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Abstract

Legal Protection for the Architectural Designs of

a Golf Course under Korean Copyright Law
- Focusing on the Analysis of Golfzon Case -

Cha, Sang Yook

In relation to the Golf Zone's copy of Golf course designs(hereinafter ‘Golf
Zone case’), Seoul High Court affirmed and reversed in part the Seoul Central
District Court’s decision (Seoul High Court Decision Case No, 2015 Na 2016239,
decided December 1, 2016).

The High Court ruling in this case is consistent with the attitude of precedent
Supreme Court decision in relation to the copyrightability of golf course. The
High Court found that the expression of the overall aesthetic form of a golf
course, not the individual components of a golf course but the arrangement
and combination of its individual components, is a so-called functional work.
But, if the creative personality of the designer is revealed enough to distinguish
it from other golf courses, the creativity as a work can be recognized within
that limit,

In addition, the High Court ruling of the Golfzon case has its significance
as the author of the golf course was the first to declare that it should be
viewed as the designer, not the owner of the golf course, as in the case of
architectural works,

In short, this article aims to establish the appropriate criteria of copyrightability

of golf course designs as architectural works,
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