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III
Discussing trademarks, we have said “ ‘[i]n general terms,
a product feature is functional,’ and cannot serve as a
trademark, ‘if it is essential to the use or purpose of the
article or if it affects the cost or quality of the
article.’ ” Qualitex, 514 U.S., at 165 (quoting Inwood
Laboratories, Inc. v. Ives Laboratories, Inc., 456 U.S. 844,
850, n. 10 (1982)). Expanding upon the meaning of this
phrase, we have observed that a functional feature is one
the “exclusive use of [which] would put competitors at a
significant non-reputation-related disadvantage.” 514
U.S., at 165. ***
As explained in Qualitex, supra, and Inwood, supra, a
feature is also functional when it is essential to the use or
purpose of the device or when it affects the cost or
quality of the device. *** Where the design is functional
under the Inwood formulation there is no need to proceed
further to consider if there is a competitive necessity for
the feature. In Qualitex, by contrast, aesthetic
functionality was the central question, there having been
no indication that the green-gold color of the laundry
press pad had any bearing on the use or purpose of the
product or its cost or quality.
There is no need, furthermore, to engage, as did the
Court of Appeals, in speculation about other design
possibilities, such as using three or four springs which
might serve the same purpose. 200 F.3d, at 940. Here,
the functionality of the spring design means that
competitors need not explore whether other spring
juxtapositions might be used. The dual-spring design is
not an arbitrary flourish in the configuration of MDI’s
product; it is the reason the device works. Other designs
need not be attempted.
***

