lion.should be limited to certain special cases, ( b)l it r(e)‘udice
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the 1egmmauz) mterigiﬁon panel discussing Section 110(5) o"f the U.S. Copyrig bm}; o
sy rg?lzl interpreted the standard of "normal a3 mcorporgungka ot e
giilgrg!gim‘;?ﬁgasituauon with the recommended T?—II;?E'E g; lz)d'.l_%ts 1(?.] :!:‘).AN;:L?{S A
OPYRIGHT, LIMITATIONS AND THE .
SENFTL-E“IS'E?:TEST IN INTERNATIONAL AND EG COPYRIGHT Law 193 (2004). i i
T';?F?See supra notes 268-270, 354-355 and a_ccompan)m_-ngf te:lct, F)&?e Fren%h oy it is
impossible to unify protection over all artistic objects and the fatals o
i - . L,
apggo%%]}stzgﬁzlﬁ;sérk is the basic doctrine ;)l’]l Eggills:gz la:sv. . fguﬁfr%sti;iig?nmeg:[ ﬁg -
i i e
supra note 240, art. 1 (defining registcrable
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production/manufacture”

: . could he

mt . employed

o erpret(live tools, 37 This second measpurgm by general . . )

upporte by the fact that the entire proj nent 'COuld be (2) Exceptions to the “Unity of Designs” Doctrine

g%l;te 'vl;r tohenhance- market compeuptivéﬁztss()fajnusuggpg desigsg Although the advantage of the proposed unity of design
» When a design is not industrialized it does notl(gfnc)-/. ‘ doctrine is that it is a comprehensive approach in its attempt to

nction define a simple rule applicable to almost all situations, legal reality

as a “produCt.” in th
. € marketplace b
des : place but rather as .

Plte its usefulness.® Nevertheless 2 pure artifact, is always much more complex. Especially in the intellectual

necessari . » industrializati i :
exhib'arclil)‘l surrender copyright. For example, a sta o Wﬂ.l not property realm, the common and unavoidable legislation
ited in the museum and jts industrialized » 2 Satue Wh,mh 18 mechanism is made of rules accompanied by exceptions, aimed to
;gll(lzeun.l shop should not lose their COPYrig;tagﬁli)hca% sold in the fine tune the principal rule according to different éompeting
th s mdu?mahzed tourists’ souvenir statues l’tly ld the. same interests, such as a public or sectorial interests.*® Accordingly, I
melr copyrightability because of the addit-S ould maintain wish to introduce some exceptions to the rule of unity of design
easx.sri\?;e;t' : lonal usefulness doctrine, each of which reflects a different kind of complexity.
subiect oW, legal language has a limited abili ‘ The most important exception pertains to pure artistic work later
?I'hg moslilatters to be protected by intellectual ?(;to deﬁr.le all l exploited for functional purposes. As will be explained, this
copyright rlt;mafkable example is the fact that thepterf); r“?; nff] = exception recognizes the point where the parallelism of the
e W IS not defined.®™  Thus, the b d o n differentiating rules of copyright and design breaks down, and the
Canni):l;e }?eﬁgns‘, including applied a;t, and ?;1; o l;]etwlf_‘en two merge. This will be discussed in some detail below. Two
and applied Zntnetlca“)’ closed, given that both coPyﬁpEegdt aw, additional possible exceptions that will be mentioned briefly are
rtare left as open standard norms. How&ier b:lrg{vki two-dimensional designs and architectural designs, which deserve
d a thorough discussion elsewhere.

(a) Architectural Works

The first category of designs that might be excluded from the
“unity of designs” doctrine, namely maintaining its
copyrightability, refers to architectural works. The reason for such
potential exclusion is both formal and material. According to the
Berne Convention, architectural works are copyrightable, and thus
they fall definitively outside the proposed sui generis protection.®”
Moreover, materially, it could be argued that architectural works

manufacture in an ind .
designs £ ndustrial precess). Furtherm .
cop}gl—fil;h:m ;?Jp}l’;;;giht[ ‘ﬂ::,ials based on this benchm:r;(e’sitr?ci O;SCEHE lsh exclusion rule of
except designs Which &oﬁzﬁmsa?a%}blc f’;:beiﬂg registered (under tho 0 e‘:l‘ie‘]"d ‘a“’l- no invoke special considerations in contrast to other designed
’ e of bei : evant e A
€ing registered, were not used or imenr(;e;vz\z pI‘OdUCtSSS" and thuSJuStlfy full copyrlght.”-"

be used as ﬂl()dels o1 Pa[tcms to be mulnphed by ally industrial (= Pyr
d 1. process Y C
3 ee Lo ]gll[

inafter Copyright Act, 191 (Eng.)]. The

382 See, £.g., LEON E. SELTZER, EXEMPTIONS AND FAIR USE IN COPYRIGHT: THE EXCLUSIVE

‘()%j_)gcsg-wi?hotlvlzver, this term has been liberally const[xﬂe%f manufacture.” 35 US.C. § 171

NECEssary mass as requiring on] .

(CC.PA. 1967)- ry ASs manufacture,  Ser A licati y a tangible . i

209,a § a2, e Swiland, 26 USP.Q 2d 1%%:Cf;&n((l)§9gr-u')y’ 073 F.2d 97 STERLING, WORLD CormeHT Taw gﬁ?ﬁe? & Mssowell ﬁ%g‘s’{f“é‘ré‘ﬁii M, SYEWART,

. %% In English law there is an enacted . Vi MILS, stpra nore INTERNATIONAL COPYRIGHT AND NEIGHBOURING RIGITTS 6, 79 (Butterworths 1989). '

i eem(;:d to be multiplied by an industrial presumption according to which a- desion ; 383 Berne Convention, supra note 10, art. 2(1). For this very reason, in 1990 a special

ntended to be reproduced in more than ﬁfp TOoCess whqn the design is reproduced g(')r o : act was passed in the U.S. in order to set adequate copyright protection for architecture,
[ single aicles. e Designs Rule, 1920, rt T oo Pl N, 015, 8 70006, 104 S 308017 US.C 3101 (1900 Ko,

, , Pub. L. No. , X 3 ; S.C. ; ,

supra note 87, at § 2.20(A). Moreover, for the same reason, Canadian law, which in

89, In Germ;in am
¥, Ore open standard was preferred, requiring applicability in trad
e!
principal excludes copyright protection from industrial designs, maintains the

commerce or llldusuy f gll e
or a de 0 qual 1()[ T S 1
S1; q lfy egl tration, Se GC

(GeschmG) art. 1(1) .
o s art. . This requir rman Desj
requisite that the design will b quirement was interpreted by (e A sign Law
e reproduci 3 y German case |
(V;»’EI:LFREID 2SIEO&K(:\:4AJR, THE PROTI“E)C(')H;]C\rlbcl;; a—}l::l Cf{‘;gggiblle for commercial expljita?;nass; copyrightability of architectural works, See Copyright Act, R3.C,, ch. C 42, art. 64(3)(d)
RMANY H Pub. 1994). NNOVATIONS AND D y (1985) (Can.) [hereinafter Copyright Act (Can.)].
) ESIGNS IN 334 Arguably, architectural works reflect both high personal creative character and a
significant investment of resources, and thus the proposed deviations from the copyright

879 See Su}'}ra Ch
i apter 2. What i ;
180 R ! 1s & Design, and : )
For the justifications for design rigit o WhatSFur_nctlons does it Serves" ‘ i :
» S€€ Supra Section 2. scheme are inappropriate. Namely, a longer term of protection might be needed in order
to supply the basic incentive for creation; moral rights and derivative rights are relevant to

architectural works, and finally a higher originality standard is apt. As it was said in
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{(b) Two-Dimensional Designs

Another category of designs which might be excluded from
the “unity of designs” doctrine are two-dimensional designs.
Generally speaking, there is much difference between two and
three-dimensional designs.  The three-dimensional design is
reflected in an article or product which by itself serves some useful
goal, while the two-dimensional design is reflected in a drawing or
a surface appearance attached to the usefu) device, such a drawing
pasted to dishes, tiles surfaces and wallpaper or tapestry
decorations.™ In the category of two-dimensional design, more
“products” could hypothetically be included, such as greeting
cards, postcards, and even posters. Thus, it could be claimed that
by definition, two-dimensional design is actually an artistic work,
such as painting or drawing, which is attached to its “carrier,”
however, the artistic work per se is not applied art and only the
product, into or onto which the artistic work was incorporated,
achieves a utilitarian function,*”

The principal difference between two and three-dimensional
design is reflected in many positive-doctrinaire rules. For
example, the “separability” test is not problematic with respect to
two-dimensional designs, such as graphic or fabric designs, since
the design itself is not intrinsically utilitarian.>® Furthermore, with
respect to registration of designs, the asymmetrical legal situation
between two- and three-dimensional design is remarkable: in cases

of two-dimensional designs, which are basically an artistic work,
such as a drawing or painting used for decorating a variety of
articles that have a functional purpose, it is pointless to compel
Owners to register each one of the articles independently in order
to achieve effective protection.®™ That is because the new or

Congress, “[T]he key to the art of architecture is the conviction and sensitivity with which
technology and function are interpreted aesthetically, in solutions of a practical socijal
purpose;” see Nimmer, supra note 87, at § 2.20 [A] at note 23, referring to H.R. Rep. No.
101-785, 101st Cong., 2d Sess. 18 (1990), quotng critic Ada Louise Huxtable. For the
mass investment in desighing architectural works, see Raleigh W. Newsam, 11, Architecture
and Copyright - Separating the Poetic Jrom the Prosaic, 71 TUL. L. REV. 1073, 1082 - 1696 (1997)
[hereinafter Newsam]; Raphael Winick, Copyright Protection For Architecture After The
Architectural Copyright Protection Act of 1990, 41 DUKE LJ. 1598, 1604 (1992); Anrtoinette
Vacca, The Architectural Works Copryright Protection Act: Much Ado About Something? 9 MARQ,
INTELL, PROP, L. REV, 111, 130 (2005).

385 See Newsam, supra note 385, at 108296, 1100; Winick supra note 378, at 1604, 1606;
Vacca Supra note 378, at 130. Nevertheless, it is clear that the main fear is that too broad
protection will bar subsequent architects' designs since "architecture resembles the
computer software industry, which progresses

by stepping-=stone improvements - each
innovation building on the past to produce a better product.”
386 RUSSELL-CLARKE, supra note 151, at 236 — 239,
387 See also RUSSELL-CLARKE, supranote 151, at 237.

388 See LADAS , supra note 6, at 838; Denicola, supra note 29, at 716; GOLDSTEIN, supra
note 28, § 2.5.3.2,

388 See WHITFORD REPORT, supra note 164, ac 41.
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395 King Features Syndi :
_ wndicate, Inc., A.C. i
infranotes 405, 433 and accompanying tg(z For further discu

39 See, 0.0, B i !
e.g, Brandir Intl v. Cascade Pac. Lumber Co., 834 F.2d 1142 (2d Cir 1987)
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2 : ' , A.C, . , €O

noe 15 oristed €ct copying of the drawing. Id.; see also RUSSELL—CLARIE??E}J?;

For a similar critique, see Brown, supra note 69, at 1350

drawing of a figure was
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before.® The assumption that “the work itself will continue to
give ‘mute testimony’ of itsorigins”*? is unfounded, and it creates
5 vicious circle: since industrial design includes a wide spectrum of
materials which combine functional and aesthetic aims, the “mute
testimony” will not reveal whether the design is more functional or
more aesthetic; it will reveal both aims.

Moreover, considering the creator’s intent with respect to the
purpose of his work (i.e. artistic or utilitarian) at the very time of
the creative process, as a criterion for deciding whether such
creation will enjoy copyright or industrial design protection is
completely arbitrary since it relies on a contractual element, non-
intrinsic to the work itself, and which is totally occasional.®® In
some instances the artist/designer is lucky enough to have a
contract with an industrial entity already ordering the creation for
utilitarian purposes, and sometimes the artist/designer creates
with no specific purpose, only having the creation industrialized at
some later point*® Therefore, sorting the protection over
creative works according to the question of whether the work was
initially commissioned or not is illogical, and leads to subjective
and arbitrary results.*® Thus, there is need for a simpler, clearer,
more objective and more consistent benchmark rule for the

scenario at stake.

(ii) The Proposed Test: Separation According to the Type of Use
Alleged to be the Infringing Act

In order to resolve the problem of where to locate a
copyrighted work which is later industrialized, 1 propose to sort
rights according to the alleged infringing use. The decision where to
locate the subject matter, in copyright law or in designs law, will be
done according to the nature and purpose of exploitation of the
subject matter alleged to be infringing. If the exploitation is made
in order to produce industrialized useful articles then design law

401 In Brandir, the court adopted Denicola's test, explaining that it will not be too
difficult to administer in practice, since “the parties will be required to present evidence
relating to the design process and the nature of the work, with the trier of fact making the
determination whether the aesthedc design elements are significantly influenced by
functional considerations.” Brandir Int'l, 834 F.2d at 1145-46. However, this is exactly the
problem - a benchmark rule based on long and complicated evidentiary process is indeed
too hard to administer, too costly, ineflicient, and finally arbitrary.

402 Brandir Int'l, 834 F.2d at 1145-46.

403 See Finnis, supra note 242, at 620.

404 4 . For example, a designer might design an ohject as part of his studies and
commercialize it on a later stage.

405 [d. at 620-21. See also PATRY, sufra note 70, § 3:141. As explained, this “intent of the
creator” test was employed by the House of Lords in King Features. See supra note 399,
However, later on, the English legislature overturned the King Features rule since it was not
practically workable. See infra note 433 and accompanying text.
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US.C §§ 108, 208 301.04) whice pyright Term FExtension Act (codified at 17
oy J, ' extended the copyright term of i
¥ and following the Supreme Court's holding]:)_)i,r?gEldred v.OAs]i:::oﬁ,c%%r';' %’éw elr]Stg

(2603), approvin i
Balam)‘ingl:;gcmtivi‘ Zt;fihAt;:Schéem. See, e.g., Qianwei Fu, Eldred v, Asheroft: Failure in
Ashcrofts The oo Access U.C. DA_VIS L. REV. 1755 (2005); Michael Jones, Fldred v.
(2004): Sympor M{ma iy of the Copyright Term Fxtension Act, 19 BERKELEY TECH. L |. 85
ee); Symposium, &zcEkgT Mice? ;’;tentialRamzﬁcatiom of Eldred v. Ashcroft, 13 FdRﬁJ:iAM
Copyright Pt i 0f19§5'J'i'he$ (2008}, See also . H. Reichman, An Evaluation of the
70 ARTS & oy L] 6‘2 5 lguratzo'n of Copyright and the Limits of Cultural Policy, 14
LaGARDOwrence Lessig, wh stre.;)s'e 2 (' 96). A known advocator of a shorter copyrigh,t is
LAWRENCE | sats o FUTL? ¢ mportance of free knowledge for modern society. See
WORLD 95255 rgonr For_mlg:.eo:dl‘gms: '}'HE FATE OF THE COMMONS IN A CONNECTED
Safg;leclson, EnﬁchingDzlscamse on Pub[ic%oczm?;scggggll{%gilh%gg b1218 oy see Pamela
opyright Act (Can,), Supra note 384, art.’64(3) (e). = (2000).
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of the cartoon derivative market, including applied derivative
works in two and three dimensions, is still protected through
copyright. However, such a reconciling exception returns us to
the basic question posed by the “unity of designs” doctrine: why
favor character merchandising and discriminate against other
applied art? A more coherent rule would be to either treat all
applied art as copyrightable works (under a “unity of art
doctrine”) or as designs (“unity of design doctrine”). But we must
also be realistic — the powerful lobbies demand their compromise
in the intellectual property field.*®

The advantage of the proposed mechanism is that it answers
the basic need to balance competing interests in the industrial
design realm: if the action is in the applied art products’ market,
then the exclusivity of designs will be the governing doctrine,
whose purview is immediate redress and short-term protection.*®
The proposed mechanism also introduces a-uniform and dynamic
mechanism, enabling us to reconcile the tension along the
borderline of copyright and design field. The mechanism shifts
the final identification of the cause of action to the court’s
discretion, on an ex-post basis, however it does not deprive the
plaintiff from protection, such as the “all or nothing” type of rule,
since in any event once the system is in place there will be no
formalities required in order to obtain both copyright and design
right under the proposed model. The main difference, practically
speaking, is with respect to the term of protection, namely .the
longer term of copyright protection or a shorter one applicable to
designs. There are other examples in positive law in which
different terms of protection are conferred with respect to the
same work, according to the exploiting act.*'

408 For lobbyism in copyright legislation, see Jesscia D. Litman, Copyright, Compromise,
and Legislative History, 72 CORNELL L. REV. 857, 870-82 (1987); Andrea K. Menescal, These
Behind the TRIPS Agreemeni: The Influence of the ICC and the AIPFI on International Intellectual

erfy Decisions, INTELL, PROP. Q. 2, 155 (2005); DAVID VAVER, COPYRIGHT LAwW 296
(2000); Lunney, supra note 50, at 629 n.476.

409 See supra Chapters 4 A {3)(b) Registration’s Consequences are not Appropriate for
Design Markets” and 4 B (2) Term of Protection.”

0 For example, a special problem exists with respect to films based upon literary works
{derivative cinematographic works), since films are protected for a shorter period of dme
than literary works. See 17 U.S.C § 302, 304. The outcome was called a “copyright
ambush,” because while a film might fall into public domain its use is still not free since
there are “hidden” exclusive rights with respect to the underlying literary work. See
Francis M. Nevins, Jr., The Doctrine of Copyright Ambush: Limitation on the Free Use of Public
Domain Derivative Works, 256 ST, Louls U. L.J. 5& (1981); Peter Jaszi, When Works Collide:
Derivative Motion Pictures, Underlying Rights, and the Public Interest, 28 UCLA L. REV. 715, 717-
42 (1981). See also Stewart v, Abend, 495 U.S. 207 (1990). Australian law has introduced
an original solution for such “copyright ambush,” according to which if the term of
protection over a film has expired, then causing the film to be “seen or heard” is allowed;
however, its reproduction and broadcasting is still subject to the underlying work’s right.
See Copyright Act (Austl.), supra note 321, art. 110(2). Thus, a spectrum of ume pericd of
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One of the main reasons for -the complexity in detaching
designs from copyright is the difficulty of differentiating between
commercialized derivative works from industrial designs. All the
merchandising industry of dolls, cups, key-holders and other
accessories based upon copyrighted works, such as cartoon figures,
Is an industry of applied art. It should be clarified that refer here
to three-dimensional designs, in which the artistic work is merged
with the useful object (for example a Popeye doll), in contrast to
two-dimensional designs in which there is a “drawing” attached to
an object (for example an ordinary cup with an applied drawing of
“Popeye” on it). Why should there be a difference between all of
these merchandised applied art and other kinds of applied art,
initially designed for industrial mass production? For example,
why there should there be a different legal protection for a statue
designed to function as a basis of a lamp and a statue of Popeye
functioning as a basis of a lamp, although the first is labeled
industrial design and the second is regarded as a derivative work
of applied art? Intrinsically, however, both are the same. Under
the proposed model, the question of whether the Popeye statue
functioning as a lamp-stand will enjoy copyright protection or
design protection is to be decided according the alleged
infringing act. If the copier produces Popeye statues for lamps,
then the protection will be by sui generis design right, while if the
copier produces another Popeye movie or book, then it will be
protected by copyright. With respect to derivative applied art—
the merchandising industry—there will be some limitation on the
right to prepare derivative works, since it will prevent derivatives
for a shorter period of time, assimilated to design right. This
makes economic sense. From a copyright perspective, after the
term of protection of a design has expired, the copyright holder
can expect to have earned adequately, or if not, then a longer
term will be unfair for competition.”! Thus, the incentive to
create is fulfilled and there is no Jjustification for further
exclusiveness.** Moreover and most importantly, trademark law

protection over films is created, according to the type of use of the film. With respect to
public performance, the usual term of protection of fifty years applies from the day of
publication. See id. art. 94. With respect to other actions, such as broadcasting and
reproduction, the term might be longer. Seeid. art. 113(1). See also LAHORE, supra note 8,
at §42.

4 As one commentator has phrased it, at the heart of the controversy of protecting
industrial designs "is how to balance wo conflicting needs. On the one hand, the need to
provide protection so as to reward human endeavour and creativity; on the other, the
need to allow competition in the production of articles which fulfill a particular function
or purpose”, See COPINGER, supranote 5, at 713 -714. ‘

412 According to the basic utilitarian justification for copyright, its aim is to function as
an adequate incentive for the creation of works; however, a superflucus incentive is not
efficient since it represents the deadweight loss of the exclusive right, see Glynn. S.
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continues to apply and might prevent Fop_ying,_ in case of a
goodwill acquired by the design, and-the Justlﬁcatlgn for fu_rther
exclusiveness is transferred to another field of justification—
avoiding customer confusion with respect to origin of goods, and
from a proprietor perspective-—-maintenaqce c_>f goc‘)dwﬂ'l anc! the
economic value of brands.*” The proposition is lolglcal_ since it re-
locates each subject matter to its most accurate axis of mtellecl&ual
property: the merchandising industry of copyrl'gh,ted' works'ls a
branch of industrial applied art, and after a certain period of'tlme,
its main force of attraction is not with it§ unique quality qf
appearance but with its brand charactensgc.‘““ Th”erefo.re, it
should be transferred into the appropriate “pigeonhole” law in the
intellectual property realm.

(ili) Improvement on the Unregistered Design Right Introduced
in the U.K.

The model proposes an improvement of the unre.gistered
design right introduced in tl}e UK, one of five options f?]g
protecting designs in the U.K,, introduced in a 1'988 enactmen%.
This right is conferred with no forma'hFle.si commencing
automatically from - first marketing.‘-”“. The flllglb;llty requirement
for unregistered design right is “ongmz_lhty. U.K. .unre.gls.tereg
design right protects designs from copying, and .tl}us is a.ssm.ulajce
to copyright. However, there is a narrower definition of 1rg‘£m%r]1g
copying.*®* The term of protection is up to ten years. is
unregistered design right is aimed to circumvent the inadequate

ini ight' ives - digm, 49 VAND, L. REV, 488,
Lunney, Reexamining Copyright's Incentives — Access Paradigm,
Gg?ryu(llg%); Stewart E% Sterk, Rhetoric and Rgalz;y (z)n Copyright Law, 94 MICH. L, RV, 1197,
1209 (1996); MERGES ET AL., supra note 54, at.l 10. 7 )
413 (For 3he protection of product's design as a trademark, see supra Chapter 3
BTrademark Protection." )
414 Yor the three intellectual property axes, see supra Chapter 3A. The Location of
ign in the Intellectual Property Realm." )
QE"SIIEE lsnecofld option COI]tB.ElS two possibilities for pro;ectéog t[})quugth.hgcgl:aro‘E):;rr;
ity: istered or unregistered designs rights. See E. - Design Directive,
r(ljgtrzelr?’l?l’;l,u;}rt;e%g,e‘g-lz; RUSSEEL-CI.ARKE, supra note IE?I, at 45, The third opgpp f(;;‘
protection is through a U.K. registered design right, which is conferred by; g 1u_or;‘ :
industrial/quasi-patent law, See Register Design Act (Eng.), supra note 18 i pyTig b
Designs, and Patents Act (Eng.), supra note 320, at §§ 213-264. The fourth option i
through copyright law, as explained below.
418 %opyﬁ?l"ll%, Designs, and Patents Act (Eng.), supranote 320, 2¢§213. bove th
#17 Jd. § 213(4). Itis clarified by law that the threshold for desggn ell‘glb-ll_lty isa OYF- €
“notcopied” requirement, since according to the law “a design is not c.mglwnabd. . :gl it L:s
commonplace in the design field in question at the time of its creation. A “3%20
RUSSELL-CLARKE, supra note 151, at 202, 204-05; PHILLIPS & FIRTH, supra note 247, at -
3. .
° 418 Copyright, Designs, and Patents Act (Eng.), supra note 320, at § 226(2); RUSSELL-
LARKE, anote 151, at 220-21. ) )
¢ 419 Hoirger, after five years it is subject to a compulsory license scheme. See Copyright,
Destgns, and Patents Act (Eng.), supra note 320, at § 216.
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apd costly protection conferred by the registered-based design
right, and offers a solution to designers’ desire to testmarket
Proﬁt.:ability by marketing the design in a pilot period, before
Investing ime and money in registration. **°

Another possibility for protecting designs in the UK. is
through copyright law, which protects certain kinds of applied
art.® It is therefore useful to sce how English law treats the
pos:sible overlap between copyright and unregistered design right.
T'hlS question- is of great importance since English legislative
history shows clearly that the crusade against copyright protection
for designs has caused severe complications, and has finally failed.
The English approach, adhered to since the Copyright Act of
1911, was to reject copyright for industrial designs and bar
cumulating rights.** This approach produced an “all or nothing”
effect with respect to the subsistence of copyright; if an applied
work of art fell within the industrial design definition then no
copyright could subsist in the artistic work, and in such a case the
only'mer_hod of protection was (o register the design under the
quasi-patent system.*® This rule of exclusion was preserved with
some changes in the Copyright Act of 1956, Basically, the same
rule currently applies in Canada.*®

Many complexities stemmed from the English rule of
exclusion, apart from the total deprivation of protection in cases
of failure to register designs. One of the most significant
complexities referred to the relation between the protection of
two-dimensional drawings (i.c. a copyrighted work), and the
pro'tection of the three-dimensional product (i.e. an industrial
demgt} based on that drawing).® If the producer can claim
copyright infringement of the two-dimensional drawing with
respect to an act of copying the three-dimensional industrial
.de‘mgn, since it comprises an indirect copying of the drawing, then
1t is clear that the rejection of copyright protection for industrial
designs is circumvented.*” And ever since the 1911 copyright

420 ‘.‘S'ee CORNISH & LLEWLYN, supra note 39, at 553
21 "Artistic Works” are enumerated in the list of protected subject matter through
copyright, and ”mclude sculptures . . . irrespective of artistic quality” and “works of artistic
craf'tsmansh_lp. See Copyright, Designs, and Patents Act (Eng.), supra note 320, at §§ 1, 4.
422 Copyright Act, 1911 (Eng.), supranote 378, § 22(1).
::: gez RU.SS}l]ELL-CLARKE, supra note 151, at 15.
opyright Act, 1956, § 10 {(Eng.) [hereinafter Copyright Act, 1
RUSSELL-CLARRE, sufra noe 151, P, PrrghL A, 1950 (Eng)l. See alo
opyright Act (Can.), supra note 384, §§ 4, 6; Industrial Design Act, R.S.C h. 19
2 (1985) (Can.). See also GERVAIS & JUDGE, supra note 130, at 590-97: JOMN S, MoRsows:
FOX CANADIAN Law OF COPYRIGHT AND INDUSTRIAL DESIGNS 205-06 (20001, ,
426 See COPINGER, supra note 5, at 722-793.

427
722_725;«3 also RUSSELL-CLARKE, supra note 151, at 16-17; See COPINGER, supra note 5, at

7
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enactment, through the 1956 enactment and finally in the current
1988 Copyright Act, English law has attempted solve this problem,
still without full success.”® The question of claiming copyright
infringement of the two-dimensional drawing with respect to an
act of copying the three-dimensional industrial design arose in the
U.K. in two decisions of the House of Lords: the King Features*®
holding of 1940 that dealt with copying Popeye the Sailor dolls;
and the British Leyland* holding of 1986 that dealt with the
copying of car exhausts. In both cases the alleged infringer
copied the three-dimensional product of industrial design, and
since the design was not registered, the plaindff claimed for
copyright infringement via indirect copying of the two-dimensional
drawing which was the basis for the production of the respective
industrial design products. In King Features, the two-dimensional
drawing was the cartoon figure created initially for advertisements;
and in the British Leyland case the two-dimensional drawing was
the technical sketch of a product created in order to enable
industrial production.®’ In both decisions the House of Lords
allowed the invocation of copyright protection.®® Furthermore, in
both cases Parliament reacted by overhauling the statutes, trying
to seal the leak in the strict mutual exclusivity rules.**

428 See RUSSELL-CLARKE, sufra note 151, at 14-21; See COPINGER, supra note 5, at 723-725.

429 King Features Syndicate, Inc., A.C. 417.

450 British Leyland Motor Corp. v. Armstrong Patents Co. Ltd., [1986] A.C, 577 (H.L.)
(U.K).

431 King Features Syndicale, Inc., A.C. 117; British Leyland Motor Corp., A.C. 577.

432 In King Features, the court ruled that although the three-dimensional dolls were not
copyrighted, since they were capable of being registered as design. However, the drawing
of the Popeye figure was made with the intention at time of creation not to be used industrially
but rather for artistic purposes (i.e., an advertisement). King Features, A.C. at 417. Thus, it
was held that the drawings are still copyrighted, even if the dolls based upon it were later
industrialized, and the copying of the dolls consists of indirect copying of the drawings.
Id; RUSSELL-CLARKE, supra note 151, at 2565-56. In British Leyland, the court once again
upheld the doctrine that the copying of a functional industrial artcle constituted
infringement of the artistic copyright of the design drawings, by reproducing those
drawings in three dimensions (i.e., by indirect copying). Britisk Leyland, A.C. at 577.

433 The subtler rule codified after the King Features holding at the Copyright Act of 1956
was aimed to overturn King Features and make the right in an artistic work no longer
dependent upon author’s intention at the time the work was made. Thus, the.1956 Act
fostered the “all or nothing” principle by providing that copyright in a work cannot be
invoked if the alleged act could have been also an infringement of a registered design
right, had it been registered. Namely, the underlying drawing’s copyright was effective
only w prevent direct copying. See Copyright Act, 1956 (Eng.), § 10; RUSSELL-CLARKE,
supra note 151, at 25656-67. Furthermore, the Register Design Act was amended so that
prior publication of designs created purely for artistic work should not diminish the
novelty and originality claim of the design, and thus prevent its registration. Therefore, if
an author was seeking to exploit his artistic work industrially, he had only one way for
further enjoying exclusivity, and this was by registering a design. See RUSSELL-CLARKE,
supra note 151, at 18, Nevertheless, the Copyright Act of 1956 had a fatal flaw in the
provision opposing overlapping rights: the rejection of copyright was linked to subject
matter capable of being registered as design; however, according to a basic principle in
registered desigh law, only an article “appealing to the eye” could be registered. The
anomalous result was that artistic copyright could be enforced with respect to designs with
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The Copyright, Designs, and Patents Act of 1988, which is the
current binding law, sought to fix all previous flaws in the basic
principle of excluding copyright from industrial designs, as well as
to provide a workable rule for distinguishing the new unregistered
design right, assimilated to copyright, from “full” copyright.®*
The tortuous principle of the current English rule might be
summarized as follows:*®

First, the law defines two terms: the first is a new one of
“design document,” which means any two-dimensional record of
the design, whether by drawing, written description, photograph,
data storage in computer or other.**® The second term is “design”
which for the purpose of the excluding rule means “the design of
any aspect of the shape or configuration (whether internal or
external) of the whole or part of an article, other than surface
decoration,”

Second, the law provides that it is not an infringement of
copyright in a design document or in a design (per s¢), other than
an artistic work, to copy the design or to make an article according
the design document.® Namely, the British Leyland ruling is
overturned and it is not a copyright infringement of the
underlying drawing of a design to reproduce the three
dimensional design.” Moreover, the overlapping zones between
copyright and design are restricted, since any applied art falling
into the vast definition of a design is to be protected either by
unregistered or registered design rights.** In this respect one
must bear in mind that the unregistered: design right is actually a
copyright restricted to a ten-year term of protection.

Nevertheless, and this is the new complexity of the English
rule, the law provides that an “artistic work” will not be excluded

from copyright protection.* The purpose of this exemption to
the exclusion of designs form copyright protection is that a design

no aesthetic merit, such as electrical components, but no right could be enforced in
highly artistic designs with great aesthetic merit which could not be registered.  See
RUSSELL-CLARKE, supra ntote 151, at 18-20. In British Leyland, once again, the court refused
to exercise the basic principle of distinguishing industrial designs from artistic art, See
RUSSELL-CLARKE, supra note 151, ar 257-58; Canon Kabushiki Kaisha v. Green Cartridge
Co. Ltd., [1997] volume F.S.R. 817 (P.C.). And the legislature once again restricted the
court’s holding by the Copyright, Designs, and Patents Act. See Copyright, Designs, and
Patents Act (Eng.}, supra note 320, at § 51-52.

434 Copyright, Designs and Patents Act (Eng.), supra note 320, at § 51-52.

43; For a “road map” decoding the English law, sce PHILLIPS & FIRTH, supra note 247, at
373-75.

436 Copyright, Designs, and Patents Act (Eng.}, supra note 320, at § 51(3).

137 Id.

35 14§ 51(1),

439 See RUSSELL-CLARKE, supra note 151, at 257.

440 See COPINGER, supra note 5, at 724.

#! Copyright, Designs, and Patents Act (Eng.), supra note 320, at §52.
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with independent and inherent artistic characteristics will 'en'joy the{ dual
protection of both copyright and design right. This 1.m.med1:%tely
raises the question of how to recognize these charactenst}c's.‘ Since
the answer is bound to be subjective, this new law was cntllcu:ed as
leaving a penumbra of vagueness with respect to ba§1c issues
concerning the relation between applied art apd mdgstrlal
designs.*®  But if this artistic craftsmanship is multplied
industrially (i.e. more than fifty pieces) then the copyright term of
protection is limited to twenty-five years from the date. ?f
marketing the design - in other words, the result — not _the artist’s
intent — is the determining test.** The law further clarifies that if
the artistic work, or part of it, is not exploited industrially, then
full copyright term of protection subsists (i..e. life of the author
plus seventy years). Only industrial exploitation shortens the term
of protection of an artistic work, up to twenty-five years.*‘“ In those
cases in which English law accepts dual protection, the term of
protection is unified into the shorter term held in I‘(?ngtf:l:‘Cd
design rights.*® It is also apparent that in those cases in which
twenty-five years of copyright protection are con‘ferrec:, the
unregistered design right is “swallowed” intq the copnght.-‘“

It is apparent that the new English 1fule. is tortuous,
complicated to handle, and adds another complicating legaI. term
— “design document” — in order to solve the already complicated
problem at stake. My proposed model is simpler, anq reaches a
better result: all designs, whatever their aesthetic merit, that are
manufactured industrially are protected through a sui generis
design right, assimilated to copyright, with a sh(?rter term of
protection. In the case of an artistic work later on industrialized,
then the term of protection will be determined by the nature of
the alleged infringing act: if industrialized‘ designs are
reproduced, then a shorter term of protection will apply, and if
copyrightable works are reproduced tlllen a fu.11 copyr‘:ght term will
apply. The term “design document” in English law is rfadtlndjmt,
since the type of infringement determines whether it is “art” or

42 Spe CORNISH & LLEWLYN, supra note 39, at 554. Others have proposed a “probability
test” bimrecn the artistic and ﬁlnpgtional merits of an article. Sez RUSSELL-CLARKE, supra
note 151, at 268.

443 Copyright, Designs, and Patents Act (Eng.), supra note 320, at § 52(2).

44 g, § 52(3); RUSSELL-CLARKE, sufra note 151, at 273,

445 Copyright, Designs, and Patents Act (Eng.), supra note 320, at § 52(2). )

416 Sge RUSSELL-CLARKE, supra note 151, at 258-59. Tk_us dual conff?mng of rlgh‘ts -
unregistered design right and copyright - for the same subject matter, might cause serious
failures when the two rights are owned by different persons, since they give the same
powers. Id. at 218. Thus, law stipulates that where copyright subsists in a work which
consists of a design in which an unregistered design right subsists, infringement of the
copyright is not an infringement of the unregistered design right. See Copyright, Designs,
and Patents Act (Eng.), supra note 320, at § 236.
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“design.” i itive i ’
fes Etial rlz‘lur(tiherlrr;ore, in tbe proposed model there are only two proposed scheme presents both a positive incentive to create
1 p odes of protection, with only two relevant terms of designs per se, and at the same time limits the scope of the right in

protection: long copyright or short design right.

C. Concluding Remark - The Timeliness of the Proposed Design Scheme
Jor American Law

As already mentioned, on the eve of the 1976 Copyright Act
the.re was an attempt to legislate a sui generis design law in the
Umt?d States, however, at the last moment it was withdrawn with
the_ intention of inspecting the whole issue in more depth.*’
Thl.rty years have passed, and the time has come for.enacting a
demgr} law in the United States. Many things have changed. The
American legal discourse has become more internationalistic.*”
Several profound developments have occurred in the theoretical
and legal arenas in this time. In the theoretical arena, two major
relevant developments should be noted: the first is the growing
acknowledgement of the economic and sociological role of design,
and consequentially the need for encouraging and protecting it.**
The second is the growing movement in favor of limiting the
scope of intellectual property rights.*® As to the major legal
Fievelopments: in 1984 the Semiconductor Chip Protection Act
was enacted, protecting the visual appearance of semiconductor
f:h'lps, which are pure functional designs.*' In 1989, the U.S.
joined the Berne Convention and consequentially introduced
some amendments into copyright law, including some
nu]_hﬁcation of the registration requirement, and furthermore
tac1.tly acknowledges that under the Berne Convention there is no
obligation to protect industrial designs via copyright.** In 1993
the.TRIPS Agreement was signed, presenting a loose standard for
design protection.*® And in 1998 the VHDPA was enacted, the
first experimental legislation for all industrial design.*"

'I-’hese developments indicate that the current atmosphere in
An‘lerlcar? legal discourse could be receptive to a comprehensive
sui generis design law, based on a copyright paradigm.*® The

447 See supra note 87,
448 Especially since the U.5. joined the Berne Convention on 1989
: S. , see supra notes 292-
26313 lgd accompanying text. See also Graeme B. Dinwoodie, Sympasium:pz'onsti;;ional
o allenges To Copyright: Copyright Lawmaking Authority: An (Inter )Nationalist Perspective on the
Yeaty Clause, 30 COLUM. ].L. & ARTS 355, 358, 375-376, 385 - 389 (2007).

449 For a discussion with res| justi i i
pect to justification for design’s protection, s
2748 and accompanying text. BREP ,Se6 supra notes

450 See supra note 326 and accompanying text.
431 See supra notes 148-150 and accompanying text.
452 See supra notes 292-293 and accompanying text,
453 See supra notes 165-169 and accompanying text,
. 454 See supra notes 133-147 and accompanying text,
There are constant attempts to introduce a new enactment for fashion design, based on

comparison to copyright. Thus, the proposed scheme answers
both current theoretical trends — those of enhancing innovation
for the benefit of consumer society, and of limiting intellectual
property rights. Moreover, such a sui generis design law is
permitted according to all international law standards, it fits the
U.S. enactment trend thus far, and it is a logical and coherent
scheme for resolving most of the issues in the seemingly never-
ending applied art/industrial design nexus.

6. SUMMARY

The design of products is ceniral to modern economy and its
civil-cultural life, but nevertheless, the legal protection over
designs in the U.S. has suffered from continuous neglect. One of
the reasons for this is that design sits at the crossroads of
copyright, patent and trademark, and was believed to enjoy the
protection of all three. Yetin reality, although designs have some
of the characteristics of all three major intellectual property
disciplines, designs do not fit any of them entirely. The result is
that designs suffer from inappropriate legal treatment, which is
reflected by both under-protection for welcome designs and
encumbrances of legal complexities in the three major intellectual
property schemes. Therefore, there ijs an urgent need for a
specially tailored, sui generis design law.

How should such sui generis design law be tailored? My clear
conclusion is that it should be based on a copyright paradigm,
since design is much closer to a creative than inventive ‘endeavor.
Design focuses on the appearance of useful products, and is aimed
to please customers. Therefore, design is more like “work” than
scientific “inventon.” However, design is also guided by some
imminent features, such as technology, function and fashion, and
is based on previous work. The copyright scheme, while fitting
some designs perfectly and constraining others greatly, is at best a
partial solution, but a necessary model. Strict copyright rules are
not appropriate for the design realm, from the long term of

the VHDPA model. Ses, eg, Design Piracy Prohibition Act, H.R, 2033, 110th Cong.
(2007). Though such an enactment is needed, in my view it is better policy to introduce a
comprehensive design act and not to add additional subject matter on an accidental basis.
The Copyright Office takes no position with respect to the merits of extending design
protection to fashion designs, however, if such protection is accepted, then the VHDPA
maodel is an appropriate one since it was initially legislated 50 as to include other subject
matters.  See Copyright Office Opinion, supra note 148. In my view, though such
enactment is needed, it is a better policy 1o introduce a comprehensive design act and not
to leak in additional subject matters on an accidental basis.
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protection, to different doctrines such as moral rights or derivative
rights.

To avoid the more restrictive aspects of copyright, then, we
must ask how should such sui generis design law, based on the
copyright paradigm, be segregated from copyright law subject
matter? This is the most Gordian debate with respect to the
applied art and industrial design nexus. My proposal is to cut
through this complexity by adopting a unity of design doctrine,
which suggests conferring sui generis design protection to both
applied art and to industrial design. Namely all designs whatever
their merit or aestheth quality, will be drawn into the specially
tailored law. Such a mechanism is logical, is recommended by
policy considerations, simplifies law, and is compatible with all
international standards.

Nevertheless, some inevitable exceptions to this mechanism
do exist, the most complex of which refers to copyrightable
subject matter which was later on industrialized into applied
products. This is the “Popeye the Sailor Syndrome,”* in which,
for example, characters from movies or books are later on
merchandised with derivative applied products. Should all these
derivative products be subject to copyright protection, as the
original figure is, or to sui generis design protection? This is the
heart of the difficulty in divorcing designs from the copyright
realm. I propose to resolve this problem with a dynamic and
simple rule, according to which the final differentiation between
copyright enforcement or sui generis design right enforcement will
be determined by courts, according to the nature of the alleged
infringing act. If the alleged infringer has copied the subject
matter in order to produce industrially applied articles, then
design right will be enforced. However, if copyrighted works were
reproduced, then copyright will be enforced. Practically speaking,
the main difference lies in the term of protection, which will be
shorter in cases of design protection. And, once again, such a
mechanism is logical, is recommended by .policy considerations,
simplifies law, and is compatible with all international standards.

456 See King Features Syndicate, Inc., A.C. 417.



