112 & 0 AR S NI S O MFHE — P S D LB @

B~OEFZEE TF - ek P

BTDESITHEL . ATHEE (A ARHFH, $4bbaVEa— 32 XATALICKY B
FHUXITHFEEEMICERSINE=RBAN—RIELTWK EEZOND, TDLILHRHAICE
WTIEAFDEMERENN B =A< HEH—AT. BHNBEHOKRBOMN Al IZK->TEIE
Ziroh, BEEFINBZICHS, LHAL, T35 LEKRRETTE., RBEHN, BHFEEHD
—D, THHLLEANLEZRICE>THRH/ " BETRHEVWI ENEREINDS TESHE] O
FHENEEICE D, ERIC, 5 A ERFEANAXBZICE>TEATEGC L, EEl
DAl ZFALTVBREICES>TIFEATHDIEVWSIBELEZEAOND, AARDELHE
B, HEED. FICAl AREBROESHEH LOBRICEVT, BMICE T30 L
BOoTWBENEINEFFMIT S LICHD, AHETIE. COEBMDE L. BAR, BUME
. KEDESHE (RIZFEEHANE) EHROLBEITEITI. AMEDOREKIZ. Al £RFKEH
NHICETHESHEHOBERRUVOEFROEBMAFIERTICEITIBE T,

I. IIC®IZ

AT 556 . ABORRICH DO RN DIZ AR Edb 4, = 2 F MK
SNDHEEMEREV, ALK 2FEIITIAS THLI2O, FiHEEoMMa 726 L, ik
&L THFFEDOIRT . FFF0ILEE. T L TR b e — /L2 0 v 2 &3 48
Shd,

ZOIRBET TR, FRFEOR 2 AT 2 B ENH TS SR H 5, AR FER I
PRI, FFRr it o, By b RERICHIHIT 5 2 L A bINEEREATH L, L
L. ZOZEMIEPZHET H720DOPLHRERTH Y | (20PN AR Z L LT
WS THRO THEZER L DO TH 7% ATEMFEN 20 <> Tie b EIC 2 D O3 B /I
HIAMEORHESETH D, HOFEWANRLEZICL > TUIEWTIERW b DD, Z D[ U3
A2, FALLOAIL AT KM TE 2 EEEOR 2@ L TRANIEMN L 258088 50
HTH D,

O Z TR T R RO R 294 B RE 2 B FEME I SRR N IS AR D LRI SRR A R M e S B ORLEN AR LIz
DTHD, FIRTORE, TLHOFERV IZHO>WTIE, & T (—M) MM EREBEMHOEMLTH D, FIRITNA R
AT, RESINELET A LD ET D,
®w—2 N U b RPN R,
1 0. GRANSTRAND, “Patents and policies for innovations and entrepreneurship”, in T. Takenaka, Patent Law and
Theory. A Handbook of Contemporary Kesearch, Cheltenham, Edward Elgar, 2009, p. 89.
2 J. DUFFY, “Inventing invention: A case study of legal innovation”, 7Texas Law Review 2007, 86(1), p.2.



AWFZED E 722 BEIE, KEL BN, BARICEIT 2 ATA R B BEE 3 2 Ak o [

BRA e BRI OB A 2 & Th D, RIS TIX, AVERBEIHONERND/NT o AD
ENTEFEREFEBIZOWTHA, TOEBUCMITEREEITH 2L T, BT vk AITAIR
BT 256 Thos CTHRFHIEEZZOARKOBEMICHEE SEDL ZEHLZOHBE LT
Do KMEHRETIE, T, AIVATLALWHOIBEEZER L, AIRNEH T v RICRT
BB a9 5 (M), RIS RFaFil B OB ERAIARIL & MR A i 2 2 L 1T kv,
ATICBEE - B A FE B AMEZ R T 2 72D ORERE - 2 HlAZ BT 5 2 81072 D
(M#F), WV THEEOIVETIE, MFExIER & Lz = SOEEEEXR CRE., BRI OH
R) ATBITDHFIP VIR, B FERBAME L WO REFEE ARG D, kI, V
BT, BIEOR R 2 eI L 0 EICEEHE L. VIETlX, &o0 iz R~ 1#
EX1 el

i

M. BHEFHL L TOATHEY AT A

AREETIE, AIOFEMRNESR & BIRNRER & FMAGDbE TS, LEER-T,
AREORIZE T HATE L, (1) WEELSNTT =X ORZNE L, FANZERINTT
— X ET HATVRGRIO~ > v L IIRHRIID) S bSn TWRWT — X ZERT S
ENRTE, Qarbta—ZICLrH@mARETHY (Thbb, fMmlZEEL, D X))
725 R DR LT & 2 BLERARILIC DWW THE L T V), Q) BEMIZFE T 52 &N T,
(4) G TIEH->TH) BT n 22 BELT 2 720ICRHT 2 2 L o T D8
T, BT R &L, MRTANEHREEZRE L, SREEZ R T 5 72O OERK & E
AL, Z OFRPRIR OEMHI 72 BoR 2 B OIS T iR 2 BR T 5, AL, fifk
FTAREFE S | FITA R ZoR BIE LW 2D ASROER TOREBE TIXARW, L,
FRFICALIZ, THFE CTEHICAHA SN TE-WhR Y —L e B B0 | Jifl oIk
TAMIOFRBRES LR EL M ESE 5, o, SISz L, 7 A ML, &
N, HOEPLOERINTZX AT ZBZ T T2 2 L6 TEX D% LieBo> T, BED
ATV, ARIRFEIICHIT L CE koY — L e | BT av 22 R0 k%EE TH
I FATTE DRI BBNRF(E L OO L ZININEDIT bl b,

I R5 5l BE oD Hill BE HOAR BL

RraPifill BE 0 B2 RIS VAR A 2T 4 TRTH Y . iU, Fareth2ofliEz

® P. BLOK, “The inventor’s new tool: Artificial Intelligence — how does it fit the European patent system?”,
EFuropean Intellectual Property Review 2017, 39(2), at 70.



HET DA ) R_R=2a DAy T 4T THDHERRTEZTTHDY, ZOHICEIN
X, FEFRFE LR T X, BHFEITZ 7 — A4 X =2 ENTE RO, BITE
BCHEE T DB HIAND & & D,

Frof 52 EXET 58 9 —DOMBBRERTH Y . ZHIC KX, AL, e
PEMNC T B REDFTAMHEEZFFO L WD L LR D, HEOREICHTaEE 535
eDIZiX, HEFOLORMAICH 312, ZLTRILCL 250 EFEENTVWD ] Z
EEFMETHRETHD LT B,

F o S FEA MR R L L CEAT S BRI BIL L BET L& Th D,
RN FEB MR, DT D7 HEHARER 23 5 S D a2 BERR L. Frar o3k
WEE LVKEZ X, TRFFO# (patent thicket) ] MBS, HEHFIT L > TOHE
TERREE L 725 2 L2 SEEERT-LTWDT,

Fo. FFiMREN 2o T & LI BRAF DB EOBAEZHERFT 2 72 DI RE L
TWEEAREMEOEWEINE#RZART 226, FFira2f 532509 —20BHEBTH D,
ZOFIEL, FEEFHEOWEICIL, FIAEICREE 5T 5 LR 2R E S PEARIL & ST
AV

MNEI S, ZAHDORE & HIZHBMEEZ IES LT 272D TWDS, Z O
X, AEMEAWEE D NOIERTH D Lt 2, TO L RAEWICXIT 2FTEHEEZ H 2
B & AREI R KBRS TH D & A LTWADY, ABMEDUTL EICEEREIC W TIE 2
DATELY, FFroogE TIEENIZE BB TIT R, Ll s, 2D X9 7 ifiE
FARBESZ BRI ONTODEDO TRV E VWO bR S T& iz, ZhiE, %W
HOMPEE, ©var BEHLEANR 7ot A —E0KE 2 R0 Ths,
L7y o T, AERUIEIRTF O BERARBLIC BT 2 5m O 9 TR WS DD KraFtE DRI

4 E. DERCLAYE, “Patent law’s role in the protection of the environment — re—assessing patent law and its
justifications in the 21st century”, [International Review of Intellectual Property and Competition Law 2009,
40(3), pp. 253-255; M. FISHER, “Classical economics and philosophy of the patent system”, Intellectual Property
Quarterly 2005, 1, pp. 12-13.

> M. FISHER, op. cit, p. 6.

6 J. LOCKE, Two Treatises of Government (ed. P. Laslett), Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1988, p. 288.
F72. ZOFEHFIZHOWTIE, 6.B. RAMELLO, “Private Appropriability and Sharing of Knowledge: Convergence or
Contradiction ? The Opposite Tragedy of the Creative Commons” , in L. Takeyama, W.J. Gordon & R. Towse (eds.),
Developments in the Economics of Copyright. Research and Analysis, Cheltenham, Edward Elgar, 2005, pp. 134-135
b,

" U. STORZ, “Patentability requirements of biotech patents”, in U. Storz et al. (eds.), Biopatent Law. European
vs. US Patent Law, Heidelberg, Springer, 2014, p. b55.

8 F.K. BEIER & J. STRAUS, “The patent system and its informational function — yesterday and today”, International
Review of Intellectual Property and Competition Law 1977, 8(5), pp. 389-391.

9 J. HUGHES, “The philosophy of intellectual property”, Georgetown Law Journal 1988, 77, p. 330.

e

10, TUR-SINAI, “Beyond incentives: expanding the theoretical framework for patent law analysis” , 2010,
https://papers. ssrn. com/sol3/papers. cfm?abstract_id=1697254 CRIE CT& 5 (&7 7 B A BIX201841H11H),
p. 27 et seq.



WHI TR IE B PERRIL & 72 > T D ATREMEDN & 5

INHOFITWTI G, FFRFOFRINRESYE, T70bb, N2 EnENE W5 H
HICEET A2 LD TH D, ich, HIDObLDE LT, KiraatmiMEDHERI R E
WUPEARILIZE B LIZ3i bIFET D, Z O Tl B 2 12 FE ik Gl fh otk B<eps ik /e &
BECAWWE LT A EPRT DHERIZIC & > TOA 2 T 0 7 2 HUFEMEDARILIZ LT
AVSEN

LI E @t SR  REFHIEE O IS PRI E  RFFFR I BOR O i T EZ i 2 TV 5,
BTN T o R TEICEE LoD, FiaF O BERAIARIL 2 BARR) 22 R 2 & RERF O R
HPFHICKMESELRETHD, Thbb, FrEEPES RV IEE | FraFOREHIPH YA
72D E D ERFFOILEEIC DR 0 RN, FEFEED g Uil & REF ot
DIRED &L A )= 3 > ERIFIGEN 25T 2 alREtEnN H 5,

IV. #ESHEGO LR 5

1. kKE

KERFFFELOZRTIL, 17 b — A SN & BATEINE ORIDOZERR, 7 L—Lh 3
TERHANRIRE LT, 7 b —LINTRBHOAEDHEARNZ, 7 L—ASNTEEBIIER D
HIFCBWTHEOEEE AT 5FHICE > THRATH S L EDbN 2 5EITIE) Fafz s
THZENTET, FFHEIX. 20D INTZEEDOHFEIZL > THESINLLZNE D
LT D] EEDTNWD, [V L= A SN HIIIRERT 2 HIN 08 121, B EIN B
Tebb, LT T EERIR R [F— 0 B O &, R RS 00, [F U8
DRI HER C BN Z AT 2852 E NG ENLY, 5T, IEELEIN 5 BT,
FHANEHBTH L0089 02T 2RISR TE oW, BEEIR 2B IZB T 58E O
FEEOKETEHEOERZBE L TRIE SN D, BELKEIYERRE AT X Environmental
Designs, Ltd. v. Union 0il Co.HIZBWT, TIHDEKROHFTHA J X— g N
ML SNIHMT N EEALT 2HEZH 5 L TWAY, KERFFPGET Tl EH i
HIFF OYR &2 RO R EHET 2 BRI REEIC L > TEIANIFEAPH TR E S

2 M. A. LEMLEY, “Ex ante versus ex post justifications for intellectual property”, University of Chicago Law
Review 2004, 71, p. 129-130.

13 7. SHERKOW, “Negativing invention”, Brigham Young University Law Review 2011, pp. 1109-1110. FE#HI1X. R UL
SICBEBTHLOD, R BHEE R T DT OHEME LT, BT 7 E~T T I OB EZFET, BT H0HNERR
5500, FIUHEEZERT I, RCHMZEAELTWDAHEITE LT, MELOMMEOX Y v 7 ERy Fa—ro
M DR O & 260 T B,

MR,

5 Environmental Designs, Ltd. v. Union 0il Co, 713 F.2d 693 (1983).

16 Graham v. John Deere, 383 U.S. 1 (1966).



ML TWD, TRb b, EATEINORMH N N, BTN L 7 b— o S %M
L DFER X OREEEAN 2B I 1T Dl oo KAE T BB I3FE B M 2 =461
L LT IBEET D[RO H % ) TREZERIE), REZEN TV EBNRRI LTV RN =—
A, L) hBZm ORI 72 EORBAGHLE 20155 “IRBREBEERZTH DL,
10352030 GEAN e ST & EDOHFEIZ L VDG E SN2 1%, FER TS
OPFHFDOF TR S5 DIFHEH T aE ZAORETH D Z &2 L TR0 KEOFH
Eﬁ%)"%L%EE5%27TEE§Bl/7fb\%f8 L7eh3o T, AIDMESRIZ (B D WIEH 2 IXE I DT84
R LD ERZAT O FHEL SN TEDORIR L LTC) B LRI, Thonesi
TEC Lo THRESND Z LIFR0, L LARNE, —HOHRTIE, BHR RSN HE
IR A B ET S HM T, ZORIEREIC—EOFRMEL 52 TWb, il IX, #R
e #CHIPTIX. Mayo Collaborative Services v. Prometheus Laboratories, Inc. 123>
T, FFrae B T 2HAO—oL LT, 7 L—ASNFEAN 205 ONEE R Z
FTATHo TE, T ICHEME STV D IERBI D B E 7205 B) TH D &) FHEELZEIT T,
Tbb, FHEFTEL, 1035ROEEIEHEICE 1L T, BRANED L HITEE SN
FHELEZY, £, KEONIEEDI03KOH T LD, g TIEe <. AMREMT L2 &
DTEDLHARFBPAT oA 2T 5ZLE2EKLTWEEBEZDHIELAEETH L,

2. BRI

RN RFEF K565 Tl HEARMEEMHZ I TO L D ITERE L TV 5D, T, 2o Hify
mﬁ%%ﬁbtifémﬁm@ﬂﬁ%_&ofaﬁf&w%é ESEEAET LD L
RO D, @Wl’m\f WMEH LT, PR ZRERR L B2 A L, o, EHERITY

AN BB D TR O — B IR M T & B A o TN 5 BEE T 5 50T 40 B 00 e
Lt%%?%ﬁmbt%@?%éj%)bwbﬁﬂg JEDE AR 538 3L (F D437 Tl
— SUTHERLOFENE U O GEEZERZNCOVTEER L T T LD REHEITD)
—WRE) 72 B B b BT D AN D EFC B E NG AN H 5P, £, HEHIT. [RED
FM S EFIZ B W TEEO B FREB L REROIZDO DO FEKL PR ] “Z2Hx THnDHH D

" Graham v. Deere 17-18.

8D.S. CHISUM, op. cit., Sec. 5.04A[2]1Z5|H i TV 5 EH B % 2 B

19566 U.S. 66 (2012), Docket no. 10-1150.

20 J. SHERKOW, “And how: Mayo v. Prometheus and the method of invention”, Yale Law Journal Forum 2012-2013, 122,
351-352.

2l B. HATTENBACH & J. GLUCOFT, “Patents in an era of infinite monkeys and artificial intelligence”, Stanford
Technology Law Review 2015, 19, 44.

2 RN RERF TR A GER VI E 1,

% Case Pencil Sharpener (T-176/84), Boards of Appeal of the EPO.

RN RFR TR AR R GER VIR 1,



O, AIEREE L OB IR T HETHL EBESNTNDS,

BRMRFEFIT Tl EBMEEZ R 212 H72 0 . ZSDBEIEN B2 5 Wb LR T
Ta—=FIEo TV D, (D bIHET 2 JATHEINOWRE,  (2) IR~ & F B2 By
AR OREE, (3) i b UL 2 AT EAN M OB BRY e BANRIRRE N L EF LT, 7 L— A S
IR MBI O E AW TH > T ENORET, 2o 0EEIINZ., RE
HFEN TV == XD TR SUTFE W OEAIT BRI B % BRI LD 72 £ D “ IR 72
EIENRBESNDBELH DY,

3. X

HARERFFHE29GR2E T AP OR R CH B DB S I A ZTH N TERLD
DIZHOWTIE, FFFe2id 5 LM TERVWEREL TWD, HAREFRFFTOHFALET
(TR BIE 2 Hr B O TOEAMRFHEZE T L NETHD LRI TNDH D,
BB B IR & LT o TEREEEN 2 BF ) A& £ 5%, OIEEEEX I &
[FERIC, ZOFHfL, BEHLFHEOTTH, FrICHIERRRE D - OIZ@E O FB =
MWD Z ENTE, MEORRORFITELIETE ORI ZRET 221/ TED 1Y
HAE | OBLENDBITOY,

WAE L ESE DAL 2T T 5 72 OIS B BER 7 155w 1 S - T (1) GRIEICAR D I &
FE L, Q) FRBUTIRDHEINCBEET 2 — 2l EOEITHM AR E L, Q) RbiE#ET 5
FEATHAN ZBIR L. £ DOFATHIN & FHRIICR DR & 2l U, PR L HE R 2R E
L. (4) T OFIEZ G U, B4R S A7 Jet T 33 o0 BEE 9~ % Jed TH N K UMk o £ iy
HONFIZEDE | B2 RET DA 2 RE LRI 67, Lo 5ikm
SN B 2 FHE T D BRI, tOER S BEICAND Z ENTE 5, #EHMED
FAEZ R THRIEIZIE, PRI L TO IR RFEZ TN TV =— ARG EN DY,

SO RONOHPRIL, BHEDPEHAZERT L5 NCERAZENTN D, HHPT
X, EWZRBET L7200 UghlR% )] P2, BREDNENAEZRHICTLHILNTER

% D. VISSER, The annotated Furopean Patent Convention [2000], 25th ed., Kluwer Law International, 2017,
commentary on Article 56.

2 RN BT R A B G VI S,

%1 Case Blount (T699/91), Boards of Appeal of the EPO.

8 Case Pyrazolopyrimidinones for the treatment of impotence/ Pfizer Limited et al (T1212/01), Boards of Appeal
of the EPO.

2 WIPO, “Study on inventive step” , 2015, http://www. wipo. int/edocs/mdocs/scp/en/scp_22/scp_22_3. pdf TH'E
T&5 (RKHET 7 EZXRIT20184E2H9R), p. 7,

O HAREREFET ORI - EREFAEEILIT., THREF - SRR ARRE] M2 =253,

LWIPO, op. cit., p. 14.. FFF - FEABEEELENHH2H2EI3. K OBH,

2R - EATEE AN E 263 KO L TRFFE] (BA3Ta:, BE2hk, 2012) 137H,

BB X, U EHPEA29FE 3 A 21 B CEAR284E (1747) 10186%5) FHIFTY =74 b, KO &EHIEAL254F1 H 28 H

(CER24% (1T7) 10111%5) &M,

Vi



Motz LWV BE L BRI RS T g, Zhud, BARTIE ‘)égﬁ%ﬂﬁﬁé
BRICHF RN TS E RS 1 & VWS BREZZBR LT HIE R 62 NZ EE2RLTEY,
YBT3 720 _ugﬁ%%%%ﬁ#%ﬁmﬁkﬁi&<\ELM_m%ﬁéioﬁ
r— A TIIRBEIZ 22 2 FTREMED & 5

V. FEHf

A B %#6%&@9%%40®$£EEW1 BLTWD, _T7hbb,
é%%ﬂ@%_@bﬁéﬁﬁ CHREHEZ RO TG B I A O R R & THE 3 2 ATaE D &
L7, EORBNGERNT S kb\o_kf“(ibé“o Flo, = ODOEEEEXIOER S
PLTWDEEIZENTED, BARADT 2 MIKETHAES N TWD HAMET 2 Ml
TWNLEEZILNTNDHEOD, IFEGHIZIEBEITE D) LW HEEERIE, BINKEOT X
IZIZRWHARDT X MZEAZR O TH L, R & [FERRAME] LoV, JiE
IR & B THEA & OBIRMEICBIE L T\ b —F, BHEIIYETORBHN T nt X %
LTWE720" NPFLLEHRTEHOTIERY, £H2THDELTEH, ZNLOER:
X, TNENDOHEDIRIEICH 5 HIEE G, XE RIT—H8L T &b, ZORHRD A
TIxEEl LT 5,

SMOFFFHITREA L TWA T 7 —F X, W bR Z2 0T8N & bl U, AHE A

Rl 5 LWV BRICBWTHLE TH S, DI, ZMOFFEFT Tk, eATHi 0P
I L—ASNTHAORT H0BICEESESZ LIk, ATHITO®EZRE LT
WD HDD, WTIL S BEHERAN B BRI 8 SUTED A o0 B & e AT HAfT O #H
IZE DTS, SN/ FEAAMEZ T 2 BRI s D "R BB E R %5 E
TEHLVHETH ZMMOTRITIBEL TV D,

SOOEFEFEXIKONTIICEB N TS, ESME IEABMEE Y EE OB DEHE L T
W5, LILass, BAREKETIE, HEENH %@V&w@@W%ﬁ%ﬁﬁék%z
HNTWDIZD, B NN— RANEL 22> TWDAEEMENRH 5, IR Tk, M3
FEPNELEMRINTOWRWSEOREIEICEED D 2 &30z \_hi AT A < F]
HINTWRWSIIZB W TCTYEFEPAIZHHA LN E 2 EWT 26 O LRI 5 Kl
N b,

EAENEILTRBY, =208 FFTHREALTWA T 7 e —F %00 Ol TEITWV 5

% G. DINWOODIE ET AL., International and Comparative Patent Law, Newark, LexisNexis, 2002, p. 141.

% K. KAGEYAMA, “Determining inventive step or nonobviousness for a patent requirement in view of the formation
process of an invention, Beijing Law Review 2016, 7, pp. 241-242.

% 0. GRANSTRAND, “Are we on our way in the new economy with optimal inventive steps?”, in 0. Granstrand (ed.),
Economics, Law and Intellectual Property. Seeking Strategies for Research and Teaching in a Developing Field,
Dordrecht, Springer, 2003, p.237.

vii



OO, FRZHESMFEBAMET X R BFFOMD TEBAYRMERIC LY | FAEEECHEA
FHlZ IR SN ERD, ORI T DR ROEVEZ AT ARIEN D D, AN
DHESVELAC O W TEET 2 58 IR R RR R 2 R UEN D 5, IRE T Z DR
EER D,

VI. fiwm LS

ANIDIANEBNBER/NRICE EFE D X5 el AGIc b, KRE U TR 5 OIS MR
FAETHONE D NI TH D, BUTOAVERKEHO EORR TH . KkE L TARR
2070 EHEE5 L TWA, ZuE, ABOFE LEEoICBESNDE LTH, ALIZ K
DA SN2 5T 2R E LTIET 2 2 L 2 BWRT 5, ATARZ
B OGANITH T 5O IES MR GEE L2V ETH) KT T2 etEnd 5720, FriF
BORbBHETREThD,

ZORFEE D S DO, R IFEAMEZEE T2 Z LR THE LW —
5T, BWAEEHET DI ZTHLNRELZL W) SICH D, B EEZEE L it
BEIERAMERZFET LN TH DL, 20T e —FOERMET, HEEE
XIkiz b b3, BPOERE (Fhbb, ZRNIEEHATHL0E 20 ZiHiiT 5
— 5T, (WARBIICEBIRIZR) HE OEFORY Y 7 1 2R DOBE#ITH D L & 1A
TOMEMPHONDRTHLY, BT, gL LI ZOOEFEEX B OERIL, 18
AIZEITW D OO0, FFTOBREEE L BEFILERE, Fhit LTI DD OENH
HDLHIEWDND,

KEEZFBTIT o120 L0 | BUUEIRRERANIIRFRGENIC 22 D RS 5 D 72
BLEM 72 RR TIE RN ENHBA Lz, F72, BREX, T OBURMTHRLO S CHAMEN
REWZD, BLEMRBISRIZIIR OV, E X0 b, FEFTRHTZ OB 3 2
DIWEENERT DT BDIRNTH D, TORICHOE, %ONOWEEZBRATLIZ LN EX
HILb,

FEUEANT 0 By . SR HAR 3 By . SOTBEBEEA 20 B & W 5 BRI BE T 2 B o el oo S
WA TRETHD, BHNEBHTH 5008 5 03 &Hlr+ 2 BRI EN 5 B 4 5
FACTEX 202, ALICK D RIFAORLICE 0 3ELED HFiiGms ) OB E2H
HTFBE LT, BEEEICKIT S B ED B8 ) O#iPHZ R 2 _& T
b, ZAuL, BIEEN B NIAL 2 HI1EE, R Z BB SR AN E < ST ER S
ROTF G D1 ThH D,

3 Putting forth a similar observation regarding the European system, C. SEVILLE, E£U Intellectual Property Law
and Policy, 2nd ed., Cheltenham, Edward Elgar, 2016, p. 147.

viii



MBI IICBT DY EENED L O RETH L0 EHMIT HERICIT, St I e

X, FRZAIOFIH b EBRIZAND RETH D, AL, YEEOHEOKEKRNZDORIERE
N OIKEEI B L KT T RN & 5%, YEEPBHEORERNIZAT 2 LEEL TV
LEMEBZAKROLDE—FIEDLIENEE LY, SDHIT, YEENEDL ) T
EZTWOEDEBETHRXETHD, BINFFFT & B ARERTTOWT N ORFAIREIC
b, HEFNERRWFERFE O 72 Ol X TEE O FEA BT L LS Twn
%o KREFRTEETOFRELEIITEO L D REENEELLRWNE DD, B8z
BT HEE OHBEOKELRET HRECERINLGERE LT, HiFORELOEGE
A ) R=a UPNREDHEIZERLTND, LENS T, 2R S DOBEFOIBIT 2R L,
AT 1 RZBTHAIOFAIZONWTIRO L IIZEZ LI ENTE LY, AIZFHT S
T E BT BT Al OKBRTFE T WA, (R L 72> TV A3 BE AT
ZRALTWZE LTH) ATZFIH LRV Y ZERIZE - TEOIWN B TR T IVTFRFF
AT DI ENTE D, WIS, ATOFIHA BN 3BT T 2 18F OFEBRFE TH D
AL, YEEOHENG & EIFbh, AIOFANZEBSND Z LD, 2D,
(72 2R E 72> TOBRAZFBALIZFIH L Cnieno7o 2 LTH) ATZFIHT 5 M 3%
B S5 THPAPBATII R WEGE I FFFRMEEND 2 L2 B0 5, ATOR A EIX,
EROBAUZOWTIR, HRETHZ 2@ L, ZORWITEBIT 5 RN EFETELS
R 52 & TIRET UL X,

I HIZ, ZODOEFEXIEOWT IS _IRINREEEZBEICAN TS, FEENRKID
EO WD L B L TEY | TR ENOREERBEICEVIAENATND, L
No T, BAMEZRTIEL LT MANC X B4R BERZBEMT 22 E2RHT5 2 &0
ZFELY, INOHOHBEIIFEOEE LTI, MMOBEREDNT R &KL 72T
RO E WD I, FEHPANC KV ARk Sz Lo SR R I B PR
~OEAZRF LRI & (L7 > T, ALOFIHASHEIMNBHFE OBV ZHI < Z Lidewn)
EEWT 2,

BRIN TV DMREIT, RN FEARMEZRET A0 DN— KL E5 X EIF5 2
L. TROBRFFEMEDO N— RV EFI & BT, FEFrOMmIRILIZIR S U TR 52 1E
LB LbDET LI E2EWT 5, FErflENRITNTRINRN->T2ThH A 9 JEY]
ZERE, BHE-SOICERIEEP T o RIBIM LTE —I25 2 5N 880k 04 H
A BT 4 TRRDNRWTHE T, BHT R (Fl2E, RTREFEORE
SCHMHBORNE O A) (2 2 AW OMM I @ i mbhn s —J5, FrEo n— R
SIE EFoNATOIMEBEICLHIREORENEIND, FTAEHROL & T, B

3 B.M. SIMON, “The implications of technological advancement for obviousness”, Michigan Telecommunications and
Technology Law Review 2013, 19, p. 347.



BERHEDLDLAHOEY 2 Vb5 SHmSR#ESN D, AIICLDERSNIZA /"= 3
NIRRT B SRS E . BR FEE AT REME DT TR O S G| S e s AT b b =

L2, FLTHRSEDL, ALICE VARSI INZA / RX—= a3 VIZEEFA S5 SND 2
& T, RFFHE ORI ERRILE 72 > TV D FRBICI S X Y%A/ X— g U RGEE
BEREPEICEMLT DR LEETH 5,



