34 5 Vol. 34 No.5
2016 5 Hebei Law Science May 2016

DOI: 10. 16494 /j. cnki. 1002-3933.2016. 05. 008

113 ”»

( 550025)

DF523 DA : 1002-3933( 2016) 05-6087-09

On Regulation under Trademark Law of Sales of Reprocessed Goods
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( Law School Guizhou University Guiyang 550025 China)
Abstract: With consumption becoming the core of economy more and more people may
reprocess others goods with a registered trademark and then sell these goods.
People also play close attention on legal dispute about behavior of sales of
reprocessed goods. If original goods isnt changed substantially sales of reprocessed

goods is under the rule of trademark right exhaustion. When reprocessing behavior
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has substantially changed original goods primary cause of dispute is how to
distribute the profit from reprocessing behavior between the holders of registered
trademark and re-manufacturers. According to demand based on development of
market and in order to providing more chance for consumers to choice sales of
reprocessed goods should not be forbidden uniformly. When original goods has been
changed substantially reprocessing behavior can be divided into two kinds. To
regulate them under trademark law we must consider how to keep balance among
free enterprise free competition and interests of holders of registered trademark.

sales of processed goods; exhaustion of trademark right; collateral use of registered

trademark; reverse passing off
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