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This article is devoted to a comprehensive study of the issues and specifics of the
protection for the unregistered fashion designs in the US. The essence and content of the
legal nature of unregistered fashion designs is determined. The issue of formation and
current state of the legal provisions for the protection of the unregistered fashion designs
in US is determined and analyzed. The case law is analyzed. On the basis of the follow-
ing research, ways of improving the legislation of the US in this field are proposed.
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buukoecvka M. €. Hedocmamnmiil pisenv He3apeccmposanoi 0xXoponu MoOHUX
ousaiinie 6ionogiono 0o zaxonooascmea CIIIA. — Cmamma.

Jana poboTa NpUCBSIUCHA KOMIUICKCHOMY JIOCIIDKEHHIO NHTAaHHS IIPO 0CO0-
JIMBOCTI OXOPOHM HE3apeecTpoBaHUX Au3aiiHiB B cdepi ingycrpii mogu B CIIIA.
Bu3zHa4YeHO CYTHICTb 1 3MICT MIPaBOBOT MPUPOIN HE3APEECTPOBAHUX MOJHUX JTU3AMHIB.
IIpoanasnizoBaHO MUTAHHS CTAHOBJICHHS 1 TEMEPIIIHIM cTaH HOPMATHBHOTO 3abe3re-
YCHHSI OXOPOHH MPAaB IHTEJIEKTYaIbHOI BIACHOCTI HA HE3apeeCTPOBaHI MOHI AU3aiiHU

© Bychkovska M., 2018



42

B CHIA. ITpoananizoBaHo cynoBy npaktuky CIIA. Ha ocHOBI mpoBeneHOro mocii-
JUKCHHSI BU3HAYCHO IIUISIXH YJOCKOHaJICHHs 3akoHoaaBcTBa CIIIA B wmiit cdepi.

Knwouosi cnoea: momuuii nu3aiiH, JOKTPHHA Cemapalii, aBTOPChKE MpaBo,
KOHTpa(axT.

buiuxosckas M. E. Hedoocmamounulii yposeHs ne3apecucmpuposanioil 0XpaHl
MOOHBIX OU3alin06 6 coomeemcmeuu ¢ 3akonodamenvcmeom CLIA. — Cmambs.

PaGora mocBsllleHa KOMIUIEKCHOMY MCCIIEIOBAaHUIO BOIpoca 00 0COOEHHO-
CTSIX OXpaHbl IPaB Ha HE3aperuCTPUPOBAHHBIC AM3aWHBI B c(epe MHIYCTPUU MOJbI
B CHIA. Onpenenena CyniHOCTb M COZEpKaHHE TPABOBOM MPUPOABI HE3aPETHCTPH-
POBaHHBIX MOJHBIX JH3aHHOB KaK OOBEKTOB HHTEIUICKTYyalbHOH COOCTBEHHOCTH.
[Ipoananu3upoBaH BOIIPOC CTAHOBICHUS U COBPEMEHHOE COCTOSHHE HOPMAaTHBHOTIO
o0ecrieyeHust OXpaHbl IIPAaB UHTEJUIEKTYaIbHOW COOCTBEHHOCTH Ha HE3aperucTpupo-
BaHHbIEe MoJHble nu3aiinbl B CIIIA. IIpoananusupoBana cyneOHas npakruku CIIA.
Ha ocHoOBe npoBENEHHOrO HMCCIENOBAaHUS ONpPEENICHbl IyTH yCOBEPIIEHCTBOBAHUS
3akonozarenscTBa CIIA B nanHoii cdepe.

Kniouegvle cnosa: MONHBIA MU3aiiH, MOKTPUHA CeTapaliy, aBTOPCKOE IpaBo,
KOHTpa(axT.

While the EU law provides copyright protection for fashion designs for
a long period and also three years of protection for unregistered designs,
the US remains the only developed country that does not protect fashion
designs in its laws at all. It is hard to obtain copyright protection for such
products for the reason that the US Copyright Act protects designs which
are “useful articles” only if they “incorporate pictorial, graphic, or sculp-
tural features that can be identified separately from, and are capable of
existing independently of, the utilitarian aspects of the article” [1]. This
concept was followed for years and nowadays it is known as “separability
doctrine”, which has a strict precedent rule.

This doctrine established a test by which a useful article whose func-
tion cannot be separated from its original elements therefore cannot be pro-
tected by the copyright. Requirement of originality has been explained by
the Supreme Court in Feist Publications, Inc., v. Rural Telephone Service
Co [2]. The Court concluded that in order for a work to be original the
author should “..choose which facts to include, in what order to place them,
and how to arrange the collected data so that they may be used effectively
by readers. These choices as to selection and arrangement, so long as they
are made independently by the compiler and entail a minimal degree of
creativity, are sufficiently original that Congress may protect such compi-
lations through the copyright laws” [2, para 16].
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Application of separability doctrine narrows scope of works that can be
protectable and dealing with clothes it is possible, for instance, to protect
textile, prints or belts under the US law. The reasoning is that fabric prints
and textile designs can be regarded as a type of paintings and therefore they
can be separate from the utility of the garment [3, p. 85]. At the same time
it would be hard to obtain copyright for the design of a dress, skirt of other
types of clothes. The main reasoning is that fashion items cannot be con-
sidered as original works of authorship because their main aim is to cover
humans body. This is why US fashion designers have relied on other forms
of IP rights, such as trademark, trade dress, design patents, and common
law rights, to try to protect their works from copying and counterfeiting.

There are two types of separability test — physical or conceptual sepa-
rability. The physical concept can be regarded as easier approach. It pro-
vided that when artistic elements can be physically separated from the
useful elements copyright protection should arise [4, p. 115]. The bright-
est example of the physical separability is Mazer v. Stein case [5]. This
case deals with the design of a lamp which included a shape of a woman
body. The Supreme Court held that as far as the a figure of a body could
be removed from the light bulb and after that it would not lose its artistic
value it is clearly physically separable [5]. Also, court ruled that works
of art are still copyrightable when they are embodied in useful articles,
but only the aesthetic form can be copyrighted, not their mechanical or
utilitarian aspects [5].

Unlike physical separablility, determination of whether it is possible to
conceptually separate distinctive features of a product from the utilitarian
function of it, has been ascertained as a more tough approach. An offered
test is supposed to be made in 3 steps in order to provide with more sim-
plicity regarding this issue. Such steps are: (1) examination of objective
indicia of public perception; (2) determination of the use of the work sepa-
rate from function; (3) expectation of marketability information [6].

One of the first cases in which the conceptual separability test applied
was Kieselstein-Cord v. Accessories by Pearl, Inc. [7]. This case deals
with the question whether it is possible to consider that two belt buckle
designs, sculpted in precious metals can be separable within the mean-
ing of the Copyright Act and therefore can be protected against copying.
Designer registered the buckles with the Copyright Office as “jewellery,”
but in certificate granted by the Copyright Office the buckles were men-
tioned as “original sculpture and design” [7, at. 990-991]. Taking into con-
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sideration a fact that that the buckle wearers used the buckles for orna-
mentation on parts of the body other than the waist, the Court decided that
primary ornamental aspect of the buckles is conceptually separable from
their subsidiary utilitarian function and by that two decorative belt buckles
were copyrightable” [7, at 993].

Another bright example of the application of the separability doctrine
is Whimsicality, Inc. v. Rubie s Costume Co, Inc case [8]. This case shows
insufficiencies that separability doctrine provides in relation to fashion
items. Designer registered its costume designs as «soft sculptures,» because
he knew that there is no copyright protection available for the useful arti-
cles and most likely that his application would be rejected. Consequently,
he decided to mislead the Office and by that obtain Copyright by register
his costume design as something different. The court held that designer
cannot obtain protection because of the deception he made in his applica-
tion. Also it was stated that garments are particularly unlikely to meet the
reparability test because the decorative elements of clothing are intrinsic to
the decorative function of the garments [8, at 455].

The latest case in regard of the application of the separability doctrine
is of a great importance for protection of garments. In 2017 Supreme Court
in Star Athletica, L. L. C. v. Varsity Brands, Inc. [9], concluded that cheer-
leading uniform produced by the Varsity Brands can be protected by the
copyright. In this case the Court examined whether the lines, chevrons, and
colourful shapes appearing on the surface of Varsity Brands’ cheerleading
uniforms are eligible for copyright protection as separable features of the
design of those cheerleading uniforms. At the same time the Court did not
examine the originality of those parts but made it clear that the design of
clothing (neck lines, sleeves, skirt etc.) cannot be protected, because its pri-
mary purpose is functional.

This decision established a simple test in order to examine the separa-
bility. Thus, the design can be copyrighted if «it (1) can be perceived as a
two- or three-dimensional work of art separate from the useful article, and
(2) would qualify as a protectable pictorial, graphic, or sculptural work —
either on its own or fixed in some other tangible medium of expression-if
it were imagined separately from the useful article into which it is incor-
porated.”. This approach is rather similar to the one adopted in the Mazer
v. Stein case. The Supreme Court rejected the distinction between concep-
tual separability and physical separability, and instead said the language
of the Copyright Act supports conceptual separability. It is important to
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note that a number of fashion brands, designers, and industry groups, e.g.
the Fashion Law Institute, Narciso Rodriguez, Proenza Schouler, and the
Council of Fashion Designers of America, supported Varsity Brands by
producing amicus briefs in order to demonstrate opinion of the fashion
industry’s that designers should have an ability to protect their designs
[10]. This case can be seen as a significant step forward the copyright pro-
tection of fashion designs but there is still a long way to create an adequate
environment for the protection of original designs.

Due to the fact that it is rather hard to obtain copyright protection for
fashion designs. One of the issues is counterfeit production. This problem
is essential for all countries in the world, however because of the low pro-
tection for fashion items, the US is a haeven for the design piracy. American
designers and manufactures are one of the best-known all over the world
and fashion production plays one of the leading role for the budget of the
country because it provides with millions of dollars in revenue and affords
a significant amount of working places.

One of the main reasons why clothing design calls for more protection
nowadays than before is a result of a fact that fashion designs can be copied
so easily these days that sometimes they can reach retailor shops before the
original products will be available for the consumers. Counterfeit goods are
usually created as a simple copy of the original design without any input,
so the time consumption is not as high as during the creation of the orig-
inal design because there is no need in creating something new, thus the
innovative process decreases. As well, in order to sell counterfeited prod-
ucts at a lower price point than original one usually cheap labour is used
and working hours are limited in order not to pay more for the production.

It is mistakenly concluded that counterfeit products and original mod-
els cannot compete because from the very beginning they were made for
different markets. Nowadays some designs are so well imitated that some-
times it is impossible to make a distinction. Thus, for some consumers who
can afford original product there is a choice either to buy a good copy but
cheaper or to buy a product from an authorised boutique. As long as this
choice exist it is impossible to claim that counterfeits do not cause any
damages for fashion industry. By choosing the counterfeit products con-
sumers make a demand for a future production of it and this circle is grow-
ing rapidly. Narrow copyright protection likewise leads to the reduction of
copyright litigation and as it has been showed earlier, amount of successful
copyright infringement cases in the realm of fashion are rare and example
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of Kieselstein-Cord v. Accessories by Pearl, Inc case is rather exception
than a rule.

Of course, there is a possibility for the US designer to file an application
for a design patent [11], which seems to be an ideal form of protection for
clothes. A design consists of the visual ornamental characteristics embod-
ied in, or applied to, an article of manufacture [11].

Nevertheless, application patent process can cause several practical dif-
ficulties for fashion designers. Due to the fact that fashion products have
short market life, prior review process, which runs up to eighteen months,
can be too lengthy. Also, after this 18 month designer can receive either
approval or a rejection. In the light of the fact that garments rarely meet
strict requirements of non-obviousness and functionality, there is a high
probability of spending almost 2 years for nothing. Finally, the expense
of filing design patents including the cost of a design patent application
together with government fees and the added costs of a design patent attor-
ney can reach amount to several thousand dollars [12, p. 297].

Another type of protection existing in the US, such as trade dress [13],
seems to be rather impossible to apply for the protection of fashion designs
after the Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. v. Samara Brothers, Inc. case [14]. Samara
Brothers started a dispute against Wal-Mart Stores claiming that they sim-
ply copied existing designs of their children clothes which were protected
as unregistered trade dress. In its decision Supreme Court ruled that such
products as garments do not have inherently distinctive character and do
not contain any identification of a particular source, because they do not
establish any secondary meaning in the minds of consumers.

Because of all these issues listed above The Design Piracy Prohibition
Act (DPPA) was introduced in the House of Representatives and the
Senate on April 30, 2009.[15] It was later revised and in 2011 Innovative
Design Protection and Piracy Prevention Act (IDPPPA) was introduced
to the Senate [16]. This document has been mostly inspired by the EU
design legislation and both documents are very similar in terms of con-
tent. The IDPPPA, like the EU law, suggests three years of protection for
fashion designs commencing from the time the item is displayed publicly
[16, Sec. 2 (d)(a)(2)]. As well as for the UCD, IDPPA proposed that regis-
tration shall not apply to fashion designs [16, Sec. 2 (f)(2)] by thus estab-
lishing an unregistered design protection. This provision of the IDPPPA
is a substantial change from the registered design protection that was the
basis of the DPPA.
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A “fashion design” is defined as the appearance as a whole of an article
of apparel, including its ornamentation [16, Sec. 2 (a)(7)(A)], which is a
result of a designer’s own creative endeavour [16, Sec. 2 (a)(7)(B)(i)]. The
term “apparel” means an article of men’s, women’s, or children’s cloth-
ing, including undergarments, outerwear, gloves, footwear, and headgear
[16, Sec. 2 (a)(9)(A)]; handbags, purses, wallets, tote bags, and belts; [16,
Sec. 2 (a)(9)(B)] and eyeglass frames[16, Sec. 2 (a)(9)(C)]. Copyright pro-
tection will not apply for a design that is not original [ 16, Sec. 2 (a)(7)(B)].
Also, regarding the question of copying, IDPPA proposed that there is a
possibility to obtain copyright on the fashion design if it is confirmed that
it is not substantially identical in overall visual appearance to the original
elements of a protected design [16, Sec. 2 (e)(3)(A)] or if the design is the
result of independent creation [16, Sec. 2 (e)(3)(B)].

As well, the IDPPPA introduced a “home sewing exception,” which
provides that it is not an act of infringement if a person will produce a sin-
gle copy of a protected design for personal use or for the use of an immedi-
ate family member, if that copy is not offered for sale or use in trade during
the period of protection [16, Sec. 2(h)(1)].

Despite the fact that this Bill is just a proposal, it should be noted that
this document is a significant step toward possibility for fashion design
to enjoy copyright protection, which has been denied in the US for years.
Nevertheless, there is a strong division among legal scholars (e.g. Prof. C.
Sprigman and Prof. K.Ruastiala) and fashion communities regarding the
possible changes that IDPPA can bring. For instance, the main support-
ing group of the Bill consists of the Council of Fashion Design America,
the New York Council of Fashion Design and the Council for Fashion
Designers America (CFDA), which supported the initiative from the very
beginning [17]. Many leading US designers such as Narciso Rodriguez,
Diane von Fiirstenberg and Zac Posen, complain that their designs have
been pirated so much that their value is now diluted and their reputation is
damaged, so they see the proposal as a new tool that will help them to fight
against unlawful copying [18]. The IDPPA with its 3-years term protection
can bee a balanced measure that can be beneficial for the both creators and
the public.

This document can give impetus for development of the new fashion
designers thanks to the unregistered design protection and by that the inno-
vative character of the fashion industry will be saved. Opponents of the
IDPPA also make other policy statements in favor of existing legislation.
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As the American Apparel & Footwear Association (AAFA) argued that
consumers would have more limited access to affordable, attractive apparel
and accessories if mass marketers are excluded from selling cheaper copies
[19]. Also, fear of the increased litigation in this realm and complexity of
defining previous unregistered designs play an important role against the
proposal [20, p. 6].

Of course, these risks exist, however, by taking a look to the EU case
law involving unregistered design we can conclude that system works and
designers can successfully protect their fashion designs. Still, the main
argument that opponents [21, p.1772] of the IDPPA rely on is that that the
current limited intellectual property protection for fashion suits designers
themselves because it leaves them no choice but to introduce new creative
designs every season. In this respect one statement should be made — fash-
ion houses do not compete with the producers of counterfeit products as
such, they compete with each other because they stand on the same level
of the hierarchy and the main battle is taking place at this rang. Of course,
this document is far from being ideal weapon against design piracy but at
least it shows that issue of counterfeit production is highly important now-
adays and US is one of the countries that is in search of effective solution.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

1. 17U.S.C.A.§ 101.

. Case 499 U.S. 340, Feist Publications, Inc. v. Rural Telephone Service Co, 1991.

3. Scafidi S. F.1.T.: Fashion as Information Technology // Syracuse Law Review. 2008.
P. 69-81.

4. Keyes B. Alive and Well: The (Still) Ongoing Debate Surrounding Conceptual
Separability in American Copyright Law // Ohio State Law Journal. 2008. Ne 69. P.
109-147.

5. Case 347 U.S. 201, Mazer v. Stein, 1954.

6. Sahlsten S. I’'m a little treepot: Conceptual separability and affording copyright
protection to useful articles // Florida Law Review. 2016. Ne67.

7. Case 632 F.2d 989, 990 (2d Cir.), Kieselstein-Cord v. Accessories by Pearl, Inc., 1980.

8. Case 721 F. Supp. 1566, E.D.N.Y., Whimsicality, Inc. v. Rubie’s Costume Co, Inc.,
1989.

9. Case 580 U.S., Star Athletica, L. L. C. v. Varsity Brands, Inc., 2017.

10. Mejia Z. The Supreme Court says the iconic American cheerleading uniform design is
protected by copyright law // Quartz. 2017. URL: https://qz.com/939637/the-supreme-
court-ruled-that-varsity-brands-cheerleading-uniform-designs-are-protected-by-
copyright-law/.

11. 35U.S.C. § 171 (2006).



LEX PORTUS M2 (10)°2018 49

12.
13.
14.
15.

16.
17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Fanelli L. A fashion forward approach to design protection // ST. John’s Law Review.
Ne85:285. P. 285-312.

15 U.S.C. § 1051, Sec. 43(a).

Case 529 U.S. 205, Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. v. Samara Brothers, Inc, 2000.

H.R. 2196.

H.R.2511.

Innovative Design Protection and Piracy Prevention Act (IDPPPA) and the Innovative
Design Protection Act (IDPA) — What’s Next for Protection of Fashion Design in
the United States? // VanableLLP. 2012. URL: https://www.venable.com/innovative-
design-protection-and-piracy-prevention-act-idpppa-and-the-innovative-design-
protection-act-idpa--whats-next-for-protection-of-fashion-design-in-the-united-
states-10-18-2012/.

Wilson E. O.K., Knockoffs, This Is War // N.Y. TIMES. 2006. URL: http://www.
nytimes.com/2006/03/30/fashion/thursdaystyles/ok-knockoffs-this-is-war.html.
Ederer L., Preston M. The Innovative Design Protection and Piracy Prevention Act —
Fashion Industry Friend or Faux? // LexisNexis® Legal Newsroom. 2011.

Roth J. S., Jacoby D. Fashion, Copyright, and the Proposed Design Piracy Prohibition
Act // 1P Litigator. 2009. P. 1-8.

Raustiala K., Sprigman C. The Piracy Paradox: Innovation and Intellectual Property in
Fashion Design // Virginia Law Review. 2006. P. 1687-1777.



