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Opi ni on by Hanak, Adm nistrative Trademark Judge:

International Multi-Media Corporation (applicant) seeks
regi stration of | NTERNATI ONAL MULTI - MEDI A CORPORATI ON i n
typed capital letters for “financial services, nanely,
financial analysis and consultation in the field of wireless
t el ecomruni cati ons” and “consulting and research services
for others in the field of wireless communi cations.” The

intent-to-use application was filed on May 24, 1994.
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Appl i cant disclainmed the exclusive right to use the term
CORPORATI ON.

The exam ning attorney refused registration pursuant to
Section 2(e)(1) of the Lanham Trademark Act on the basis
that applicant’s mark is nmerely descriptive of applicant’s
servi ces.

When the refusal was nade final, applicant appealed to
this Board. Applicant and the exam ning attorney filed
briefs. Applicant requested a hearing which was held before
this Board on February 18, 1997.

In order to be held nerely descriptive, a term nust
convey an imedi ate i dea about the ingredients, qualities or
characteristics of applicant’s goods or services with a

“degree of particularity.” Inre TM5S Corp. of the Americas,

200 USPQ 57, 59 (TTAB 1978); In re Entenmann’s Inc., 15

UsP2d 1750, 1751 (TTAB 1990), aff’d 90-1495 (Fed.Cir.
February 13, 1991). Wen used in conjunction with
applicant’s services, the individual terns | NTERNATI ONAL and
MULTI - MEDI A (as well as the conposite term | NTERNATI ONAL
MJLTI - MEDI A) are quite vague, and sinply do not convey an

i mredi ate i dea about the qualities or characteristics of
applicant’s services with the aforenentioned required
“degree of particularity.” Thus, the refusal to register is

rever sed
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According to the exam ning attorney, the term
| NTERNATI ONAL MULTI - MEDI A CORPORATI ON, when used in
connection with applicant’s services, “describes a
corporation with international scope, which offers
financial, consulting and research services to internationa
conpani es involved with nmulti-nedia applications.”
(Exam ning attorney’s brief pages 2-3).

However, considering first the term | NTERNATI ONAL, we
note that said termis sonewhat vague in that it has a
nunber of possi bl e neani ngs when used in connection with
applicant’s services. For exanple, applicant has noted that
this term can suggest “cosnopolitan know edge and
expertise,” or that it can |likew se suggest “polish and
sophistication.” (Applicant’s brief page 5). W concur.
The term | NTERNATIONAL is quite simlar to such “vague
i ndi cations such as NATI ONAL or CONTI NENTAL.” 2 J.MCart hy,

McCarthy on Trademarks and Unfair Conpetition Section 14:6

at page 14-9 (4'" ed. 1996). Indeed, this Board has
previously held that the term | NTERNATI ONAL can even

indicate a “theme.” International House of Pancakes, Inc. v.

El ca Corp., 216 USPQ 521, 525 (TTAB 1982).

Consi dering next the term MIUTI-MEDI A, applicant notes
that its “financial services and its consulting and research
services are provided in the field of wireless

tel ecommuni cations ...[and that] nmulti-nedia is a different
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field.” (Applicant’s brief page 7). |In response, the

exam ning attorney has acknow edged that the two fields are
different. Nevertheless, the exam ning attorney argues that
“the multi-nmedia and tel ecomruni cations fields are closely
related fields.” (Examning attorney’s brief page 7). |In
support of her contention, the exam ning attorney has made
of record excerpts of articles fromthe NEXI S database which
woul d i ndicate that sonme conpanies operating in one field
are expanding into the other field. However, such expansion
does not nmean that the term MILLTI-MEDIA is nerely
descriptive of the services as set forth in the present
application. There is absolutely nothing in the record to
indicate that applicant’s services, as described inits
application, are broad enough to include nulti-nedia

servi ces.

Decision: The refusal to register is reversed.
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