2001 £E 6 A DNN—RHBRO L & TONERTFHESERGOEBRMEE

EIEARN EA
I ik
11 NI FRBOBE
1, RAE
2. EAME: 13y 72) &8
3. FELZMBBES

L. H~N—7%RHRIZBIT MM EREORIE
1. —fi%

2. SERFFEREFHFOR
Iv. B AN & B 7= 534
1. B AR #HIF
2. A ADEFOHIMEIC OV TORIFT & FHIPT & OBE%
3. ERITAMER L ERERAOEE
V. Ert
I P

ERLRUCHREERFEOERIZL D, FAEHMICERIEOLYESHOREEHS
BEETDHEIIIRSTVD, IZ6Hb0T, BEMTHRHUTELERES L. HRE2ho
BBV THBICASRPITTE 5 L 5T 2 HRMREARAIEELLRY, ' RERUEE
FICHT 2B EERONEHRORBYITICEHTAIRNZER L L D T 5/ —7EER
FEESHOTa 27 MIZORREEZ LI ETEF YL P TH D, SEHIRDOEAR
RUOBITIZOWTIRa b RAZIEER BT Z ENTE N, HHEFEIOVWTDEL
FMELL RRIEXIIZIENOND L) RBHEENL—NLVEED Z LIXES TIIRL,
Zo7uaTx s MIEFERITIIRIEIEL>TWARY, HLEERMEIX. 72U bk

"HEKFEERIRENER - 802, £513. RUFTERCHEHRICEL T, ~N— 7 EHE
FLESHE~DOAABFRENO—BE TIHHM, KEIZHiT 2 RRRIABFO REFEL Y
HOTIH <. BAKMEN DO LDTH D, AEOPERIL 2001 £ 11 ATH Y, 2001
F£6ADE | ENRELBORTHECTORXELZEREL LT3,

oo\ Tit, Whw3d (=2 —3—27 &) GFEMEREOEKRRCHITICET S
ZHNA9S8EYN 126 VEDOHKHEZHETAENA VT F AN 7 F ¥ —L LTRIZD
TV 5 (http://www.uncitral.ore/en-index.htm),

P OBFRIERTIE. EBRFAEL — N OMERFKE—EEE T B 72512 1955 FIZRIY Eh -
LOTHH(RESBHEE1ER), LIOrL., ZOSBORIRIZ, 1893 £ — 7 THREIN:
% | EEBLESEICEL . UK. Z0LEHIT 0 OFHEERLTETEY . FoPIzi,
RERUEFICET 28 ERUEANO TEOEZER OEMICET 5 ££(1960 ), F
OEEMLERORE®EICET A2EH(1980 F)2 EndH 5, BERIZ, Z0I3H 6 2DEH
EHHEL TV B, A 23—EIX. 2001410 A 31 BIRETS6 VETH B, hitp://www.hech.net/
2,




THEEERD bR T & =88, KEEESEICIZAFEE L\ [FEBHIC 35 < B 8EHE(activity based
jurisdiction)] VNI I M TH B, * HHMEHEIL. BBV TRRTREZ0OMD
HEgERBBEDO—>THh 5,

EFEIL N— T TORBIZBIT 2 M EREIC DWW T ORBEDEIEZBRA LML,
Do, N—7 XiZ WIPO DBV TN Z DRIERZER ) NEMERHTH L %
BEY & T3,

FBLLIZ, TIZBWT, "= D7aPl=7 hORBEN—TEHREOESIEE S
BT D, NIZBWTIE, MOMEEEEIC T HRHETBICBHL TN—TL2BOLEI
BWTRINTELBREIRVIED, TOR. HIC HAERTFEREEHFICESEZY TS,
Z LTRHZIZ, IVIZBWT, ARBFREFROBTEL—LL LTABELSIDLVO
M ERETS, ZORMRE LT, SAEFFRERRMIC OV THRATEL RO BRDOHH
BlE#BRNT 5., % LT, BADOKRHFIZB O THEBFHEL VIR I EEZB1-HIC,
BADORKEFED S & TOMFT & BHFTOBMER L B AHFFREFFRRIZOVTORRER
TEAILERHAI, TDOLIBRRRICERD L, BRITAHAERLENEBEROERENZ Z
TOREDREEZTH-DI—EDREZR-T L HICBbh 3,

1 8 NI ERROEE
1 2303

199245 B, "—EBRESBICBVTT AU T, RERUEHICHET I
HERE L AEHRORBREOPITICEAT AENOEREFRELE, * ZOREIHLT,
N—TLBIIZORBEERIN L., ARSHBIRETIFPVERERSERT 571200
EELFREL~. ° 199 £ 10 A 30 B, HFHEELI. (RERUEEICETIHHE
BEHERUS EHRICBET I ROEMESR] LT, 199 FFHTLVIHERIRLE,

S 3MRVQR)BE,

T AYADOBEME. ABETT AU I OHESEIBICERRPITEND Z L 2EIETH L
Wz, hoE~ OBFIEEL—LVOBEBICHNEMZADZ L Thot-, BiIZ. FAViE
KRALNAEEDOMERESCT 7V ABICRONDREEOEE 2 X OBFIETERRICES
CHBROBUTHOT A Y I OEEELRETHIZENT AV VOEXLELEETH- 1=,
EWVWI DR, BIRTIE, FOLIREIIX, 7T v EAENRONH ) EHNHE TR
EBOHROBTERRIIEEELRZVWI L LENTWADT, thoa—o v EETIEZ
DEFARBITINDEIDLLTH D,

51994 SER TN 1996 42, HHMNEBRIIT7 4=V VT4 — -« RAFZF 4 —%1To7-, EL
T, 1996 £ 10 B, N—72B%F 18 SR RESHH)IL. ZORE% 2000 FIZBEETEDOE
19D T—< TP LE2REL, RERUESEICHT IHHEEROSNEHIFICET
BDEMEREREDOIER D= O DORBIEER X H17- (28R E L 7= (Final Act of the Eighteenth
Session, October 19, 1996, 35 .LL.M.1391, 1405 (1996), = D4ERIEE LT, 1997 £ 6 H. 1998
£38, 1998F 11 A, 199F 6 AZLTI99E 10 L sEIDEE%2LH 71,

¢ ZHIZDOWTIE, http://www.hcch.net/e/conventions/draft36e.html (2001 4E 10 A 21 BIEE)
M, AAZERIZ. P=2U X b 1172 5 90-96 H(2000)5% TN B L 699 & 26-43 E(FLERTER)
B8, 1999 EFHRIZOVTORAREHEICDVWTL E—F— - F A RUET 7D R b«



COFMERERIZHERICEIVEREN, TA Y A000EL OREITKMEE
EEOZBICLVTRENS-D, TAUMIZNL 574 (53— v W) EREHERD
HESE L TARSRKRICRETEZLICRM L, ARSBOEMEREL, 3—a 9
HET. 1999 ERFARTLBCTHERTIDICIVWIETHBLELZTW-DOT, BT
FOREEXZIBNDZLIITERN ST, i, BEREZEDW OhDELZ X, 2045
Bz oWnTI—a v BEORIOT I v AEH - LH ) &H0 LS LS ERORES 5
HLTWARWIEHH Y BEREEIZIWTT A Y NS B2 LR ZOENBRESE
BRI DOWVWTDENA VT TA T 7 F v —E LTHEDIEET - DICEETHDI L&
AT FZT, ZNHOEX L. FHOREERBEFIZOVWTOHEYIOR Y 2 —/IZiX
BE#LARVWEVWIEXZITHELAE, * 20008F 5 A, e LT, AREEIT 2 BT
THRRETHZLICRE L, F1ENL2001 F6 AICBEL, T2 TIHTRTOREITZ=2
TP ANTI Y RITGEWVRETORITI, £ LT, 2 EHNREEHEL 2001 F£ERKX
X200 FEIX UDHICEEL. ZZ TIHBREOREF ETHHIEHREFEATHIZ L L ENT-
DTHD, W ODDIEAREENRAEIIL, 1999 ERXEZFR L -BORINEZEBEDORE
IZREWEFREIR UMMM EEOBANSDRE LDOAZAR LT, +XTOEIZE » TERA
AREARMVER ZET LWV O BLEN D, 1999 FELHREO RE LA TTbhi,

2001 £ 6 B, AXLEBCE 192D E 1 EBRSBEESN-, TRISN-BEY., &
ERENOGFNEFNOEZ R EHNEDT XA MBMT R EL ORENLEIN, LW
HDIE, AU RAFRICEIUE, WHRABRETHI., TRETIAMIERTLOE
RTHMRD . HATINDZ LIFRVNHLTHD, EDFER. 12000 35 THER I TV = 1999
FEFREITLEA, 2001 FELMIFIL. 24000 EEMHRY . BIRECEINMOBE2RPATIE
EEHDH L, B000ENLKDI LD LRS- TLES, °

FIEANREFEORDYIZ, (22 YA I2EY FHRROE-DHOE 2 F5
REBIIEMTHZLICR LA, EWVWIDIR, I RTORENR IO/ b2 EDL

R — VB ERIZ & B #E{H 3CE No.11(2000) (hitp:/www.hcch.net/doc/idgmpd11.doc )(2001 & 10
A 21 RBE)SR,

T 1968 EORBERUEFICHET A RHEERCHROBITIZET 77 v EALEMIZ. Y4
I EEC ® 6 #EOMBENE THEHLI-LOTHBIHB, F0%, BEOMBELMIL T
FEINT& 7/, BETIX, EECIS VEDORMTHEA SN TWS, BEDRIITHSWTIT,
[1997]1 0 C15/1 2B, RI—FIRIZBET A5/ &£E, 3—0 v /D0 L AWK TT 5
v ENVEHEIZER— DN —NVEBRT DI EINRORKTH D, VI 75K
OFFIEIX, BIE, EECIS AEICMZ, AA AZE%EL 19 WETHD, bleIiz, 77
v ENERIOSRETIRENE L T27 7 v/ RAI2%, 200243 A 1 BIZ EU #ERE <HEAY
ELTHIfTTESNDTFETH S,

52000 XL, BAR, E, A—XA SV TROT A Y BEHRT, "—TFLEBEER
ICZEOBEDEMZEY ., /-, FELIIE, ABEOEME X7,

? AR EEREIC OV TE, Y2 X — U T 2001 £ 1 A 30 A RU31 BiZ TEBELE & AR
FEREIZRE T 2 WIPO(HE AT HEMRE) 7 4 — T A ) R U O BIZ MM EEREOBFR
ERZ TNV RBOHRANASENBREI N/, WIPO 74— T LIZOWTIT,
hup:/www.wipo.int/pil-forum/en/ (2001 £ 10 A 20 HRE)S MR,

' Summary of the Outcome of the Discussion in Commission II of the First part of the Diplomatic
Conferenc(http://www.hech.net/e/workprog/idem.html) (2001 £ 10 A 20 BIREF)SH,




IIZED TV OO ERNTILEREZROLNOTH D, £, —BREELHOIF 1 &
BR"BIo7ul s bORKERETIEDICEEREr ADI biITHEshs L L
ot

BMLTWBIEMFIX, BE, MBKRLEEICE > TEE LWL —AnTiEA<,
I07avzy PEEDTHITIIMIBRELEE LWHFEIERFLTWE L ZATH D,
ZLT, 2 BEDOARESEDAT Va— IVt Z ZIZBITIREFEIIODWTEEN %
EDDEDITIFE, AIBRZDOTeTz) NORKKRBEETHIRENERBDILEIESN
TWBHDTH D,

2. REB|E: 972 &8

FHURIT Ty 7R FHEVDRBZFALTTHSB, P Zhid. ooy &
BWEEIROETRES, Thbb, YU ZALHIEINEHROARRBREOHITICET S L —
NMETEREL, HEFTOKHEEIZTNEEARBITOERD—D2 L L Tary ba—1t
ZOIR LT, I v 7 ZAERMIHAERROARPITIE T Tidie . BHEFEICOVWTHE
BRI ELWIRTRARBZDTHD, LL, Iy 7 AFMT, HHEE OO TERRL
— Dty PEBRETHDOTIERL, EOIBbO—HETERET 5, BHEEOTLA:
V=Dt y bE, HFEHROERIITE EBICRETIERHT [F70) & EETh
B, X, T v BAEHRBROLNT ) EZRBIZFTLENTHY, 20b L TR, &8
WKHREINEFEL— AL TIRRVWEEL— L, BESFHHEOWTIMER2ET S
BAICIFEAL T2 0T, thoBHEOKHFTITT SN REBIFHEEOEF 2 FE
THIERLKERBPITINDOTHD, I v7 AENE. GREOENELDOEEL—L
. TOEABEHTEIEINLZWVIRD, HOBEICZOBERE2RDDHET, FTILEHE
R D, LMo T, 2y 7 AFMIBWTL, BEL—ILEZ 32O T I —IIHiT
LI Lichd, mATIA M- VR MNDEEL—L, TL— - Y TOEEL—L, ZL
T 7997 URMNRIFTT797 - 2V TOEEL—LD 3 DTHD, BHEIZFRTA
b VR MNOBEL—NVEBERTIEENRHY, TONL—MIESNTRINTHHDOH
B OBEHEREBIN TV ARY . oFHEIC LV ABIITEIN S, fthiF, #HEI
7597 VANIIT T v - =) TOEEL—AD ZEALTCIRLT, F—FDX

" ZEOEEHN—NEERT DONBE2EELTH S,

23y 7 REHDE X FIZOVTIL, von Mehren, Recognition of United States Judgments
Abroad and Foreign Judgments in the United States: Would an International Convention Be
Useful?, RabelsZ 57(1993), p.449; von Mehren, Recognition and Enforcement of Foreign
Judgments: A New Approach for the Hague Conference?, 57 L.Comtemp.Probl.271 (1994); von
Mehren, The Case for a Convention-mixte Approach to Jurisdiction to Adjudicate and Recognition
and Enforcement of Foreign Judgments, RabelsZ 61(1997), p. 86; von Mehren, Enforcing
Judgments Abroad: Reflections on the Design of Recognition Conventions, 24 Brook.J.Int'l L.17
(1998)% 88,

B OEEHE &S UIHEE] & ORMICERHABERRVEEICIE. BRNELOEEL—
NOBERERIET DLV —RFAETHIE 18 RO)BHEF SN D BRI, 75 v7 -
TYUTHRHDHENDIZEIIRD, TOHREICIT, BABREEEFRR* VAN - Ty 7L
B8 RQIIPIRINZEL D Z il D, THITH L, B 18 FDHAHBRELIIL, 518



IR INFEFENL—NVICESWTHRA T INZEEICIE, toEHEIEEO L S 4
HREABPITL U3 bRV L L END, ZLT, ZDO22DEEL—/LOEIZT L
— T Y TOEELN—LANHD, HOEL, SEOENELOZOL I RA—LZ@EAT
BILENTEDLOD, FONL—IESINWTREIN-FHNCBIT AHROARHITIIM
DOHEDOENENOENEIIZEROND Z LI D,

HBREOEHIFTIE--- ARBITE O K HIFTIE---
RIA P - VRAMDOAL— | ZTNEFHERATIEEHY., | ZHUTES HROEER
TEEEDOITOHNS,

Jr— -z YT OL—I ENEICEDONTWVSIR | ZHhicES3< HREZENE
V., TOERAZTLHI LT | ITIVABBITLTHL LA

HH, <THLHHA,
75w s VAMIIT T | ZhEBRTHZ LI3ELE | ZHIZESS HROER
w7 s YT DI—) aha, TIELEEIND,

TAVIE, TAYDIEEL—LVORENRHEEICKE RRIEA OB TS T
NEREERT DI EORBESLZEZHBL TV, UM HTo— " REHe LTS
v I ARMEREL T, i, EREE LD GEEFES (due process)) FRIEIZE-S<
T AV AOEEL—NIE, o —vEIRBREAETHIRERED TN LLRTHEBO Ta=—
I THHDT, FHTITRTOEELN—NER—TDZELIIRFETHDIEELLNT-D
Thd,

LAL, 3—uo v S3#EIE, 1999 F 6 A £ Tid. HUEBLITBWT, £ E
FICEBL., TRTOBBIZOWTT I v BAERHARUVNY ) EKHE BB LOOBRYIT
o, FLT, 19946 B, FL— - =Y 7RDLRENRRENLY, ZRIEBRED
BIUIRIHEDIHLOTHY, —EOHREINED Z & E2EHFIC, TZoZ&RMIZ, HFPOEIE
MBI ESS EEEORMNEBR T Z L2y, L, RETHIEINDBEEIT
ZORYD TIEAeV, ) (RE, 772058 18 RIIBLEINZBEEL—NVICETIAE)ETE
HDBHEHLDOTHD,

AARTHONLEICHANLRENEERTOH—DFHEL LTINI v 7 24K
DEZEXFLTETND, ZORBEHLOPT, BRIITEBZRY F0OBMEZEKRT~L
BHELTETVEDTHD,

3. FEL2BER
REDELEZA, FERENTRTICE > TEITENTRELERY AT Z L ICH

#ARHELTWATELRBESZIKROEY THD,
() HAFHEL LT NEENCESSEE] (BT L—NLEERTUAL bR

FUIBRENRT T v « URMEWD Z LT B,

W7 AU hEHREES 4EEIX T - EOBELRFLEICLDZ 42K, BFIITAD
£, BEXIMER2E > Tl biely, -« -] EHRELTWS,

B DIy 7 AZKHDREZANERATS EOREIL. BRI MR e Thani,



MIERZZENBTEEINELVRERINTVD, TAY D, #&ES T4

BEXIIEK] REHEZLTVWA I L2 20FEH & EEEME L TV 3895
BRUORETABEHOTRBERETREILZERLTETNS, ZDLH R
BFERRIZT AV A TEEOONTVEH, KEBEEETIX. FRE S HH
Fr & OEMERZHRORETAEFIC OV TORAIEHSBIZ BT —
LRBDBMETHDIDT, DL ) RFE L HHFTL OBENIZESSEXF
ERZITBENBZ LB TIERVOTH S,

2) [¥E@BEHIEE L LTOD doing business BeE| # 75 v 7 « U X Mg sd»
BEPBRERINTWD, BIEEIWZEEL—LDY X MTHD 2001 F£LK
E£E 18 FQ)ICIX, HEOMEOHE., BREOEE., BEHBEKAN TOHESE~
OFEHROER 2 Y OBRIZENELOFEL—LEY R FT v LT
%, TOFT, 5B 18 FQ)Xe)d. [EEDOXE., REIEZOMOE ¥R 4@
LTIt 3 0E»nE2Bb T, | 4ZEICKITAHEORHEZLOMOES, /-
L., HENURIEHICEBERRTIHEEKR<.) EHELTWS, Z0
&9 REEEHIE & LT doing business FEEIZT A U HEBICROND HD
THDIB, TAVAUADEDEZAFRIZBOWTIBLAEELOTHY, T A
U BPUSNOE L TIIBRIFETHDHEEINTHWEILDTHD, LnL, 7TX
U D TRBELERODONEELERLDEEZLNTWS, T XY I RKIL.
I8 RQIZEEANDZ IR LTT AV I OERFZOBICHVEXER
BHHEDT, FROFHIBNWTZOFEL—LVOBEREEILTHZ LT
AV ADEKHMHEICEHEL LT A5 LEELTWS, i, & 18 4
@)e)IXhDE » 12 & > TIFRDFHDOENENZ R DT DDRFROKET
HAY, ZOREVRZITNE, thOELBZOFHNOREEITHIA VT
A TIIELLLBERINDZZLETHA,

3) BEHOAENSONEIE, HRERLFBHEDL > RBENEESCEIICNT B
REHBESLFBEOEBFHECRET A LE2DBOIRATICELT S
NEIRBRINTWDE, 7T v EAEZKRBRUONLY ) &ECEE. Z0 X
SBRT—ATOEESEIIEDTHD, €I T, I bOFHOKNERIIXE
DEIRPNETHEDERTHD, LALME., 7XAY bid, HiCEEL
THBEOREMEZMD Z ENTERVWETREI2BEL T, BHITITED
LORBREZITIEND Z LI TERVOTH B,

4) FBROFHEMOEN, #HiZ, 77 v EAFHRONT ) K E OBHRICS
WTEBRIN TV DN, RBBEYRBREL RV ZER2VWTHWS, Zhbo
FRIOBHIEIZTOL P —LITBEERRZNEI I LEENEEITEY, fh
B, MOE % IZZ D X D kR 22 EHIZ L > TIFROEHOBEHA B S
NBRNWZEELEATNDEDTHD,

(5) HEIMEMEFDIC OV TORHEEIZOVWTHLERINTW S,

BEDOG)DEENABOT —<THHOT, BEHDH T, ZOBEEH > T
— 7 TRENTVDIHEBERNTHI L LTS,



Il N—TEHRBRITBIT D OB EREDORIE
1. —ix

HPOMEEIZIIN S DL OEERH D, N— 7 SHIIBITIHERTIE. Thz 2
DODAT IV —IZHITTND, OEDIIHITFHECHEIEEDL ) RTEMAETHY, 1
O EDITEERERVCEERERETH D, BFIZONTI, PRt 2060 OR
5. OBG AP, MEXIRELICOWTIHIEBEEL —ABLEFLEZ LN TWD
DIZxt L, %E. bbb, BEERVEEBBEEIEEOEEL—VIZRELDSZ L —
RIZEZ LN TS, ZOXIRMBRIZ. Zhd 2 2OHT ) —OHEROMEIBRL
HZEIZEDSWTWADENZX LD, ZOEWVEIT, FIEOEEOMBMEHEITAMMERIC
Lo TAERI N, 2B EBEINDIDIIH LT, HEIIAMITAIZL > TAREINS
LT TERLS, BEIEEHFRINDIDITTLRVWENIETHE, bHAA, EFOHSMZ
HbH, I xT, BHINLZVEEENRaT - o—FEICIRHY. T, WH0DE
TEEELBSICLVBFELZETILEINTWS, LD T, WA ERED 2 2O H T
Y —FRFRIZBEHAIND 2 ODELAIL—ANLRED Y FEEBTAEHRDALE
X, ENHDFNENTIIOLT T —ITHERE LT iEe o3, ZoRMIES
RIETFRNWTHA D, bbb d, SILTEXE, LREOL S REHIZERKIC
Lo TRAIE LTEITEN LN TN B,

2. SN ERFFEREIFHOH
LaL, —EELRFROBENEH D, Thid, SEFFEREFRELDL

IIEINTHD, @A LT, TRTCORRICZITENONIBEIFEFREEINT
WRWDTHD, 207, BEOMAMIMEESHICETIRXRITII»DF S a v

LML, 2001 56 ADE | BAREBTERASN-ERRIERIZSOVW TSN TR LE
BhHd, 1, A—RA M7V TRUOPEDOERBE L LT, BEERVEEREESHE
EMEFBEOEBEE L T RETHI LORENREN, LML, ZOBREILL
XEBR{ LN o T M5 EEER BB IC SV T OHIROABHITICEIL T,
WEMNRTATTELT, ROXIRBENEUFEBRELLRENT-, bbb, 1%
CRRELHIETAS, HIRICE D720, BEEXUIEEBEEICE T RBELRETSICH
o T, ABPITEOBEEFIEL—/VIZR LIZBEICIE, RRPTEOEERESEH L
THBRILFERERLDDTRVIRY , ZOHROABRUPITIHETTH LN TE S, B
2K EEERCEEBEREICET 2 HRAEARBYITE COFMITAIZE L., 2o, &R
PITE O MM EREOFREFR & AL NTHEANRZVIGEIZIE, ZOHROKRBHITIZE
BTDBIENTED), INOLDTATTiX, ZOREFTIIHERIEREIC OV TOHE—MET
<, o, REKEPEIZL S TELL BRI EVIFEIZESCLDODEH>TH B,
ZDTATTRRAICL > TEFZEAMNIE R IN TRV AW, B 228 RQICRES L
(AREEELT) (I HRE2 LEEHFTOMROARICETIBEEY LTI bR
VY, | YDFIS B B EHE L EERBEREIC DWW TFITBL WO Z LB THA LS5 ItBDb
nd,



REThTWS, Thbb, B110, AMMEEL RMOBRGE»LAT = LARRS
hTW3", 8 212, BHFHELOMTEFEROBERMIT OHEROHE X IBERED
HREELTHAZLENBEINTVWS, E3IZ. 20 L5 REEEHIISHUIENEIC
EDLRBEEFEHICOVTOREDFEL—NVICIRE LD B Z EBBREINTVAS,

BIOATY 3 VIZRBEOEOBRRTIIRVA, Z0FERHE2SBALRMBNICIE
RTB-00H DB —2>OBERLBANLZ, THRIIMAT, REODITIZ, AR
EHEORBEIIWIPO D L 5 RhOEBMEIC L2 FB LY I BB EEZLNTVWAD
Thb, EVIDIE, 2 TIHEEORMBE L — I ZOREE RN TEENLTH B, *

BLOAT Y a VITROBIRBEAIZ, £, E3DA TV 3 VITROERK B IZ
ENTNRHREIN TV B,

[BIREZA

4 FIFERVUBEEESOMNE, B&. Ao, K. RE L UIREI OV TOHREZRD
BEEIBVTIE, ThLDOMFEXIBEEE LIFOEORHFPERN R EEELE T D,
5 BHFINZVEEEZXEIEEREIOADE. KEXRREC OV TOHRE KD 5 FE
BWTIE., BEES(XREERIBLE CHFNEORAF I TR REEELH T 5.1

(BB
5A k. BT, BEELOMOREOENORELY BEL 35 FRICOVTIE, AR
[RiX[FE3E1HHEL 6 5FE TIORENED DMHAEORUFNEEEELET D, ]

THICMA T, BREARUBBEDEEL LT, TREOHENRENMN TV,

BREARUB

[6 HAHERUFESHEIT, FHEICEDIFHO—BYZEICINTEBMREERELZALL
WEHIFTIC 1) B FREICHS WV TATRME L LCTAETIHEICERA L2, L, TOWIER
IZOWTOHEIX, ZBOFFHICKH LT, HEXTNDPFE—DHEEROLDOTH>THITHH
RAOXELR, HEEEIZOWVTHIET 5 Z L SHREE BAMFICBVWTRERRT v
TThoTh, TOBIEIZOWTOHRET T LE2FHFAHROONTWRWERIZIT, £
DOEBEIIFREEL LTAETILOETSE,] Y

7 SMICE 2L, BEERCEEBBES T2 E&POBRGENOAT EEETOY
7Y xz—aridhd, LhrL, ZZTONERFEREL VD XARTIE,. TAHITERE
T3,

8 = B9 THMNIEY . WIPO 11 2001 46 1 A 30-31 BIZARMERE L OBEIZE
FAEBEIEICDOWTOL VRS T AZBRELTWS,

O N—FEHBEERNBZOREICFLIEICINE., COEOBMIT. AKIZ4ERYS
B SAE)DERGHICADFE THoTH. T IICEHIEBRELEMNE LAEVWELIC
BWTENSIHREEE L TATIIEEITE. EEBAMLREEEDETIELEIIETHA
WHdHEEINTWS, 20O L5 Z2AHERMBEICE L THEHEMIC OV TRINAREIX. 4
BEO—FRZFREBBHHELTH, MoOBICBTAMOKFATIHTLHERDEHF LAV
WHBETH D,



7 [ZOFRIZBNT, 2OMOBEHRIND TEFANE [CGEREREUIEFRBERLZ BB XIF
HETDHILENRTEDIHETH-TH, ENHIIERS)] 13, FEFER UEIEMES & RIERICRY
FZHOLbDET D]

(8 Zofko@ME, TRHFT &i3fFrTEoMBENOBEEELbLDLT 5, ]

BIFERERDICBOTI, #HERMBEL Lo TV AHIFENLENTH D L O
FERETAZLIZELS HB L THD, SEBTHEIEEL 2->TVBHE. HHF
TORBIZODVWTREEZTTIENTEDLTHA I N, b LEOEKHNZ DO/ ERFFE
FENTHALERETED LTI ZNE. —EHOBERITAL RHDZ LB TE H55%.
MOEORHFTNEN THDLEEETIIENTEDLLEWVWI L LEBRTEZLIIRDD
TiXAev s, s, %LT%&M&Thﬁ Zhit, YEANEIZL D ZOR/FFHEOF DM
BT A H 2 F o DICTHFREFELLRTNERLRNEWNI ZLZERTEOTHA
M EIHIEETHIE, &¢L&of§%ﬁ“$ﬁ%&6ﬁé LISV T LT
BROTLEITHAD, ZOEIRTIEEERL T, HFFERFHFA LM EXIIREED
HHFOERBEEOERAGHAICE DD RETHA I b

N—TLETIT, EENBREAZEEREL, K4V, 75RA A= MUTR
ERFROMIBTHDH LI THD, i, A/ RLERFEBEERL, 74T K, ¥
Yo, IV =z—RERIAEXELTVWDL S THD, TAYIRVTI—a v/ 5EEY
1. EDABFEROMIILTVRY, BERBIFGL 72 ZOMBEIZ W TOMREZ F/-KHA
LTIRWARWR, BAOEEROBRICINE., BARBEFEDOREFRLEZT A Y HDOEHH
FICHERHZELT A IOFHREICIVEHIND ZLEOBRENL, EREOBRKAE
BEELTALOMB)DEOKFELEDTVEL I TH B,

RETIX, B0 BAROHEHFIZRIA L, BANS R THE/RTERTEGL L
DEDITHI RENERETHZ L ET B,

Il B A b AT o
1. H A& D451

R, 72U WEERFEONERRES SR ENBEATRELL, LT, Z
FRIHTE, BERORBEHFTIRBET TH D, FHEOBMBEIIUTOEY TH S,
ARANREBREWIEIH2EFEBICALTT A ) I TRESNIEFEOHTEE
Thd, REZAEFEAD=2—a HTHY, EOBFEBLBPAANLEI—F - Y—
F—m BATHEL TS FEIHEECH L. BATOREDEILD, BEANL DY

2000 4% 12 A 14 BO EU BERRUEERIFMAT A b A > M LhiT(14139/00,
JUSTCIV 137), A FEHIFERIE L TEBESBERTHZ LI TWS, LA -T,
BB TIE, EUMBEIZ—SOEREZRATHZ LICR B,

' Dogauchi, Respect for the Act of Foreign State: The Validity of Foreign Patents, at the
ILPF(Internet Law and Policy Forum) Symposium on “Jurisdiction I1: Global Networks/Local

Rules: Doing Business Over a Borderless Medium (3>« 75 > > 222, 200049 A 11-12 B)



ROBHOEILD, BEATOLUEMEOKE,. BECBVTT A ) H~ORIHITL V&L
FHREOHM L LT 1458000 FA(=# 150 5 FA)DREE 2R HH2 % ARTRE L
7

&L, #EDOITHIIT A U BEEFFE 271 £(0)Xid(c) 2 LNIEHIBHHE T
FHREZBETHLEEL. TNOHORBIEITAVBBREEL ZTiTbh-nic@by &2
KL TAVARBNTITONE»D T EKERAESRD L ENTWBEEELE, P Zhiz
LT, BEFIL. SEOKHFEILOEBATERINARETHEZ L. BETHIL.
B E B FEOEE CILESTFENIRETHIETEL,

HAEH T EHIFTER 11 54 A 22 BHERMI, 72 U b EHFEIRE - BHEED
ROBEFRIZITERASND DB, BE2E08< 04 TIRBHIEENELAD LR TH
BOT, EOXIRT A Y AEFFEOEBAER LB ARDBIEDEANE L AERZ,
IOXIRBENG, BUFNI. TA Y AEFES BERTOFAICERTS - L3633
RIIHESNTEAFPICRT D LHR L, ., BEBEFERICOWTIE., BT,
FOFERERETAEREMERE L BEDTANTRTEETITORTVWAZ £,
B RO ED D RETAMES LTRAAEZER L, 2L T, BEIXBAE LT
LHEFZA L TWARVDT, HEDITAIZREREIZLIAMOED BNERE LOTIEA
WeOBEHBT, BERMERILET O,

EHETHIRARBEHRUTER 251 A 27 BHRYIE, ME - BHEEDR
DBEEFERIZOWV T, BHIERICENEBERTOITANOEL-FD L 5 RERICHL

B, .
# 35 U.S.C.sec.271: “(a) Except as otherwise provided in this title, whoever without authority
makes, uses, offers to sell, or sells any patented invention, within the United States or imports into
the United States any patented invention during the term of the patent therefore, infringes the
patent.

(b) Whoever actively induces infringement of a patent shall be liable as an infringer.

(c) Whoever offers to sell or sells within the United States or imports into the United
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Jurisdiction over Foreign Patent Infringement
under the Hague Draft Convention as of June 2001
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V. Conclusion
I Introduction

Globalization and Interdependence are inevitably causing many civil or commercial
disputes between parties in different territories. Nonetheless, there is no worldwide mechanism to
adequately allocate judicial jurisdiction among countries and to have judgments smoothly
recognized or enforced in other countries.! The project of the Hague Conference on Private
International Law’ to make a convention on jurisdiction and recognition/enforcement of foreign

" Professor of Law, University of Tokyo, Graduate School of Law and Politics.  Although the
author has been a member of the Delegation of Japan to the Hague Conference on Private
International Law with regard to the subject of jurisdiction and foreign judgments, the view
expressed here does not represent that of the Japanese government but that of my personal capacity.
This article was written in November 2001, based on the draft articles at the end of the first part of the
Diplomatic Conference held in June 2001.

' With regard to arbitration, so-called New York Convention, Convention on the Recognition and
Enforcement of Foreign Arbitral Awards of 1958, has succeeded in being a legal infrastructure
shared by 126 countries. See, http://www.uncitral.org/en-index.htm.

2 This intergovernmental organization was established in 1955 in order to work for the progressive
unification of the rules of private international law (Article 1 of the Statute of the Hague
Conference on Private International Law). The origin of this conference, however, is found in the
first private international law conference held in the Hague in 1893. This organization has since
adopted forty conventions, including Convention on the Service Abroad of Judicial and
Extrajudicial Documents in Civil or Commercial Matters (1965), Convention on the Civil Aspects
of International Child Abduction (1980), etc. Japan has ratified six of them. The number of the
member states are fifty-six at the time of October 31, 2001. See, http://www.hcch.net/ .




judgments in civil and commercial matters is a challenge to change this situation. Although
consensus has been found in general in respect of the rules on recognition and enforcement of
foreign judgments, the project has not yet been accomplished since it is not easy to make a set of
rules on jurisdiction being able to be accepted by the countries whose concepts of jurisdiction differ
significantly. The most difficult problem is how to deal with “activity based jurisdiction” which
has been constitutionally established in the United States, whereas in the jurisdictional schemes
based upon civil law tradition such a rule has not been known.” Intellectual property is one of other
difficult problems to be solved in the process of negotiation.

This paper intends to clarify what is the problem regarding intellectual property in the
negotiation in the Hague, and to consider how to deal with such problems in the Hague or in such
other fora as the WIPO. '

First, the history of the Hague project and the basic structure of the Hague draft
convention will be introduced in Part II. In Part III, the discussion having been made in the
meetings of the Hague Conference with regard to the jurisdiction over the intellectual property
cases will be observed. Special emphasis will be given to the jurisdiction over foreign patent
infringement litigations. Finally, in Part IV, what is the most appropriate solution to the
jurisdictional rules on foreign patent infringement litigations will be explored. As the background a
Japanese case in which the jurisdiction over foreign patent infringement litigation was admitted
will be introduced. In addition, in order to consider how to deal with foreign patents in Japanese
courts, it would be necessary to introduce the relationship between the Patent Office and the courts
under Japanese Patent Law and the domestic situation with regard to the validity issue in the
Japanese patent infringement litigation. In the light of such situations, the act of state doctrine and
the doctrine of abuse of the rights would play a certain role in the solution of the problem here.

II. Hague Draft Convention in General
1 History

The United States proposed to make a convention on jurisdiction and recognition and
enforcement of foreign judgments in civil and commercial matters in May 1992 at the meeting of

the Hague Conference on Private International Law.' In response to this proposal, the Hague
Conference organized a special commission to study this subject and make a preliminary draft

3 See, 11.3 (1) and (2).

* The concerns of the United States were, in addition to secure to have her judgments smoothly
recognized and enforced in foreign countries, to limit the application of exorbitant rules on
jurisdiction of other countries. Especially, it was of great interest for the United States to protect
American parties from the enforcement of judgments, which was based on such exorbitant bases of
jurisdiction as the location of the defendant' assets found in German law or the nationality of the
plaintiffs found in French law. For at present, such judgment are recognized and enforced as they
are in other European countries in accordance with the Brussels and Lugano Conventions, under
which the jurisdictional bases of judgments of other contracting states are not to be verified at all.



articles to be submitted to the Diplomatic Conference.’ In October 30, 1999 the Special
Commission adopted the Preliminary Draft Convention on Jurisdiction and Foreign Judgments in
Civil and Commercial Matters (hereinafter cited as the 1999 draft convention).®

As this Preliminary Draft Convention was adopted by majority voting and many
proposals from the United States were defeated by civil countries’ majority voting, she strongly
opposed to submit such a “European” draft to the Diplomatic Conference as a starting point and
proposed to have the Diplomatic Conference postponed. European countries could not accept
such proposal easily, because they found that 1999 draft convention seemed to be a good document
to be discussed at the Diplomatic Conference. On the other hand, some countries, including Japan,
which do not have such multilateral framework in this field as Brussels and Lugano Conventions’
among European countries, thought that the ratification in the final stage by the United States
would be important for this convention to play its role effectively in the international field as a legal
infrastructure for civil and commercial litigations. Accordingly, they supported the idea not to
adhere to the original schedule of final adoption of the convention.® In May 2000, it was decided
as a compromise that the Diplomatic Conference is to be divided into two: the first one is to be held
in June 2001 where all decisions should be made on consensus or near consensus basis; and the
second one is to be held in the end of 2001 of at the beginning of 2002 where normal decision
making method, that is majority voting, is to be adopted. Several informal meetings were held to
review the 1999 draft convention not only from the viewpoint of e-commerce and intellectual
properties’, which was done in accordance with the decision made by the Special Commission at

5 In 1994 and 1996 a feasibility study was done by the Special Commission. And, in October
1996 the 18™ Session (the Diplomatic Conference) of the Hague Conference decided to make this
theme as the subject of the 19" Session to be held in 2000 and newly established the Special
Commission to make a preliminary draft convention on jurisdiction and foreign judgments in civil
and commercial matters (Final Act of the Eighteenth Session, October 19, 1996, 35 I.L.M.1391,
1405 (1996). The Special Commission met five times: in June 1997; in March 1998; in November
1998; in June 1999; and in October 1999.

¢ See, hitp://www.hcch.net/e/conventions/draft36e.htm! (on October 21, 2001). Japanese
translation is found in “Jurist”, No, 1172, pp.90-96 (2000) and “NBL”, No0.699, pp.26-43(2000)
with English version. For the explanatory report of the 1999 draft convention, see, Preliminary
Document No 11 - Report of the Special Commission, drawn up by Peter Nygh and Fausto Pocar
(2000) (fitp://www.hcch.net/doc/jdgmpd1I.doc (on October 21, 2001).

7 Brussels Convention on Jurisdiction and Enforcement of Judgments in Civil and Commercial
Matters 1968, which was entered into force by original six member states of the EEC, has been
amended by subsequent Accession Conventions. It is now applied among fifteen member states of
the EEC. For the present version, see [1997] OJ C15/1. Lugano Convention on the same matters
is another convention concluded in order to apply almost the same rules as those of the Brussels
Convention in larger area of Europe. The contracting states of the Lugano Convention is now 19
states including, among others, Switzerland in addition to 15 EEC member states. Incidentally,
Brussels Regulation, the contents of which are a revised version of Brussels Convention, is
scheduled to be implemented in principle among EU member states on March 1, 2002.

% In early 2000 Japan, Korea, Australia and the United States jointly wrote a letter to the Bureau of
the Hague Conference to that effect, and China separately wrote a letter to the same effect.

® With regard to the intellectual property matters, WIPO Forum on Private International Law and
Intellectual Property was held on January 30 and 31, 2001, and an informal meeting with
intellectual property experts on the next day in Geneva were held. In respect of the WIPO Forum,




the time of the adoption of the 1999 draft convention, but also from the view point of finding a
narrow way to make articles adoptable by every countries.

In June 2001, the first part of the Diplomatic Conference, the 19 Session, was held. As
anticipated, many proposals were made from the delegations in order to add their ideas in the text
of the draft convention, since, according to the consensus method, any proposal would not
dismissed insofar as one country insisted to maintain it in the text. As the result, in comparison
with the 1999 draft articles which consisted of 12,000 words, the 2001 draft articles consists of
24,000 words, and total number of words including notes explaining the meaning of alternatives
and parentheses is 48,000."

At the end of the first part of the Session, it was decided again by consensus to postpone
the second part of the Session to adopt the convention, since all delegates. admitted the necessity of
consideration how to proceed with this project. It was also decided that the Commission 1 which
dealt with general affairs'' would be held within several months in order to decide the future of the
project.

Participating governments are now considering not on what will be the most favorable
rules for them but on what will be the most favorable way to proceed with the project. And, in order
to make their policy decision on the schedule of the second part of the Diplomatic Conference and
decision making method to be adopted there, they will have to make clear what should be their final
objective in this project.

2. The Basic Structure: A “Mixed” Convention

The draft convention is a type of “mixed” convention.'? It is different from a “single”
convention in that, whereas a single convention just provides for the rules on recognition and
enforcement of foreign judgments and controls jurisdiction of courts indirectly by checking it as
one of requirements for recognition and enforcement, a mixed convention deals with not only
recognition and enforcement of foreign. judgments but jurisdiction directly. But a mixed
convention does not provide for a full set of rules on jurisdiction but provides for just a part of them.
A convention which provides for a full set of rules on jurisdiction as well as rules on recognition
and enforcement of foreign judgments is called a “double” convention. For example, Brussels and
Lugano Conventions are double conventions, under which no other rules of jurisdiction than those

see, http://www.wipo.int/pil-forum/en/ (on October 20, 2001).

1 See, Summary of the Outcome of the Discussion in Commission I of the First part of the
Diplomatic Conference (http://www.hcch.net/e/workprog/jdgm.html) (on October 20, 2001).

"""It is the Commission II that is to make substantive rules of the convention.

"2 With regard to the idea of a mixed convention, see, von Mehren, Recognition of United States
Judgments Abroad and Foreign Judgments in the United States: Would an International Convention
Be Useful?, RabelsZ 57(1993), p.449; von Mehren, Recognition and Enforcement of Foreign
Judgments: A New Approach for the Hague Conference?, 57 L.Comtemp.Probl.271 (1994); von
Mehren, The Case for a Convention-mixte Approach to Jurisdiction to Adjudicate and Recognition
and Enforcement of Foreign Judgments, RabelsZ 61(1997), p. 86; von Mehren, Enforcing
Judgments Abroad: Reflections on the Design of Recognition Conventions, 24 Brook.J.Int'l L.17
(1998).




provided for in the conventions cannot be applied to the cases where the defendant is domiciled in
any one of the contracting states and judgments rendered by the courts of any one of the contracting
states may be recognized and enforced without verifying the jurisdictional requirement. A mixed
convention is different from a double convention in that a mixed convention allows contracting
parties to apply their national rules of jurisdiction insofar as their application is not prohibited by
the convention. Accordingly, in a mixed convention the jurisdictional rules are divided into three
categories: jurisdictional rules in the white list, those in the grey area and those in the black list or
black area. The Jurisdictional rules in the white list shall be applied by contracting parties, and
Jjudgments based on such rules shall be recognized and enforced by other contracting states as far as
other requirements are met. On the contrary, the rules in the black list or area shall not be
applied by them, and in case where a judgment be rendered based on such prohibited jurisdictional
rules, other contracting parties shall never recognized nor enforce such a judgment. Between the
two set of rules, there are some rules in the grey area. Every contracting party may apply such
rules under their respective national laws, and the recognition and enforcement of judgments based

on such rules are left to national laws of other contracting parties.

Original Court --- Receiving Court ---
Rules in the white list shall apply them. shall recognize/enforce
judgments based on them.
Rules in the grey area is free to apply them insofar is free to or not to
as they are provided for under | recognize/enforce judgments
the national law. based on them under the
national law.
Rules in the black list or area | is prohibited to apply them. Is prohibited to
recognize/enforce judgments
based on them.

The United States at the beginning proposed a mixed convention for a global convention,
because she realized the difficulty to make a double convention among countries whose system of
Jurisdictional rules are so different from each other. Especially as the jurisdictional rules of the
United States based upon the “due process” clause in the Constitution'® are very unique in
comparison with those in civil countries based upon the Roman law tradition, it was thought
impossible to unify all jurisdictional rules in a convention.

The European countries, however, had been adhering to a double convention and argue
every issue in reference to the Brussels and Lugano Conventions in the meetings of the Special
Commission by June 1999, when an article permitting grey area was adopted."” It is now Article 17,

" In case where Article 18(1), which is a general clause to prohibit the application of jurisdictional
rules under the national law if there is no substantial connection between the forum state and
[either] the dispute [or the defendant], be maintained, there is the black area. In such a case,
Article 18(2), which lists some notorious bases of jurisdiction, becomes just a nonexclusive
example one. Instead, if Article 18(1) be deleted, Article 18(2) becomes an exclusive black list.

" The XVIth Amendment reads in part “(N)or shall nay State deprive any person of life, liability,
or property, without due process of law....”

' The adoption of the style of mixed convention was made 23 votes against no opposition.



which provides for, subject to certain provisions, “the Convention does not prevent the application

by Contracting States of rules of jurisdiction under the national law, provided that this is not

prohibited under Article 18", which is on the prohibited jurisdictional rules.

Japan has originally supported the idea of a mixed convention as the only method to make

a truly worldwide convention. Within this framework Japan has been trying to realize its objectives

as far as possible.

3. Main Problems

The main problems at present over which delegations found difficulties in finding

solutions to be accepted by all are as follows:

(M

()

3)

Whether or not the rule on special “activity based jurisdiction” can be put in the
white list has been discussed. The United States has asserted to have “frequent or
significant” activity of the defendant as a basis of jurisdiction in contract and tort
cases directly relating to such activities. Whereas such jurisdictional idea is admitted
in the United States, as in civil countries the nexus between the claim and the court
is the key concept in special jurisdictional rules for contract and tort cases, such idea
based on the nexus between the defendant and the court is not easy to be accepted.
Whether or not the “general doing business jurisdiction” can be put in the black list
has been discussed. Article 18(2) of the 2001 draft convention lists exorbitant
jurisdictidhal rules under national laws such as the location of the defendant’s assets,
the nationality of the plaintiff, and service of a writ upon the defendant in the
territory of the State. Among others, Article 18(2)(e) reads, “the carrying on of
commercial or other activities by the defendant in that State, [whether or not
through a branch, agency or any other establishment of the defendant,] except where
the dispute is directly related to those activities.” Such general doing business
jurisdiction as is found in the United States is notorious in business societies outside
the United States and is deemed exorbitant in every country except in the United
States, where it is constitutionally legitimate one. According to the United States
delegation, as there are many strong opinions among American lawyers against
inclusion of (e) in Article 18(2), it would cause difficulty for the United States
ratification to prohibit the application of this jurisdictional rule under the future
convention. In contrast, it would be the essential provision for other states to
become parties to the future convention. Without Article 18(2)(e), the incentive
for other countries to negotiate this convention would be fundamentally diminished.
Whether or not a choice of court agreement can overcome the application of special
jurisdictional rules, which allow such weaker parties as consumers and employees
protection to file lawsuits against the business parties or the employers in the court
of state where consumers or employees have their habitual residences, has been
discussed. In accordance with the Brussels and Lugano Conventions choice of
court agreements in such cases are invalid. Therefore, the parties to these



conventions are of opinion to the same effect. On the contrary, the United States
cannot easily accept such solution, especially in consideration of e-commerce where,
in some cases, the habitual residence of the customer cannot be identified.

(4) The relationship between the application of the future convention and the other
conventions, especially Brussels and Lugano Conventions, has been discussed
without finding an appropriate solution yet. The parties to these conventions want to
have their own regime untouchable, while other states want to have the application
of the future convention not be diminished by such local regimes.

(5) The jurisdictional rules on intellectual property litigation have also been discussed.

The last problem (5) is the issue to be considered in this paper. In the next Part, the

discussion having been made on this subject in the Hague will be introduced.
IIL. Issues on Intellectual Property in the Hague Draft Convention

1. General

There are many kinds of intellectual properties. In the discussion in the Hague
Conference, they have been divided into two categories: one is industrial properties, such as patent
and trademark, and the other is copyright and related rights. With regard to the former, a rule of
exclusive jurisdiction has been considered necessary with regard to, at least, grant, registration,
validity, abandonment and revocation of such rights, whereas the latter, that is copyright and related
rights, has been considered in general to be subject to normal rules of jurisdictional.'® Such
solution seems to be based on the difference of character of these two categories in that the former
kind of intellectual properties are created by public authorities and registered in public agencies,
while the latter is created without any public act and is not registered in normal situations. Of

' 1t is, however, necessary to mention some different opinions expressed in the first part of the
Diplomatic Conference in June 2001. First, it was jointly proposed by Australia and China that
copyright and related right cases should be subject the exclusive jurisdiction of the state whose law
is applicable to such rights. But, this proposal could not find any supporters. Second, with regard to
the recognition and enforcement of foreign judgments on copyright or related rights, the following
two provisions were proposed by the European Commission just as an tentative idea: Variant 1:
“Recognition and enforcement may be refused if the court of origin in order to arrive at its
judgments had, in deciding a question relating to copyright or neighbouring rights, conflicts with
the rule of private international law of the State addressed unless the same result would have been
reached by the application of rules of private international law of that State”; Variant 2:
“Recognition and enforcement of a judgment in copyright and neighbouring rights matters may be
refused if the judgment concerns an act of exploitation having taken place in the State addressed
and if the judgment would be manifestly incompatible with principles of intellectual property
protection of the State addressed.” These ideas seem to be based on the facts that uniformity in
deciding applicable laws is absent in this field and the levels of protection are significantly different
among countries. Although these ideas has not been discussed seriously by the delegations, it would
be difficult to make such an exception to the prohibition of revision au fond as provided for in
Article 28(2)(“..., there shall be no review of the merits of the judgment rendered by the court of
origin.”) for the copyright and related rights alone.



course, there are some exceptions. For instance, unregistered trademark is known in some common
law countries, and registration of copyright is sometimes required in some countries. Accordingly,
once we have decided to adopt a set of two different rules to be applied respectively to two
categories of intellectual property, we have to decide to characterize such exceptions as either one
of the categories and such characterization would not be an easy task. Nevertheless, generally
speaking, the above distinction in principle has been accepted by all delegations.

2. Foreign Patent Infringement Cases

There is, however, one important unsolved question, that is how to deal with the
infringement litigation of foreign patent cases. Regrettably, we have not yet found an answer
acceptable by all delegations. Therefore, the present draft text on the intellectual property has three
options as follows: First, it is proposed to exclude intellectual property matters from the scope of
the convention.'” Second, it is proposed to make the litigations on infringement of patent or any
other industrial properties subject to exclusive jurisdiction of the state of grant or registration of
such properties. Third, it is proposed to make such infringement cases subject to normal
Jurisdictional rules for civil or commercial matters as provided for in the convention or in the
national law.

The first option is not a real solution of the problem, but it might be one of the possible
solutions for the purpose of making this convention within a reasonable time. In addition, it is
thought by some delegates that the problem of intellectual property might be better addressed by
such other international organizations as the WIPO (World Intellectual Property Organization)
where it would be considered in conjunction with the matter of applicable laws.'®

The second option is provided for in Alternative A and the third option is provided for in

Alternative B as follows:

Article 12 Exclusive jurisdiction
1-3 [other matters than intellectual properties, such as rights in rem in immovable property or the

validity of legal persons]

[Alternative A

4. In proceedings in which the relief sought is a judgment on the grant, registration, validity,
abandonment, revocation or infringement of a patent or a mark, the courts of the Contracting State of grant

or registration shall have exclusive jurisdiction.

"7 Precisely speaking, there are some variations such as exclusion of copyright and related rights
alone from the scope of the convention. They are, however, to be omitted in the context foreign
patent infringement here.

** In fact, as stated in supra note 9, the WIPO held a symposium on private international law in
relation to the intellectual property on January 30-31, 2001.



5. In proceedings in which the relief sought is a judgment on the validity, abandonment, or infringement
of an unregistered mark [or design], the courts of the Contracting State in which rights in the mark [or

design] arose shall have exclusive jurisdiction.]

[Alternative B

5A. In relation to proceedings which have as their object the infringement of patents, trademarks, designs
or other similar rights, the courts of the Contracting State referred to in the preceding paragraph [or in the

provisions of Articles {3 to 16]] have jurisdiction.]
In addition, there are following common provisions both Alternatives A and B.
Alternatives A and B

[6. Paragraphs 4 and 5 shall not apply where one of the above matters arises as an incidental question
in proceedings before a court not having exclusive jurisdiction under those paragraphs. However, the
ruling in that matter shall have no binding effect in subsequent proceedings, even if they are between
the same parties. A matter arises as an incidental question if the court is not requested to give a

judgment on that matter, even if a ruling on it is necessary in arriving at a decision.]'

' According to the original note to this provision written by the bureau of the Hague Conference,
the purpose of this paragraph is to maintain non-exclusive jurisdiction where a matter otherwise
falling within the scope of paragraphs 4 and 5 (or SA) arises as an incidental question in
proceedings which do not have as their object one or more of the matters described in that
paragraph. The intention is that any decision made between the parties on such an incidental
question will not have a preclusory effect in another State, in other cases when produced by one of
the parties.



7. [In this Article, other registered industrial property rights [(but not copyright or neighbouring
rights, even when registration or deposit is possible)] shall be treated in the same way as patents and
marks]

[8. For the purpose of this Article, ‘court’ shall include a Patent Office or similar agency.]

In the proceedings of the patent infringement litigation, it is so often happened that the
defendant submit the argument of invalidity of the patent in question. Where a foreign patent is in
issue, is it possible for the court to decide on this argument? If the court can decide the foreign
patent invalid, doesn’t it mean that the patent, which can be seen as the public act of a country, can
be declared invalid by the court of other countries? On the other hand, if not, does it mean that the
court should suspend the proceedings in order to wait the decision of the foreign country on the
validity of the patent? If so, it would easy for the defendant to delay the infringement proceedings.
In consideration of these things, should the patent infringement litigations be also included in the
scope of the exclusive jurisdiction of the courts of the state of grant or registration?

In the Hague Conference, the United Kingdom has asserted to the Alternative A and
Germany, France and Australia seem to have the same position. On the other hand, Switzerland has
asserted Alternative B and Finland, Greece and Norway seem to support this position. The United
States and the European Union”® have not yet make their positions clear. Although Japanese
government has not also expressed her position on this matter, in accordance with the opinions
form business society in Japan, Alternative A above, exclusivity, seems to have acquired strong
support since they fear to have Japanese patent infringement cases litigated in the United States
courts under their procedural rules including jury trial system.

In the next part, a recent Japanese court case will be introduced and how to deal with the
foreign patent infringement cases will be considered from the Japanese perspective.

III. Analysis from the Japanese Perspective’’

1. A Japanese Case

Recently a dispute arose in Japan involving the problem of the extraterritorial application
of United States Patent Law, and the lawsuit on this dispute is still pending before the Supreme
Court of Japan. The summary of the case is as follows:

The Japanese plaintiff, Akira Fujimoto, is an owner of the patent registered in the United
States with regard to a certain kind of electronic device. The defendant is a Japanese company,
Neuron Corporation, which is producing card readers in Japan in which the electronic devices are
incorporated. The plaintiff filed a suit in Japan against the defendant for, among others, the

0 According to the Joint Statement of the Council and the Commission of the European Union on
December 14, 2000 (14139/00, JUSTCIV 137), the negotiating directives should be laid down by
the Council in principle. Accordingly, in the final stage, the member states will speak in one voice.
' See, Dogauchi, Respect for the Act of Foreign State: The Validity of Foreign Patents, at the ILPF
(Internet Law and Policy Forum) Symposium on “Jurisdiction II: Global Networks/Local Rules:
Doing Business over a Borderless Medium, at San Francisco on September 11-12, 2000.
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prohibition of production in Japan and exportation of such products from Japan, the destruction of
them in Japan, and damages to compensate for the loss caused by the exportation of them to the
United States in the past in the amount of 180 million yen (= 1.6 million dollars).

The plaintiff alleged that the defendant's activities were deemed to be active inducement
or contributory inducement of indirect infringement of the plaintiff's patent under Section 271 (b)
or (c) of the United States Patent Law?> and that such provisions were to be applied as if such
activities were done in the United States, irrespective of where such activities were actually done.”
The defendant responded that the patent law of each country should be applied within its territory,
or, in other words, the territorial principle should be observed in the field of patent law.

The Tokyo District Court held on 22 April 1999** that, although the United States Patent
Law were to be the applied to the plaintiff's claims for the prohibition of production and exportation
and for destruction, such extraterritorial application of the United States Patent Law was
irreconcilable with the basic system of Japanese Patent Law since the territorial principle was
widely recognized among states including Japan. Accordingly, the Court held that it was against the
public order of Japan as provided for in Article 33 of the Horei (Japanese Code of Private
International Law)* to apply the United States Patent Law to activities in Japan. On the other hand,
with regard to the claim for damages, the court characterized such claim as a tort claim and applied
Japanese law as the lex loci delicti as provided for in Article 11 of the Horei**since the defendant's

activities were all done in Japan. It was held that the claim for damages should be dismissed on the

2 35 U.S.C.sec.271: “(a) Except as otherwise provided in this title, whoever without authority
makes, uses, offers to sell, or sells any patented invention, within the United States or imports into
the United States any patented invention during the term of the patent therefore, infringes the
patent.

(b) Whoever actively induces infringement of a patent shall be liable as an infringer.

(c) Whoever offers to sell or sells within the United States or imports into the United
States a component of a patented machine, manufacture, combination or composition, or a material
or apparatus for use in practicing a patented process, constituting a material part of the invention,
knowing the same to be especially made or especially adapted f or use in an infringement of such
patent, and not a staple article or commodity of commerce suitable noninfringing use, shall be
liable as a contributory infringer.

(d) -
2 See, e.g., Honeywell, Inc. v. Metz Apparatewerke, 509 F.2d 1137 (1975)(Although patent laws
of the United States do not have extraterritorial effect, active inducement may be found in events
outside the United States, if they result in direct infringement in the United States).
* 1006 Hanrei Times 257 (1999).
2 Article 33 of the Horei, Law No.10, June 21, 1898 as amended by Law No.27 of 1989: “The
application of a foreign law designated to govern in accordance with this Act shall be refused if
such application is contrary to public order or good morals.”
% Article 11 of the Horei: “(1) The creation and effect of claims arising from management of
affairs without mandate, unjust enrichment, and unlawful acts are governed by the law of the place
where the facts giving rise to the claim occur.

(2) As to unlawful acts, the preceding paragraph does not apply where facts occurring in a
foreign country are not unlawful under Japanese law.

(3) Even if facts occurring in a foreign country are unlawful under Japanese law, the
injured person shall not recover damages or have any other remedy not available under Japanese
law.”



ground that the defendant's activities were not to be blamed in accordance with Japanese law since
the plaintiff had no right under Japanese law. ‘

On appeal, the Tokyo High Court held on 27 January 2000%, with regard to the plaintiff's
claims for the prohibition of production and exportation and for destruction, it was not the United
States Patent Law but the Japanese Patent Law that should be applied to such claims arising from
activities in Japan in accordance with the territorial principle. Such claims were dismissed on the
ground that Japanese Patent Law had no provisions to prohibit activities that would result in
violation of a foreign patent law. On the other hand, the Tokyo High Court, adopting the same
position of the Tokyo District Court, dismissed the plaintiff's claim for damages under Japanese law
designated as applicable law by Article 11 of the Horei.

Although there seems to be several points in the above judgments that need to be
discussed further’, in the context of the theme of this paper, the fact that the Japanese courts

2" 1027 Hanrei Times 296 (2000).

2 One of the points is that there is one important difference between the judgment of the Tokyo
District Court and that of the Tokyo High Court in the determination of the claims for the
prohibition of production and exportation and for destruction. The former court held that the
applicable law should be the foreign patent law but in that case it would be against the public order
of Japan to apply it to the activities in Japan. The latter held that the only Japanese patent law
should be applied to the activities in Japan with regard to such claims. It seems illogical for the
Tokyo District Court to reject the application of the United States law on the grounds of its
extraterritorial scope of application, because the geographical scope of application is the matter of
the conflict of law and such a foreign conflict of law rule providing for extraterritorial application is
not applicable in Japan unless such a special rule as renvoi allows it (Article 32 of the Horei).
Insofar as the Japanese patent law system adopts the territorial principle, it seems natural to apply
Japanese Patent Law to activities in Japan as the Tokyo High Court did. This means that, if the
defendant's activities were done in the United States, then the Japanese court should apply the
United States Patent Law to such activities and order appropriate remedies under such law.

The other point is that both courts dealt with claim for damages as an ordinary tort claim.
Both courts distinguished the claim for damages from the claims for the prohibition of production
and exportation and for destruction. In the substantive law level, patent laws of many countries,
including Japan and the United States, do not distinguish damages from other remedies such as the
prohibition of production. Therefore, some commentators criticized the distinction made by the
courts. Other commentators, on the contrary, supported such a distinction on the level of the
conflict of law rules because of the public law nature of the patent law itself and such remedies as
injunctions under the patent law (Akira Saito, Case Note, Heisei 11 Nendo Juyo Hanrei Kaisetsu, at
301 (2000)). As will be discussed in section IV, the patent  can be considered to be the product of
a sovereign act of state. From this position, such special remedies to protect public products as

injunctions should be distinguished from such other remedies under private law nature as damages.
Additionally, it should be noted that both courts applied Japanese law as the applicable
law to torts to the claim for damages in this case. With regard to cross-border torts in which the
alleged wrong-doer and the victim are situated in different jurisdictions such as transnational
product liability or libel by mass media, the lex loci delicti under very simple rules of Article 11 of
Horei is ordinarily interpreted to be the law of the place where the victim suffered the damage,
because torts occur when the damage happens and the central issue in torts is to enable the victim to
recover his loss. Applying this interpretation to the above case, contrary to the above holdings of
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admitted their jurisdiction to adjudicate claims based upon foreign patent law is important. Indeed
that the defendant in this case did not raise the defense of invalidity of the foreign patent, but the
court went into the consideration of the merits of the case without mentioning any words on the
Jjurisdictional problem.

The above case was not the first case in Japan in which foreign patent infringement was
disputed. In the Tokyo District Court, Judgment on June 12, 1953%, the infringement of
Manchurian patent done in Manchuria was disputed in a Japanese court. Without mentioning on the
jurisdictional issue, the court held that the claim should be dismissed on the merits.> In any event
jurisdiction over foreign patent infringement litigation was also admitted in this case.

Accordingly, based upon the precedents in Japanese court cases, the jurisdiction over
foreign patent infringement case is to be admitted. On this condition, in the next section, how
should we deal with the merits of such case, in particular, how should we deal with the argument of
invalidity of the foreign patent submitted by a defendant will be considered.

2. Relationship between the Patent Office and the Courts with regard to the Validity
of Japanese Patents

A trial by the Patent Office may be demanded for the invalidation of a patent on the
grounds of reasons as provided for in Article 123(1) of the Japanese Patent Law, and Article 178(6)
provides that an action with regard to the matters on which a trial may be demanded, including the
invalidation of a patent, may be instituted only against a trial decision rendered by the Patent office.
In accordance with Article 125, where a trial decision that a patent is to be invalidated has become
final and conclusive, the patent right shall be deemed never to have existed. This means that until
the time when such a trial decision becomes final and conclusive, the patent right shall be deemed
validly existing.

Accordingly, it was held by Supreme Court Judgment on September 15, 1904*', Supreme
Court Judgment on April 23, 1917°? and so on that, where the validity of a patent was in question
in the patent infringement litigation, even if it is apparent that the reason for invalidation existed,
the registered patent should not loose its effect insofar as it was registered, and that the courts could
not decide on the validity of the patent by themselves. Therefore, the defendant in such a case
should demand the Patent Office for invalidation of the patent. This case law has been academically
explained as an example of authorized effects of the public act in addition to the substantive benefit

both courts, the law of the United States should have been applied.

» Kakyu Minji Saibanreishu, Vol.4, No.6, p.847.

3 The court dismissed the claim in accordance with Article 1 1(2) of the Horei, under which not
only the /ex loci delicti but also Japanese law should admit the claim. In this case it was held that
this double actionability test was not satisfied with, because the action in question done in
Manchuria was not illegal in accordance with Japanese law. See, supra note 26. This holding has
been, however, criticized by the many commentators, since this double actionability test requires
that the type of the activity in question must be within the notion of the torts in Japan and the patent
infringement is one of the categories of torts in Japan as well.

*!' Supreme Court Reporter, Criminal Cases, Vol.10, p.1679.

2 Supreme Court Reporter, Civil Cases, Vol.23, p.654.
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of secured management of the patents through such channeling.

In accordance with the above case law, however, unless the trial decision on invalidation
has become final and conclusive, the courts cannot do anything but to order remedies against the
alleged infringer on such precondition that the patent is valid. Indeed that the courts may suspend
the proceedings until a trial decision has become final and conclusive, if the court deems it
necessary. But in consideration of the time necessary to have such a trial decision, the patent
infringement litigation in the court should have to be suspended for a long period of time. In such
circumstances, the scholars have asserted a variety of ways to circumvent the above case law or
other ways in the process of finding a good solution.™

Recently, the Supreme Court Judgment on April 11, 2000* held, without directly altering
the precedents, as follows: “Even before the time for the trial decision by the Patent Office having
become final and conclusive, the courts before which the patent infringement case is pending may
verify whether or not the reasons for invalidation exist with regard to the patent in question. Where
it has become apparent as the result of such verification that the reasons for invalidation exist, it
cannot be allowed to claim for injunction, damages and so on based on such a patent, as such
claiming is deemed abuse of the rights unless there is no extraordinary circumstances to the
contrary.” This holding is based upon the natural justice that it is against the notion of equity to deal
with the patent as valid one in such a case and give remedies to the right holder on the registration.
The substantive ground to support this holding may be found in the consideration that it would be
against the will of the plaintiff who do not want to have the effect of invalidation in rem but just
want to have the effect in personam and also against the economical management of the
proceedings to force the plaintiff to demand the Patent Office for invalidation in addition to the
patent infringement proceedings in the court.

In the light of the aforementioned domestic situation on the way of dealing with the validity of
the Japanese patent in the infringement litigations in the courts, how do we do with regard to

foreign patent infringement cases?

3. Act of State Doctrine and Abuse of Rights

In case where the jurisdiction over foreign patent infringement cases should be admitted,
the act of state doctrine is considered to play a certain role in the course of deciding on the validity
of foreign patents, since, as will be explained below, this theory has some similarity with the
Japanese case law according to which the courts should not decide directly on the validity of the
patents.”

The act of state doctrine under the law of the United States is defined as follows: “In the

** See, Report on Invalidation and Infringement of Patents by the Institute of Intellectual Property
(2000)( in Japanese only),

* Supreme Court Reporter, Civil Cases, Vol.54, No.4, p.1368.

% In order to avoid misunderstanding on Japanese law, it is noted that there are criticism against
the application of act of state doctrine to the validity of foreign patent. See, for example, a comment
by Professor Naoki Koizumi in Report on International Disputes on Intellectual Property by the
Institute of Intellectual Property in 2001 (in Japanese only).
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absence of a treaty or other unambiguous agreement regarding controlling legal principles, courts in
the United States will generally refrain from examining the validity of a taking by a foreign state of
property within its territory, or from sitting in judgment on other acts of a governmental character

%6 As indicated, this doctrine

done by a foreign state within its own territory and applicable there.
has been predominantly applied to expropriation of private properties by a foreign government.”’
However, this doctrine has also been applied to other types of cases where the validity or effect of a
governmental act of foreign state in its territory was in question.”®

Similar theories as this doctrine can be found in other countries. In Japan, the Tokyo
High Court Judgment on September 11, 1953 applied a very similar doctrine to the question of the
validity of the Iranian Government’s expropriation of crude oil situated in Iran®. The plaintiff in
this case was an English company, the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company, and the defendant was a
Japanese oil refining company, Idemitsu Kosan Co. Ltd. The defendant bought crude oil in Iran
and brought it to Japan after the expropriation was done by Iranian Government. The plaintiff tired
to attach the crude oil claiming that it belonged to the plaintiff. The court held that, with regard to
such an expropriation within the territory of Iran, “there is no established principle under
international law for a court of a third state to hold invalid the effect of the law legislated properly
by a foreign state.” Although there has been no other case concerning the act of state doctrine in
Japan, it is considered to be possible for this doctrine to encompass other kinds of public activities
of a foreign state.

As patents are considered to be artificial invisible objects created by a public act of state,
it seems to be possible for the act of state doctrine to apply to the question of the validity of a
foreign patent. It would be hard for a registering state to recognize effects of a foreign judgment,
which holds invalid the effect of the patent validly registered in the recognizing state, even if the
effect of recognition is limited between parties to the foreign litigation. According to the act of
state doctrine, courts must decide the case of the infringement of a foreign patent on the condition
that they cannot make a decision to invalidate the patent validly registered in the foreign state.
Insofar as the validity of the patent is immune from verification by foreign courts, the state where
the patent is registered would find no difficulty to recognize such foreign judgments.

This solution would, however, be against the principle of equity between the parties when
the patent in issue is apparently invalid. This is the same situation which the Supreme Court tried to
avoid in its judgment on April 11, 2000 as introduced above. Therefore, we will have to admit such
an exception to the application of the act of state doctrine with regard to the validity of foreign

patents.

% Section 443 (1) of the Restatement Third on the Foreign Relations Law of the United States
(1986).

37 See, the most famous case, Banco National de Cuba v. Sabbatino, 376 U.S. 398 (1964).

% See, the first case in the United States mentioning this doctrine, Underhill v. Hernandez, 168 U.S.
250 (1897), where claim for damages for assault and detention by a foreign military commander
was in question.

* The Tokyo High Court Judgment on September 11, 1953, Kosai Minshu, Vol.6, No.11, p.702.
The defendant won the case.



V1L Conclusion

The conclusions of this paper are as follows:

1) In accordance with law derived from Japanese court cases, the jurisdiction
over the foreign patent infringement litigations is to be admitted.

2) In deciding on the merits of the foreign patent infringement, courts should in
principle refrain from examining the validity of the foreign patent at issue
under the act of state doctrine.

3) However, where it is apparent for the courts to that the reasons for
invalidation exist, the courts may dismiss the case on the ground that it
would be an abuse of rights to claim for remedies based upon such a patent.

The above conclusions are drawn form a Japanese perspective. We have to admit that the

unification of the procedural laws in relation to patent litigations among countries has not yet been
done at all. Therefore, this problem here has to be analyzed from a variety of angles in
consideration of differences of laws among countries. The easiest solution for the Hague project is
of course the exclusion of this matter from the scope of the convention. But this is not a solution at
all in realizing the harmonized legal order all over the world. The way ahead is far, but we have no
other way but to try to find solutions in respect of every problem.
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Answer to the Questionnaire 1
Masato Dogauchi (University of Tokyo)
1. Jurisdiction over Foreign Patent Litigations and Decision of Invalidation
(Figure 1] Country A =Japan:

With regard to (1):

Japan has general jurisdiction over Y Corporation based upon its principal place of
business in Japan since it is a Japanese corporation. Accordingly, Japanese courts have
jurisdiction over the claim based on the infringement of Japanese patent and of the patent of
Country B.

There are at least two cases in Japan in which Japanese courts admitted their
jurisdiction over the foreign patent infringement litigations. One was the Tokyo District Court
Judgment on June 12, 1953 (Kakyu Minji Saibanreishu, Vol.4, No.6, p.847) where
infringement of Manchurian patent allegedly done in Manchuria was in question; the other
was the Tokyo District Court Judgment on April 22, 1999 (1006 Hanrei Times 257) and
the Tokyo High Court Judgment on January 27, 2000 (1027 Hanrei Times 296)
where infringement of the United States patent allegedly done in Japan was in question.

With regard to (2):

In Japan it is not possible for the plaintiff to file a suit for invalidation of a patent in
the ordinary courts. Article 178(6) of the Patent Law provides that an action with regard to
the matters on which a trial may be demanded, including the invalidation of a patent under
Article 123 (1), may be instituted only against a trial decision rendered by the Patent Office.
This means that until the time when such a trial decision becomes final and conclusive, the
patent right shall be deemed validly existing. it was held by Supreme Court Judgment on
September 15, 1904’ Supreme Court Judgment on April 23, 1917% and so on that, where the
validity of a patent was in question in the patent infringement litigation, even if it is apparent
that the reason for invalidation existed, the registered patent should not loose its effect
insofar as it was registered, and that the courts could not decide on the validity of the patent
by themselves. Therefore, the defendant in such a case should demand the Patent Office for
invalidation of the patent.

Recently, however, the Supreme Court Judgment on April 11, 2000° held, without
directly altering the precedents, as follows: “Even before the time for the trial decision by the
Patent Office having become final and conclusive, the courts before which the patent

! Supreme Court Reporter, Criminal Cases, Vol.10, p.1679.
2 Supreme Court Reporter, Civil Cases, Vol.23, p.654.
3 Supreme Court Reporter, Civil Cases, Vol.54, No.4, p.1368.



infringement case is pending may verify whether or not the reasons for invalidation exist with
regard to the patent in question. Where it has become apparent as the result of such
verification that the reasons for invalidation exist, it cannot be allowed to claim for injunction,
damages and so on based on such a patent, as such claiming is deemed abuse of the rights
unless there is no extraordinary circumstances to the contrary.”

There is no court decision on whether or not the Japanese court can decide on the
invalidation of the patent of Country B. In accordance with Dogauchi’s paper, the act of state
doctrine should be applied to the validity of foreign patents. This idea is considered
consistent with the case law having been established since the beginning of twentieth century.
In consideration of the recent Supreme Court Judgment which made a substantive exception
to the established case law by using the doctrine of abuse of rights as stated above, it would

be natural to admit such an exception to the same effect.



Jurisdiction
over Foreign Patent Infringement
under the Hague Draft Convention
as of June 2001

Masato Dogauchi
T Professor of Law
“ University of Tokyo, Graduate School of
“L . Law and Politics

Draft Convention on Jurisdiction
and Foreign Judgments in Civil

and Commercial Matters

= May 1992: U.S. proposal

= 1994 and 1996: Feasibility studies

n October 1996: The determination

».0f the theme at the Diplomatic

-:Conference in 2000 (19" Session)

= October 1999: Preliminary Draft
Convention

Contents

I.  Introduction
Il. The Hague Draft Convention in
General
~-lll. Issues of Intellectual Property in
.-~ the Hague Draft Convention
IV... Analysis from the Japanese
“Viewpoint
V. Conclusion
&

Diplomatic Conference

In May 2000, it was decided to
hold two sessions with in the 18th
Session:

, » First Part in June 2001:

.~z consensus basis

~» Second Part in the end of 2001
‘or at the beginning of 2002:
majority voting

A,
\

Hague Conference on Private
International Law

m An intergovernmental organization
established in 1955
m 56 member states
-« m_The origin: The first Private
.. ~]nternational Law Conference held
“in the Hague in 1893
= 40 conventions has since been
adopted..

The First Part of the 19th Session
in June 2001

12,000 words in 1999 Draft
Convention

24,000 words; 48,000 words
~~including notes explaining the
meaning of alternatives and
parentheses




Present Status

It was decided to postpone the
second part of the Session.

- Governments are reconsidering
«.~ *how to proceed with the project.
“~=—Smaller Convention?

Issues on Intellectual Property in
the Hague Draft Convention

m Industrial property rights
— Exclusive Jurisdiction of the
state of registration over, at least,
actions for grant, registration,
validity, abandonment and
revocation of such rights.

m Copyright and neighboring rights
— Subject to normal rules.

The Basic Structure of
“Mixed” Convention

Original Court — Receiving Court —
Rules in | shall apply them. shall recognize/enforce
the judgments based on them.

white list

Rules in |is free to apply them |is free to or not to

the grey |insofar as they are recognize/enforce judgments
area provided for under the | based on them under the
national law. national law.

is prohibited to apply |is prohibited to
themn. recognize/enforce judgments
1 based on them.

Foreign Patent Infringement 7

m Exclusive jurisdiction of the state
of registration?

s Subject to normal rules?

m Exclusion of intellectual property
matters from the scope of the
convention?

Main Difficult Problems

® Special activity-based
jurisdiction in the white list

m General "doing business”
jurisdiction in the black list

= Consumer and employee
protection v. choice of court

= Disconnection with Brussels and
Lugano Conventions

m E-commerce
m Intellectual property

Alternative A of Article 12

[4.In proceedings in which the relief sought is
a judgment on the grant, registration,
validity, abandonment, revocation or
infringement of a patent or a mark, the
courts of the Contracting State of grant or
registration shall have exclusive jurisdiction.

5. In proceedings in which the relief sought is
a judgment on the validity, abandonment,
or infringement of an unregistered mark [or
design], the courts of the Contracting State
in which rights in the mark [or design] arose
shall have exclusive jurisdiction.]




Alternative B of Article 12

[5A. In relation to proceedings which have as
their object the infringement of patents,
trademarks, designs or other similar
rights, the courts of the Contracting State

.. ~-referred to in the preceding paragraph [or

“=-..in‘'the provisions of Articles [3 to 16]] have
jurisdiction.]

Jurisdiction of Japanese Court
over Foreign Patent Infringement

In both cases, no arguments were
made on the jurisdiction.

::fhe courts did not mention on the
jurisdictional matter at all.

\
Ny
B
‘:

Common Provisions for
Alternative A and B

[6. Para%raphs 4 and 5 shall not apply where one of
the above matters arises as an incidental
question in proceedings before a court not having
exclusive jurisdiction under those paragraphs.
However, the ruling in that matter shall have no

- - binding effect in subsequent proceedings, even if

- they are between the same parties. A matter
arises as an incidental question if the court is not
requested to give a judgment on that matter,
even if a ruling on it is necessary in arriving at a
decision}.

7 and 8: omitted .
ol

How should the courts deal with the
argument by the defendant that the
patent is invalid?

In domestic cases, it is not possible for the
plaintiff to file a suit for invalidation of a patent

.. In the ordinary courts. Article 178(6) of the
., Patent Law provides that an action with

‘regard to the matters on which a trial may be
demanded, including the invalidation of a
patent under Article 123 (1), may be instituted
only against a trial decision rendered by the
Patent Office. .

Japanese Cases on Foreign
Patent Infringement

= Tokyo District Court Judgment on
June 12, 1953: Infringement of
Manchurian patent allegedly done in
Manchuria was in question.
~m, Tokyo District Court Judgment on April
22, 1999 and Tokyo High Court
~Judgment on January 27, 2000 :
Infringement of the United States
patent allegedly done in Japan was in
question.

k3

In Domestic Cases in Japan:

It has been held since 1904 that, where the
validity of a patent was in question in the
patent infringement litigation, even if it is

=~.apparent that the reason for invalidation
.. existed, the registered patent should not

loose'its effect insofar as it was registered,
and that the courts could not decide on the
validity of the patent by themselves.




Unreasonable Results

In accordance with the case law
strictly, the courts cannot do anything
but to order remedies against the
alleged infringer on such precondition
_ that the patent is valid, unless the trial
= decision on invalidation has become
“~fingland conclusive. :
—"The.scholars have asserted a
variety, ofways to circumvent the
above ‘case law or other ways in the
process*of finding a good solution.

Act of State Doctrine in Japan:
Tokyo High Court Judgment on

September 11, 1953

“There is no established principle
under international law for a court
~--.0f a third state to hold invalid the

“effect of the law legislated

properly by a foreign state.”

Supreme Court Judgment
on April 11, 2000

*Even before the time for the trial decision by the
Patent Office having become final and conclusive, the
courts before which the patent infringement case is
__pending may verify whether or not the reasons for
[“~1nvalidation exist with regard to the ﬁatent in question.
'"‘:f-Wh%‘re. it has become apparent as the result of such
verification that the reasens for invalidation exist, it
cannot be allowed to claim for injunction, damages
and so c‘m.ba‘gled on such a patent, as such claiming
is deemed-gbuse of the rights unless there is no
extraordinary, cir‘cymstances to the contrary.”
Y0

The Application of Act of State
Doctrine to the Validity of Foreign

Patents

Patents are to be considered to be
artificial invisible objects created by a

_“"public act of state, and the act of state

doctrine seems consistent with the
Japanese case law on the matter of
validity in patent infringement cases.
\?“ s
3

Act of State Doctrine

“In the absence of a treaty or other
unambiguous agreement regarding controllin
legal principles, courts in the United States will
generally refrain from examining the validity of

_ ataking by a foreign state of property within its

“~territory, or from sitting in judament on other

“acts of a governmental character done by a
foreidn state within its own territory and
applicable there.”

(Section 44\:&‘(1)"6: the Restatement Third on the Foreign
Relations Law.of the United States (1986))

i

Exceptional Treatment in case
where it is apparent that the

foreign patent is invalid

In order to have the conclusion
_sound, we should admit such
-~ exception based on the doctrine of
~_abuse of rights as is found in
Supreme Court Judgment on April
11,-2000.

%




Conclusion

(1)In accordance with law derived from Japanese
court cases, the jurisdiction over the foreign
patent infringement litigations is to be admitted.

(2)In deciding on the merits of the foreign patent
infringement, courts should in principle refrain

:«:from examining the validity of the foreign

-~ patent at issue under the act of state doctrine.

(3)However, where it is apparent for the courts to
that the.reasons for invalidation exist, the
courts may dismiss the case on the ground that
it would be.an- abuse of rights to claim for
remedies based upon such a patent.

Thank you




