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This thesis aims to study the jurisdiction on intellectual property cases adjudicated
by courts in countries which are related to factors and the issue of recognition in the
foreign judgments of intellectual property disputes as postulated in the Draft Convention
on Jurisdiction and Recognition of Judgments in Intellectual Property Matters.

The study shows that the disputes regarding to the infringement of IPR have
always connected to the foreign benefits and raised many controversial legal issues
rather than the ordinary civil or commercial disputes, in particular the infringement
through internet transmissions. The provisions of the draft convention have been
specifically drafted for such disputes by designating the forum to have substantial
connection with the disputes. The draft convention also facilitates the adjudication of
multinational disputes by consolidation of all related actions to a single forum. The
consolidation is one way to avoid the risk of inconsistence judgment. Regarding to the
choice of forum clause in the agreement pertaining to IPR which always be
nonnegotiated contracts, the draft convention created the provisions for determining
when such clauses will be valid. In case of non choice of forum clause prescribed in the
agreement, the action may be brought in any country whose rights are covered by the
agreement. Concerning the recognition of judgments under the draft convention, the
non-compensatory damages shall be, at least, recognized to the extent that similar to
damages, should have been award in the recognizing state and public policy of the
recognizing state taken into account. The procedures for recognition and enforcement
on IP disputes have left to the domestic law of each contracting state.

Thailand is the IPR protecting country, however; there was no provision of Thai
faw to govern on the grounds of jurisdiction related to foreign connecting factors and the
recognition of the foreign judgments in intellectual property matters. Joining the draft
convention will be benefiting the protection of IPR in Thailand. In order to join the draft

convention many Thai's statues need to be revised.





