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Abstract
This article explores the legal standards and dilemmas faced by Ul interfaces in seeking intellectual
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property protection across the dimensions of copyright and trade dress under the US legal system.
While Ul interfaces are protected by copyright from the outset, this protection primarily focuses on
the “expression” level, such as the software’s source code, without covering its functionality, oper-
ation methods, or “ideas”. Therefore, without direct evidence of code plagiarism, it is difficult to
successfully assert copyright infringement solely based on the similarity of the Ul interface’s “look
and feel”. As an alternative and supplement, trade dress provides another avenue for protecting the
overall “look and feel” of the Ul interface. The rights holder must prove that their Ul interface pos-
sesses “uniqueness” in identifying the product’s origin (usually demonstrated through “secondary
meaning”) and is generally “non-functional”, while the defendant’s use may cause consumer confu-
sion. However, proving the non-functionality of the Ul is a major challenge in practice, as many ele-
ments of the Ul interface are closely related to practical functions. This article concludes that in
rights protection practice, rights holders typically combine copyright, trade dress, and even patent
infringement claims to construct a more comprehensive legal protection.
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1. 5|8

—RBOR UL, EBAIRAE ST CRAR UL FR D) FIR AR EL RGR ISR & A R e, HRE%T UL St
FIRFER PR, FRL B A T AGR P AV A — 8 RO BR il (bL & A 2 190), BRIk, Rl Ah Wl (Trade dress)
JRA T BRI SRYERURT ) 53 — ANt . ASCRIRITHESRIERE T, UL St AN I8 1 RoBO w1 WL A=
B T3 AT AE R E AR U

5, UL SR —FEer A B, WNEIEZ B2 IEALR S, (E 2B AR B U AT
AT RSAERL T L ZE 2 A, DRI, XS App BRI S I BEAT SR (R & A e 3 S H AN, AN e
S FEVRA B E . H2, ECIFARGEBURII e 0 261, 4R, TR U R A I RRBUR AL 4128
EMITUE . 10 UT S AEREAT R R P h Ak o

BeAh, BAECAA EE RN, 0T UL LER, BT BLER A 55— 4> 3 2 i B Atk 1] 2]
(HRAESL S, Sl g Mk APRLOR S U F i i 1 IR Bu i, BRI TH K 2 2 i T 2 R4 RS i 1)
BEATHERL,  TMLAMIAEAT I S 61 o 2 A N EME B AR B3 AL B e R AEAL -

2. KR
2.1. MtEC

FERE, MR A LI et M, RS B2 HAR B 1. RBUE LI AR5 1t
FUE , AERBCM N AT LB B AT B0 o THE NI IR T 7T DU AC AR #0545 (Digital Content), 1) HLAJ
AT IS L

BIRFABCEACA S LA, AEZ X TSR EAE G, OB AC 2 i YR A R Jo 26 A 1R 415 17 USC
§411(a), “HIXMEMSEERRBUER, BRARIEAT 7 HUEICEE S0, A NWASHRE X IZ AU dh I RS
BRI .
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X “&Il” WBEAMARE X, EEBRENER 0GRS B, REAMMER, —FEUEILN
#HE, RICLRRBUE 10 H R 304 36 [ RROBURE NI HE 2 5, AT “818” JRAL 55— R DLRR Iy, AP
FRALAAR AT i, RN S0 7RSSR IS, BIRTAN “ 8487 o 7E 2019 SE ik be 245 Fourth Estate
Public Benefit Corp. v. Wall-Street.com —% "W, iz E — 80 € RA UM IR S it 2
JG, AHEEIERRFEEOFS, B EEiEb R — ik,

RS8R A0 FEAN R A FH S B it O I AH SR L e A R0 o AEmRSE S b, T EHLIA I R AT
M523 “ A - 3287 700k BR &), BIRSSUI CR4P AR R ik, TANEHERIE T 5 AR thah, 78
SAS Institute Inc. v. World Programming Ltd.— %, WK B A0 32 BV B O A RRBOGEA R E b I DhRg, X
LR B & B e 2 R 2 1 RS AT RE, RS R ANBEIE W B 0 2R TR A A SR R ARG
EHARSZ RROBLER S AT RE, B 5 AT 9t n] BEAS A € AR AL

2.2. AR —REH

152 B MU AR, BICAUSOR L EE, AR5 45 fF o AT SR U0 2 LA R 2 4F: (1) JE 5
HA BIRBLRIEFIEIED), RAERAIES ;s CLR(Q2) #8E REVFaT &l 17 AE 5 SZRREUR R 2 2.

NS B E BARUEEIE B E AR R B AT, T DR LU UEYE: (1) # it p %
PRt H(Q2) W Z[AAEAE “ SR MEARL” (substantially similar)®.

A RBEBEAY, WUERBEUEMI N & 2 (B A7AE “ P AAHBL” (strikingly similar), 7J BLER S B2 — 2610 4
KT AL BIRIEFRUE, TE Computer Associates International, Inc. v. Altai, Inc.— % >, 5
B EVRIEBEIfNL T “Altaitest” , B “HG - 98 - beE” bk @i iX — W, AR AT AR E 1S
MR “ SRR o 2R 32 2 H R X AR S ) AR R “3Rak”, AT A ZIRBURY, 1A
SRS o

2.3. Ul FEBIRRRIPE R

P FEAEA:, ARSI EE ] L2 B RAURD . 152 2INA P I “ 4805 XU (look and feel)”
B UT A, ZEIRAURYT, E3RE, 8. ERERELES, —BCh Ul FH2—Fhi
YET7%,  RIEAS 32 iOBUER S

2.3.1. MBESFHERHEEH T REHORE, TRENENEAIES

2017 4, 1E Zenimax Media Inc et al. v. Oculus VR Inc et al.—Z%™H ©, ZeniMax $§4% Facebook jif
Oculus A A H ZeniMax 2 & FTHFEHARISA LA (E IR T Oculus 77 dh, [ 8 F135E Oculus 240 H
B BRAUR BLT] ZeniMax I 43 5000 15376

AL, JFE ZeniMax T 2012 Pk 17— VR KB R4, I H 0z vk FEs 18 7 AR s
Bl T EREBRAL . JFRITFKFH Carmack EIF [ & Aw], HAEFESXT Oculus A7) CTO, ZJ5, Oculus #
Facebook W, 2014 2 F T Oculus, H A —MNMFHBERBURAL, 11 H & 5k 5 145 5 2 ks 22
W, RRBUR ARG & F 8 . RREINA LU, B2 EURPE s Tkl EyRikpeskial.

AGEARIL T A WIRARRS B AL B BA S AE A AE AR AR AL Sy i AR A, AT DU BCR] N 4 HUR AL
TSR B 78 40 IRV A R A

1586 U.S. (2019).

2, Unicolors, Inc. v. NB Brother Corp. CV 16-02268-MWF (JPRx) (C.D. Cal. Oct. 3, 2017).
3, L.A. Printex Industries, Inc. v. Aeropostale, Inc., 676 F.3d 841, 846 (9th Cir. 2012).

“J Gable v. Nat’l Broadcasting Co., 727 F. Supp. 2d 815, 823 (C.D. Cal. 2010).

%982 F2d 693, 702 (2d Cir.1992).

63:2014cv01849.
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2.3.2. A RFBRIES

1E Lotus Dev. Corp. v. Borland Int’l, Inc.— % ", J& % Lotus ¥ & T —#K Excel 4%/ i Lotus 1-2-3,
¥ 45 Borland A A T — #H T 84477 i Quattro Pro, %77 i A AR, HIEHAREAG T Lotus 1-2-3.
A R B AR BN L 2R ARSI R ] Lotus 1-2-3, {HATS I RR LA IR 2 &1 Z IR L LF- 58
AAHE .

Lotus 7£ 5 5% 1% ZE R0 X VL B g AL iBUR BUF Y, VEBE— S INE R AL, (R EVFBIPOR S —K
[FlVERE, 23— ENERBTINAN Lotus MISEEIE L 70 B W ITHRASZ BRI B k. B E RS BiF
Bl ikl REVEBERIAA, BETIEAAR T RN, MHEH “HR - JE - Xt Ek s
TR AT A SRR A0 E T LB A DhReVE A 2 E A ERLE RS

2.3.3. API FILAAIE(ER

2012 % 4 F 5 H, {£ Google v. Oracle —% ®f1, SEEEEERELL 6 FEXT 2 SRAE R, e
Google 7E4% Android B, 7] L& F{# I Oracle Java N FIF2 7 9m 2% O (APDAIB R JC R, 10 AN AR
2L

AREF, EEEEERIAN: “Google £ T API LE B LI P/, CRAT o I
BRA BN ZEMER TR H i —00, AR 7 X2 RSB o BRI AR 2,
FVFRE BTG 18] HARACHS (1) APT 55 HAR SR v EAHURE 5 1R KA A 7% E Stephen Breyer 371

WEN T A, ERIAT S5 AR Z i AR — ke FaNEH A ERE” . 52 HAMHE

WARFP AN, SR EARAT R A ME R B RN R AR RGN T, WA AR T S brefE.
Google 1 1% API kil Java F20i% 1M Android M, X @V MIRA E#E T8 IE .

2.3.4. HRY “Thee” AZREBURTP

SAS Institute Inc. v. World Programming Ltd.— W @& TH ALV AL SUIB N — DN EEZRZE), HiZRE
MiFiARE S KR AL, S E BRI F °, AR5 NAESEER VR, PR RE RS A & H AR R0
JR A P SRR, DRI A A R 2 1 s i R A ) T g

ARERSL)—ANEERE o S IRRCA Bl 5 D SRR A A A AL, DRI B AR 3 A
R HREM S AT Th RS 7o KK BE(European Court of Justice)7E 2012 4 ) ) g A B A4
AR T AN B AL AR BB AF I DI RE, SR — K m) FF R Bl S B UEARAD , A I 2% STAH G 3A,
SRIE TR B HA M R DI RER 53— AR, TEAK AR BUR AL o

ZRAFEMUR, S5 7 AN AN A I b X VAR S R, 78 B 2R DX IR0 1 X VB 1)
Yeiarh, JE SAS FEEVRIR T I A UE A B 2 5 0% e b 21 LB U ARRS, TR IR A S, SRS AR U
R R R TR 2248 Tt B 1228 =07 S s B ™ i, RS S R AT &S T 100 2 AL
JRE IR S 28 T HZRBRH) “ k. P SH. N e R, XEEARA, 2
J& TAESCF IR IO R B A m AR ST AE TR S R LT, R I SK 1 )52 1) SAS Learning Edition
RIEATI, MR T DhRe A 5 2 A LFAH 5] 3 Ao

AR R WA YRR H X VEBE g 5K R o %% EVRE] T &l EVRERE, R URIERE ORI X VAR )
Yo, B 7% Bk BURERERER B R A LUR LA (a) JRH SAS RAEIhIE B4 WPL A
AT ACHS . G5 R U Z (A AT ARBL . 4 7 AR ek SR 5 B A ARRS, T JL o5 1 2Kt A A A A il

7516 U.S. 233.
8593 U.S. .
9(2012) C-406/10.
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R

F AT, TR Tk B AR B T RS AR Dh g, TR AN FEAS 2R RS (b) RS i
AR BAE A& — L2 R I RIE, (HRIEA TR SACAE A — A 18 B B — N4 #24)
AR s (o) JR 35 AT I BB AS BE PR3P 12 3K A 10 4 A\ #% 3K (input formats) Fl % A\ 15 T (output de-
signs)o

M IR LR U, H ARS8 E A8 55 00T UL AT R R AR A PR, J5E 4 Bl T DAAIE BH 4
F 2T URAD, AR B AP R SAFIRER Y, LR AE, KDY ULR T R4k A i &8
THEAE T, 23, MARRBT R ERIL.

3. ks
3.1. ISP MY EERAR

ML PR (Trade dress)E ZHR (2 7 i BB AD RO BEE AR . 77 A G E L 7 WA B O BETH AR,
WA PN 2 — MDA 3], AR SR E AR, A AN R B 5 hn AR [ AR IR B DI e
AT BASZ RARIEII ORI (3] # FIBURI NI RLAM L, #4 B Lanham Act ) “ REARFR IR B4 (4],

BEXT UL S, fp AN EARSR UL FEE 1 “ S0 5 08 7 BOan B 4 o 7 1My A0 i S B PR S 9
Jrt s RO A R LARO P B R BOTR 10

3.2. Ul R Trade Dress {343 it
eSS, aniR UL FHmAg “HMU SR e R A5, Wer AR AN R R R [5] .

3.2.1. 04

1) A r R

R 4 2 [ B =7k 48] Two Pesos, Inc. v Taco Cabana, Inc.", M AN AT B85 A [E A MR E, 7Rk
BUR, BRI AT FEWZ AR “5 =& X7 o XFEHACE - T i B R B S R
B R YRR AT 5o (B2, PPt AT RE A A BRIt . I miE R AE Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. v.
Samara Brothers, Inc.—% RS, Two Pesos, Inc.— % i Taco Cabana Al 3 5K 175 Mk 7MW A2 —F
TROE R, & AT RS — A i 0 R ml o SR AL T 7 ot B B 1 A T =X

2) HHN

RIS IE BHAS 17— AR M AW B A A SR 1 (b = e v) . Rt mT Do i e B 2 AT 28 8 L
KM BTl “E &N R BT EMENZRAS, AU T AN R AR LA SRR AR (6],
BCE P AN S R S, AR i BUIR 55 B SR U

FRE 53, FEPUE RN 5 B 88 & U, B RE R R G B EE 2 R, B EAR T
(1) WFEWEWES, (2) Kibs 5 RIFE R RETIT, (3) B = E3hiE, @) 7
&, (5) HeimbrE, LLI(6) FEbnafl By aAHEb RS, Bl I 1 B A SO SRR
R E R Rk

1t Converse, Inc. v. ITC —2%& B, IR FYRIERBL LS 1 A€ ML AMILEE & U T 2225 & 1) 6 4
DRI 25 SR S04 7 it &/ -5 25 SR TR 8 b >R O 5 B 25 7 W i i &), o FH SRR R R A At 14,
JTEBEMTT L, HESPNIUREE, MOERE, RETE R BN A R AR P AT HRE

Y, Broderbund Software, Inc. v Unison World, Inc., 648 F Supp 1127, 1137 (N D Cal 1986).

1105 U.S. 763 (1992).

12529 U.S. 205, 216 (2000).

13909 F.3d 1110, 1120 (Fed. Cir. 2018).

14}i4f Lanham Act, WIR—ANERERNMIESIHE 2D 5 RS FHAOMERRFEE G, AT EA MR, L 15 USC § 1052(f).
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UL FHEITT A T LOEid Bk 6 AMPIERIEN] UL FHI A0S — 8 . (1) THEUT RS B SR B,
UL G AT 7 S AORIER G o BRI PP A 3 R R s AT AR P T LB R R . il
T Windows N FE (1) 15 Jéos 1A N A AN P DI RER I B IR RoR I Bor B . Fsk b, “4fE
ARG R AR AR F 7 S D ReAE o B LRSI, BAEILE L S BT $TEIR/ NV
e 7 15 () THEHL S G R R DS S A2 B S R H SRR B AR AT TR ST UT St © 43R
BUH G F b, AR UL SIS ORI SR — N EEZAE M H s i, MEHdE
ATRER S, R S on i A B bs . BRPR AU T A bs SR IR S i DRI, T 3 2 KXk “ A
&IL” 5 Apple Macintosh R . H1T UL S HEHF 97 fh BRI R, K2 EOBUOR R Z BET 1
SR X

3) UI A& F 77 kb Beit, b= stk

UL FHEAEHENE,  H AT B SRONEIAT WIR AR, ET DUREN— Rl “AER 0. R 1 By
AR BT 7, T RENS BA [ A R o (HR — ok, UL St 502 ™ shstit, Boy—A> Ul
FOHAEAE R — DR RE P 22 58 i Ja B ORIVRCR, Fr DUREAS 2 1007 56, 2 BAE W HA 55 =% 3

3.2.2. EThEEtE: SREPHRITNEFLER “FTEAZIEMEN”

WA 2R E v P [ AR 3800k @ Al F A s v A RO I, xRk A B DhRet:, BRIkAZ
FIAMERY 7] B, EREETGE Wit R B B A IR tER, 8% 2% B 5 A v AR 3 M B Ak
T 1e, RISk YL, — AR, AR R, AR TR FIEAR, A R X EAR A
GFHTAE” , B AZvort i RA DiRetE: Vs

REESTE IR “ARGL” MIThREMER “Hi3” RIThReEM R & .

(A) KT “M&5” mRett

CHTR AP REHE R (D) S E A E R OCE R, BE AR T (2) R A BT
W LAZ i FFEROA N R SE R B SR “Thaete” 7 18,

S — St — B AW (1) FsL ERIThEEYE(de facto functionality), F&F5MWIFA G AR
haets, UHTA S PR #R v LA, UL In re R.M. Smith, Inc., 734 F.2d 1482, 1484,222 USPQ 1, 3
(Fed. Cir. 1984), "&FIBTHAS B & 3 AT LU N AR bR A 58K, BIIFANRE N AT de facto functionality 17
7558 HrhRiEM - (2) P ERIThBETE(De jure functionality), 5577 5 HAT AR € AR, A AT 1EIX
FhRs € TR N A REA SELF IR 19,

EFxt sz ERThAEM:, AT HRIKIFRAERE “Morton-Norwich DU R ” . fEERMER], Z%EFPE
TS EM RS RS, i, WEAE TR 20 AR S B TS, W
R, WEADIREME: 2SR, WG, WARG IR 23t & IR B AR & SRR 1
W&, R, WEA DR,

(B) KT “HE” WIhRett

CUpE SRR G R TR AR E, WIRG TAREREE NE A E R BOR] 2 18 55 556
FRTEFEELRIERL S, T HEAIIRENE” 21 “ Uit br & F RS 2 7™ 5 1 55 356 0 F 18

!SRhonda L. Rudnick (1990), Window Dressing: Trademark Protection for Computer Screen Displays and Software, Trademark Rptr, 80, 399.
160, In re Morton-Norwich Products, Inc., 671 F2d 1332, 1341 (CCPA 1982).

"W, Leatherman, 199 F.3d at 1013.

8, Christian Louboutin S.A. v. Yves Saint Laurent Am. Holdings, Inc., 696 F.3d 206, 218-19 (2d Cir. 2012).

W, Smith, 734 F.2d at 1484, 222 USPQ at 3.

WFE TrafFix Devices, Inc. v. Marketing Displays, Inc., 532 U.S. 23 (2001)— &, kB 2 g i ST XhZ st s i i & B & 0 (B fe
BRWEMCEERR), Wn] ISR B DR R 5 J7 i .

2, Christian Louboutin, 696 F.3d at 219-20.
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R

R P RIZEGaE T, AR LN Zbs & BAT KA hhE, LA REIRAS Lanham Act HIfRY"” [8].
BEAN, SRR SRR E B E A “RART RFER G HATIRENE, AN i Bk

SRR BRI SN 2, gl ul, RIMEM B AN B AR f R RIE A A DhRE N, (H2 KX
SERFAE AL AR RN “ B R” HaTTREIF AN B DIRENE, (T DORAS R dRiE Ry 2

FEVHSNLIAE R, BIAE UT F i AR B AT ThRE T, (HILBEAR “ SRR S~ W] BEAN L AT Thisett .
B UL FHI R “ AN 3 i SR R B RS — € “ThfRe” , (HAERAFAE & At BART
U A SR BESAAMI DL, B B A T bk et . BIAERANo s mT DL A A 5654 0
e, REXS S SE AR S otk EOR, BLE T O™ dh g L —#82r, (BARAT — Moo R 4L A R
ORIAM T Joi FUAU R Ry 10 2 2 g S Ak o UT SRR R 2%, JLF R DA ARG . SE400 T
DANBLA B 7 S s I TheE e, JRRe B g ek, GliE h AR R SRS ” . W
RAZFMERAS, KL Fm g “HMRUERSE” MR RENER o

3.2.3. BAURE: BEMBEEMLITEN, TEERMNE~RERR RS

T L AR A8 AT E 2 S B0 21 20 7 i BT 55 1D S S ORI AR TRV o B il T
W R M S LA B S O H ARG R BT R L ENR AN UK il IR 3 i) 7T et >4

A0SR AT DUE 4 1 B BRI i, AT BEEOAE 7 ARE 2. EHER B
RIEN, LR FERENER, WEIEAHEFLZ “DuPont R " *, EHEMWARRUH: AH
FERRAESN ML PS5~ PR e b VR 75 T 0 7 7], 9T O T s A S 5 P T e 7™ o AR 95 B2 I3
EAEE

3.3. Ul REETEASMRESOAERME S

XHF UL FHEAERL o] LA RS i S Al B A ARBUR B L AR AL LR L AR AL, — B oL T
BRI 257 RE AR A B FUR BCEAT AR, RUONIZ P INE S R A e ST, SRR
FH o TR TTAEAL AT & HEELER G DL N (0 — APk $, BARERIE T RAREAR — M 4ER T
B, ERMERBEARAR, SUMAEIEVIEDEANEA MR ARDh et JBESFER b, A%
MIMERE, JEHAED L2 UL AT . LR PR ER A

3.3.1. Ul REER—F~REE

UI FH ] LA & —Fh = i E & (Product configuration), A& B AN 1 70 2 2H R — A 24K 2 3177 50
TESESH, JUHZ MM BT E RIS LR EEBEFE X, — A PR R —Ff = b B B %) 7 M W0 B At 2 78 17
P M AW S HE DL 32 5K ACR o 5 Bl i s vAAE — IR AR 0, A Iy i B R TRt V.

3.3.2. FHERE

SHFRFEM DA, BRI ASHZRED AR Fd = AR Th RE M) AT 280E 54T

St FVEM DA, BRI ALK A VRN AN AE S REME WEAEYE 25, (B2, R
FAL T B ThEE MR B, W <P A B AN RS RETE MDA S . BRIk, Se4e RO

2211, Stephen W. Boney, Inc. v. Boney Servs., Inc., 127 F.3d 821, 828 (9th Cir. 1997).

B, Hartford House, Ltd. v Hallmark Cards, Inc. 846 F2d 1268, 1272 (10th Cir 1988).
%W, Yurman Design, Inc. v. PAJ, Inc., 262 F.3d 101, 115 (2d Cir. 2001).

3}, Warner Bros., Inc. v American Broadcasting Co., 720 F2d 231, 246-47 (2d Cir 1983).
®In re E. I. DuPont DeNemours & Co. 476 F.2d 1357 (C.C.P.A. 1973).

77, TrafFix, 532 U.S. at 26-27, 35,

B Tie Tech, Inc. v. Kinedyne Corp., 296 F.3d at 782-83.
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WA, AEVRA T AT oA BATIRENE 2. FTCL, EMBIRDEAA, FEARIRIEE RRERAT A
NN E NFFE AN =B, VEBE S MAL EAT 5 A

3.3.3. dEThREM

FIVESL S A BOS — ER TR UL R B A DRt o BORIN— M B U A B 3 Ul e R
FEDE AN A e, A — BRI bW, MEE R, XTFERIMGRSMIEEE, EEEES
R HIEFIUEN .

WA, 0 SR AU IR 5% R 2 78 R B L R & RAF R A8 4 & R A B k2 Th R (K FIE R «

4. g

TERE LSS T, ¥ A UL SR, BORINTT R 2 DL BRI RRAA AN (1) 25 R AL T,
— A2 B DA ML AR B AT 4ERL

WERAR Y UL FEIE N R SRR SR I A, FEAR DG sk Y B 28 8 my, mT LU BA
vk, [FR SRR DR E AR BT R, ARG IR, HIRNE R 5 IERIRE, 5EEREST
XF UL SR AED et A MEFERCR, 7 EROGR N L S AR H: 15 . (1) UL SR A —Fr= i &,
FINUE B H A G R AR E RS ) =ML AE D RE 1) B 1M L — S B /b vy, MEFE TR . {2, "k
g5, A UL FEmdad i Ah S 4E AL D B 229, 3 B T BUR] N AE BRI 15 B D) i i B UL
R & =EOUHZAED RN (2) AR AREM BRI, M RSN AT R & R AR R 3 =1k
PIRIGAEYE, #2 A UEHEANTT & = OUH R DR M ZSUE 5T . T AREM AR AN, FF& =28
WESTARE RSB E . Frbh, MR AN A B2 AR .

A7, RBGEA R BAEFTIRE, UL SH/E R —FERIEDTVE, MOrnRba F ik RA IR, W
SEBCRI N TV e B T & S AR RIEARRS, A7 DU AR £, aRRRBLERY LB e, X6 J7 W] R
F IR AL R BT LB Thfe. (1) E3EE, B RO T RRALERCA B S AR AE A, Rk &
N ] 5 [ Wi B R B A RS I (e f 3 AN H LA, e ANReitiad 5 )R EZE . [FI, ERBURALFA T,
FENEFEXT L7 A DL B R b R AE Sl e e, B AR — RN EIL, ALK
HE L 8 IRVA RS (L N Statutory damages DA RN 2%, SRS 10 B8R 8k 47, Bkt e 56 3 2R
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