Abstract: Reverse confusion arises in the situation that junior user overwhelms the market reputation by
advertising, causing the public mistakenly believe the products of the senior user come from the junior user.
The standard of reverse confusion emanates from the traditional confusion, but should weigh heavily on two
important factors, two parties being in the competitive market and having the deliberate intent to push the senior
user out of the market. In the case of Fei Cheng Wu Rao, the two parties are not in competitive markets, and the
defendant acted in good faith in selecting the allegedly infringing name. Therefore, reverse confusion does not
apply to this case.
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