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Abstract: Intellectual property litigation costs are increasingly
high, resulting in a very urgent to seek a quick and economical
alternative 1o resolve disputes. Intellectual property arbitration has
become one of the important choices for countries to resolve disputes over
intellectual property rights. Intellectual property arbitration is a very
effective method to supplement the intellectual property litigation with its
rapidity, convenience and cost savings. In this paper, the advantages
and disadvantages of intellectual property arbitration are analyzed, and
the development status of intellectual property arbitration in various
countries is studied. On this basis, it puts forward the development and
improvement of China’s intellectual property arbitration system. This
paper argues that, in addition to the validity of the intellectual property
right also need to rely on the review of the competent authorities of the
state, deficiency of intellectual property arbitration is insufficient to
hinder the intellectual property arbitration in our country has become the
effective method to resolve the dispute.

Key Words: intellectual property; arbitration; infringement;

validity ; enforcement
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(1 John A. Fraser, CONGRESS SHOULD ADDRESS THE ISSUE OF PROVISIONAL REMEDIES
FOR INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY DISPUTES WHICH ARE SUBJECT TO ARBITRATION, 13 Ohio St. J.
on Disp. Resol. 505, Ohio State Journal on Dispule Resolution.

@ HRE: (ERE RS RRRS G0 THER), & (BEGEXFFR) (BoAE
B) 1999 F% 19 £H 2 M, $26-30 ®



4 b (CF 94 §i})

AATEA BRI P, David D. Caron fif Hi PR A BN “ZEHI™ Rl EAT &
TR RGES . i Al AR 7R

4. HUEE. HOHEPRARHI B, SR A0 BEAR Y0l H R A A TP . R ZH b
AU B P ) 349 B0 R gt BOAE T AR R BRSSO 1 o 3
PR, IR RO BRI T 1 ol A 4 ) T 598 4B 4R Aol i 35 2 408 B T B o
—LE [ PR RN R ML, 25 A PR Y S A R AR ] AT e 4 52
B BORHE BT E AR B, T LIRS i A K 13X 4 BTN S A i ol A
I S SRR N R, T LT AT 7 45 U PR A A B A AR s 02 T T R
WA, RIMERAE MR PR Z )5, S 325 RS R 5T A 1Y
SC55 o ARPELA BRI, e Dy fp ke b B BN, TR R LA
AR FARIPARFINBI R 55 RIS, 0™ AU R B R 5 R AN AT, Xl fil
19 24 NIRRT LR AR GF (9 f 4P, ROEE IR, S AALEEa vER A
CHEE. A, B2t T LRV~ w], A AT 8GT nT RS
IEEME MR B T HEL RIVRR, AR IRIA XA E Bt tds, [om
ASIAEAREE M AR P, 2 ) R A A B VT A A ROt e, AR
B AATFEAE Y MR, FEEBEH D, BT AR AU F AR B R R A
IF, XX T A7 2 3 AR BEAR T AR

5. WAEVRRA, LR G 1 TRR AR B &, R BRI [ )
AR S | TPREUCBGBOR 2 | 7 BOR BB, URiz (9 i ] BAS AR
AT EZAEA A R, BOE o Rl R — DR FEm . mER M,
PR, R AR o A B, H R R 2 29 5 NG Rie, Bl 30K
A i g DR I i o AEXE T R AN o T B U, e AR PR A T A
—BRER . RGN T R ], AT LA R R e R B R R
Y€ LSS TR S (RINEEIE (15 NS/ N IIPOR SN S5 2713 L 3 LI

6. BACPEE ., AU R R ELAT 2 2 il e BROEAME R R, R AL
BRAL R, REOSTE F LI I [A] A DR > S N Z (RG24 Sy el 1 0L
FBUSURIA By BLAT Bf [P, PRt DR P RO SO0 A BRI 25 2R AR 38 . SRR
JraCAR G, PR T O A, SR A b B e ) R OR A R, AT LA

@ M. Scott Donahey, UNIQUE CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE INTERNATIONAL ARBITRATION
OF INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY DISPUTES, 65 — APR Disp. Resol. J. 38, Dispute Resolution Journal,
February — April, 2010.
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@2 John A. Fraser, CONGRESS SHOULD ADDRESS THE ISSUE OF PROVISIONAL REMEDIES
FOR INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY DISPUTES WHICH ARE SUBJECT TO ARBITRATION, 13 Ohio St. J.
on Disp. Resol. 505, Ohio State Journal on Dispute Resolution.

3 M. Scott Donahey, UNIQUE CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE INTERNATIONAL ARBITRATION
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@ John A. Fraser, CONGRESS SHOULD ADDRESS THE ISSUE OF PROVISIONAL REMEDIES
FOR INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY DISPUTES WHICH ARE SUBJECT TO ARBITRATION, 13 Ohio St. J.
on Disp. Resol. 505, Ohio State Journal on Dispute Resolution.

@ Richard H. Kreindler, ARBITRATION: A CREATIVE ALTERNATIVE TO INTELLECTUAL
PROPERTY LITIGATIONIN LIGHT OF TWO RECENT U.S. SUPREME COURT DECISIONS, World
Arbitration & Mediation Report, January, 1998.
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(1) see, e. g , Inre Medical Engineering Corporation, 976 F.2d 746 (Fed. Cir. 1992).

@ Richard H. Kreindler, ARBITRATION: A CREATIVE ALTERNATIVE TO INTELLECTUAL
PROPERTY LITIGATIONIN LIGHT OF TWO RECENT U.S. SUPREME COURT DECISIONS, World
Arbitration & Mediation Report, January, 1998.

@ Richard H. Kreindler, ARBITRATION: A CREATIVE ALTERNATIVE TO INTELLECTUAL
PROPERTY LITIGATIONIN LIGHT OF TWO RECENT U.S. SUPREME COURT DECISIONS, World
Arbitration & Mediation Report, January, 1998.

@ M. Scott Donahey, UNIQUE CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE INTERNATIONAL ARBITRATION
OF INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY DISPUTES, 65 — APR Disp. Resol. J. 38, Dispute Resolution Journal,
February — April, 2010.

) William Grantham, THE ARBITRABILITY OF INTERNATIONAL INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY
DISPUTES, Berkeley Journal of International Law1996.
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