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$#% [ ¥5%55% | (doctrine of equivalents),if
T ERPE Gm, RS [ 2 ZHE A | (all element
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i i A Winans v. Demmead 22 2 P H H
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Pl FI T A 2 e 2 U BN E 2
f 38(Structure of Device),{F 82 /77 (made of
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SHEFIFE K E T ATHE A 2 (FE) 77 2 Ak & W
FEEELHER -

M A21873 4E AUnion Paper-Bag Machine
Company v. Murphy Z£ /5 5L R 208 £
3 o B BRI R M AW ST T B RS AR
BARNZ FRER T = &Gm a8 | (triple identity test,z¥
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77 = — fE B(function-way-result) 27 f ] -

Kz 219504 .ZGraver Tank & Mfg. Co. v.
Linde Air ProductsZE,fx @ik I A H A&7
—HamEsN BIMET [ AHATREM |
(interchangeability) 22 14, 75 BlIg% ¥558 2 JTi bR
SR 2Thne — 7730 — i Rz A il ok L ZH AR
B AT gEME o

HE BYFEmRIEXEREET ZBMER
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[ R EHFL | 55 BERESE120EF, 4 =215
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21997 42, % =i Be it Warner-Jenkinson
Co. Inc. v. Hilton Davis Chemical Co., %, HIl
S E S 2 e N EaE R 2 ]
B B EE A AR E 8 2 T R A 9k E AR,
Db RERR B B B A #5540k 2 [R] IRF, L FE 52
RR 7> FA 35 8 72 2 55 5 S (prosecution history
estoppel), LB [ 5¢ 8 $#E (prior art) | Z [H Al
(bar), 1 FHAHE B F] &FE o pb ko a] SRR E, 5l
T B #1122 £F (patentability) Z (E 1E, KX F Al
T HANEAE IE JTiF 2 9% ok, 53 8. 58 ST
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EERSZHHR - EREZHOERIHE
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LL5| %8 B i 2 Bl S Warner-JTenkinson 5 55
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ik (ETE (R vl e m] SRR g Ry, B (RIS T
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Co . ZEH,[BIFE T & e iEFT B 22 1 2 32 7€ (£ 75,
AR HY T B R AR, R BN & S AL FRGEE B R
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3tz Fet T 21 FRE 5
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R EERERBENEFE RGP ZRHEE
7T~ FH 3 B R 41 [B13E 55 14 S5 BN B K B B[R]
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{2 EFE 54,354,125 58 HF|(LL T FEStoll HF])

KB1 3,779 401 R L F(LL T #iCarroll B FI)) 22

Pl TR B & 2 WM HE M R B Festo
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& 1EZ ERaH L7 #uE o2

G EEFZEPI AP SEMA [ S HEFF k5
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e o FAEIE 58— RE, B MEEE [ —ub KAl
HUFME 2B B | LG SRR 55T R S i 2,
H E ¥ F B 2k B 2 H {3 i,
b, (] #F B B Fl] 2 5 F B (statutory
requirement) < {TAA] #H [ 246 /) 4 FE5 K &0 55
ZAE I NG g RS IE 2 PR 3 B R (3] T AR5 |
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1E 2 EREH B S oo R 11T ¥ 55 s, 55 Bl 18
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PN 43 8 AY | 2 18 15 A~ 15 ARt 7 (1 (A7 25 S &
WE o FRAP i o AB R 5 A (RER R L A A A
= 25t amlG g e Y e

52 3 60 Wt i TRE 2 2 2, B e 1 I
25 .2 Stoll BRI 2 PR A% BRI #i (#5517, DL R
Carroll B Fl|,.2 HAg#E BRI 8 [RI255.6 KO FA A <5
A T AR M 2 PR, 25 3% MR E R PR T =
i 7 FAEE SR #IE o, (R A Stol | BLF] A &
T2 BrCarroll B FI| P28 45 I 1 70 & L 5 D28k
TC R Z AEIE. 46 /)N T EHES LA #ifE 2 fii N Festo
3fF S AT 38 S & 1T M B T T BRI 4 2 e R R
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[ BRI 2 P P T8

AP R 28— 55 U RR S 5 5
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#Warner-Jenkinson 5 2 It 88 — F5 78037 ¥
i P REL o e 225, 15> S Y 2, e {158 PR B A 3 T
M BEPRAREREZHE LAkt R
= .
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AR A 1R g R R DL EE SR 2 5
= JEE G s ST 3 E Ay O A R 5E
B & A Y | 2z R — 3k 5% 75 L E 1950 F
Graver Tank & Mfg. Co., v. Linder Air Prod.
Co.,2 $I{5 7] FE, 57 55 3 75 6% FA LA 8 L i i 2
R iE(temper unsparing logic) & Bt (3 #E & h2
WH RS WA 2 F & b H 1948 4 ZRoyal
Typewriter Co., v. Remington Rand Inc.;Z F7k
A[FE - FAIE Lk H AT, LI An A [ 55 HECR B
FIHE N = HEF] 2 EFl &, LL B Bgs A
MER T TEHEMNGRE 25 B S8 (fair
notice) & [Hl, 5 — & Bl(strike a balance),lltH
19914FE ZLondon v. Corson Pirie Scott & Co.,.~
PI| e BT A 0 Z a0, I 2 fh AR 25 5 % R L (R
B Y5 3 A L o R B B R E WA R R 2
% FE (difinitional , 8L B 5 E 145) B A PR TORE
B Frrifiy € -

BRI ENSHREN L ERESE
FF 35 SR i (B &5 N ThRe e —fl TR H 1992
fE .#Charles Greiner & Co, v. Mari-Med Mfg.,
Inc..Z I F 71495, EFI A2 BB a & AaER
Fl| 8 [ 2 1% 1E B B 7 paddt fa o2 B 8 AT RE A |
By HHEE AR 2 B E L 1999 ZPharmacia
& Uplohn Co., v. Mylan Pharms, Inc.Z #7R 7]
&, IRENEZAIRth ARfE 2 « [ FREEEIE 2B X
= HEEFRE A T REEER ISR T mENE
£ BH 3% 38 2 v 2% £ [T (relingnished, 808 {F
J#8) & F-REAEHY) (Subject matter), (4 11, 411967 £
Autogiro Co. v. United StatesZ FAT ffi# . 75 Hl,
[ 3% & (R)E e 5 - -HHEBREZER
S | HEERRCERE 2 BRRE EAEA
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T IR E, Warner-Jenkinson 2 55 2 7R B[l %
19974 2 A E S0l EHEMFAT.2 ¢« [ FEltk
22 2 A BEEE A Warner-Tenkinson #l T 2
—HEF |-

A B 15 &2 Warner-Jenkinson 38 2 B Fl],
o T — 81 B 95 F S (B 2 55) (Ultrafiltration)
k2R LAt eyl & R 77 iR R RS A R
rh, B FI R DAB S (ricite) 3% 77 ERGR S [ M2
B A FI6.0 0.0 T HLE i | MEEHAGEE
1) A6 [, T o 478 07 325 AR A IR 0 1S .0 F 0 B I
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EEH I EHE |-

5 =ik Bel JF T Warner-Jenkinson( 7T B
22 {248 &P FE#H8 2, A Graver TankZE faff 3257
2 e, 0 R 1952 FEAEIE Z B FIRNE H T A
=7 EREA e SRA0 I (B R ik e S Ry B AfE 1)
IR BN [ 39 %5 . B H ¢ E 2 Graver
Tank Z#E, B 2R EA G 24 6 | & &Sk bER
= Warner-JenkinsonFff #8Z [ Graver Tank % ilf;
kAR ARECERSIEBIER L2tk
R HIMERAE |- 281 & LB 7 T Warner-
Jenkinson.Z [ A Bl FE B2 ZETE 2B
MM\ A R I ERE | 2@ &EE
et Bz, [ FH_EERA BRI R ARLLT Frsl
Sz F—FE AR, AR 2 NS R
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i A~ G A 2% Msilin 9.0 2 | BRAR BRI B Bk /il
R B, [ FI0T BREHE 6.0 2 Bk R
Vi | BR[OS LRSI R R SRR LR
BB AT BRAEM B agE6.0 Z B | A% &k
B T 1% BT T =R A AL LU E R BRI A
BREPEEEIEZHEHA |- EEki Rk,
RGBT R R PR 2 B DA AR
FES BT 2 NS ZER R EZE B R Es 0

) Z T SE F Y95 in 2 [H AN (bar) i & BB I
SRy, [ AL TETT ARAR, - - - A EHEE

T yxY

EHFIEAG T EHE A R BRI REE %
& TERS s i 2 BR #iGe | R, [ FREEE T
ZENE A T2 SR EA
% ZHilton Davis [ Al A% 2 & 57 HE a0
R IR 2 | m bR E% Z< 5k (]
B 57, 1) Z5E & Hilton Davis$g HE% s 1 s
filfi FRR Z B e, DL KRR 7E & A5 Hilton Davis AT
¥ FHET R PR 2R o

B & I BWarner-Jenkinson $ig H .2 E At
¥ 2RI T LUES |, 00 B R EiE e AR
[ 5% 3 38 35 55 30 22 1F AL 22 3R 17 7 (equity)
2N I ER A P EAR A S 55 e A AL 2 K
W EAR e E 2 [ = EEEIE | (proof of intent),
DL B AE#8 FAHR AT [ %8 37 # B#(independent
experimentation) | $R & [ ¥ 55 2y F B2
(equitable defense) |° e i BrarHEAEIR 6115
A [ HERP RN ARG RE | A HERE
fa: [ HLEF S caa Rz - - - BME
i 20 W FEEE AL EZ IR | o

T2 e W, B ik el B HLEB R 22 [ ] <7
15 %55 (adhere to doctrine of equivalents) |,k
[ WAZES T —TT i 2 ¥ T (element-by-element)
T R OE | R SERTR R, [ A
BEIEREEEND I EREEZGE |,
SR, [ 8 BAIREE ABER T 55 B8 @ A2 Hh AT
B 28 1E, H B ek 55 vl BRI e 28 P el
HFHEZE N, LIEE BRGNS AR 1R
{fi [ BELFIEE A T GEHE YL &% B8 P b 4
JE Tl EAE 1IE T %z B 09 $7/E5 B v BURIE 1 AR
AE R 2 B S I RGEA e
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R T AR E R AL A AE EOM AR 22 EE A
THEE BN S Z HEY, [ o R AR
ZEEEH | RS 3% TR A IR
LIFEAR BRI 35102 52 103 T Z e Al 528,81 [ 7]
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1uHY

AR EEE ] SRR A T AR B
S BiEE 3 AH O, B RLEE 5 R BRI 2 i R A
ZATAR ER T B i, (R el BB 2k E A
[ #{& IE(narrowing amendment) 15 {855 #5 (&
EZ AR HE TS B REERE TR

T B, Warner-Jenkinson Z£ i i =i Bt 4R
2 HR 55 R LA S Bak PO 34 2t Bt 452 38 2 BR 3 L)
&0 1@ i 1E, 2R 1, it — 3 SR 2 B e Ji L 6 7]
WE -SSR E R T T ATEF
T ] LB TR R BRI 102 B 103 1% 287 fEE R
JE B 4 BT A SRE 2628 £ RE BR S RTELRI 2
= REFE fY(patentable subject matter), H.a%af 3K
2 U AE R BRI AT E 2 B '
TEE o b, BURIE L2 15 55— TR R B FER I
= 7l a] 1T M, B E AT % 58 EH 2 R AR
#(best mode); iff [F] {5 Z52 X8 K5 % , R 3 25 F1) i
& 5t BHER 38 A\ PATad B R HEg U 2 £ REIE Y, B
FH 3 25 I 4 (8] R 18 L A [ A1 MR Y E #E E
A, SR 515 351 55 255 il /R B R E B2 —
R EE = A B H 1998 T 2 8 A R HE ]
&, B AT 38 e B 2 — A F B (i # ftz R
HE%Y 2 BE R 19994 2 Atlas Powder Co., v.
Ireco, Inc., %38 — B FI| K5 B 35 K & R E A
B102{E T Z AT R MM 1999F =
Mitsubishi Elec. Corp. v. Amper Corp. % #5€ Flt
ARk AR 103 6 T B 1 5 %0 2]
7 19984F 7 State Street Bank & Trust Co. v.
Signacture Fin. Group. Inc.ZE Hilg# 58 F1{%101
& Tz a5 F] 23 EERY; 1999 Process
Control Corp. v. HydReclaim Corp.Z 325 FTig
SR E R A {EBh, R I 5 2 A i R B FIIER 101
{68 = B A P R i A 2, 1999 F Johnson
Worldwide Assoc., Inc. v. Zebco Corp. ZEiEE B
TGk SR EFR]E2E 2R BEHEET
;1998 #EGentry Gallery, Inc., v. Berkline Corp.
FEE —ERFER E L2 B FE ERIEL 2%
Z HPH E R R M M R 19994 ZEnzo
Biochem Inc., v. Calgene, Inc. % Z27, [A FHE )
it 2K .00 FEAS BRFIR L2456 T 2 A& hiitd: (K
[T 4 44 1996 £ United States Gypsum Co., V.

Nat ' 1 Gypsum Co.,Z i B KH Kzt
T B B Rk 11 246 &2 B e A X A T S s
19934 Morton Int ' 1 Inc., v. Cardinal chemn
Co, % 5 — HF) [K Bl oK 56 2 AT 2 A7
11216 2 7 B2 T e 1 0] o B 18 ek
FEHT —ZELEREHAS [ W RATHEHE
ZEHEHEH | ZELE -

RIS R B B S e AT B 2B IE
B 5B EH 35 8FE 2 55 5OF 401924 4F 2 Exhibit
Supply Co., v. Ace Patents Corp.;19354 =2
Keystone Driller Co. v. Northwest Eng ' g Corp.
Z ZEFIETE -

I EE R EEBRE 2 BT 2 TRe-{R B H
3% BRI 40 1B 2 &5 A1Th BE(notice function of
claims), L BBt EFIFT B AR5 MMEE
(recapture) > SFI] AT JIFE 2 £ REEAY- F 12
5 7 B (A o SR 2 2 R S R RS AL R A
FRi R TEANE CEEEHZEBEL
HHEE L EFSEATER M ' EEBERE
S AE T BRI MR FRE 2 BB 4 T 56 HI R EFIEAE
NS ZINEEA e BRI AR  FE 9.8 B Rl
B EHE AR E T HEREI01 R 112145,
IRELE T B 5102 B 10316 ZH #E -

#HHRMAHEERSE RS S > Warner-
Jenkinson ZE th[a] %25 T HLRS RE, B AMTE0 AH A5 FAM
{4 7 %5 3 A~ B2Warner-Jenkinson 28 > — 2L -
Warner-Jenkinson % ##3ft 1 SAil 38 A FRAH a8 12
TEER S B4R ES AR ERE,
W EE BRI B PR, Warner-
Jenkinson % th 3ifi T ] 3¢ 5 BR 1 T HF 37 @
ZERS BB BB ZEBIELELH
i % 1Y =i (% — 24 ¥ Warner-Jenkinson 2
2 B IR BUE IE, 7 28R BELLE (preclude) 3% TTiT
SEIR 2R HE o PRI ARR {3 SRR 4 AR ER AR
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MV B2 ARREAIT © 15 P o 3
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ERE -
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o S 0 5 AT 5 SR R 12 T 3
# 7] MR 4% B AT 31 BOR B A 2 R
B o TR AEHE EL AR # 5 7T T SO 7 5
T R S B B3 | o A A o2 2

E -]

FeMET LR RE 2 BR8P [ ¥ikiE
it > 2 . S ¥ Fi(doctrine of argument-based
estoppel) |- FAEIFE AR B T 2 & RiEE
HA 1% B i B2 - REAZ A9, BI BT B85 | B R EHE R 2
2K E o lLE2000FKCT Corp. v. Kinetic
Concepts. Inc.. 2 ZEHa] i, 75 B0 [ KCIjs EHES
SERE i Z B SORE T R REFI R ¥ AR R R AR
Rz G EMIRZ EEEER | IRAN20005F
Bayer AG v. Elan Pharm Research Corp. 5 H1ffT
iRz [ #fHBayerZ [AIPTORUA K 23 2 &
#E, Bayer{F i Kk MR I FE & S RY 2
sk, HAEHEHEERMBER | XA
Pharmacia & UpJohnZ 7Rt Kz: [ i FAZE @2
oz — Lt BT RS R FERE 2N
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LISz #n] A 2 1 3 R A E B B RELR
PR A B FIEE B 2 B HE P R & AT Re.. EE AT
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HEEREP A SAREIA L B ERLER
FHEABRSPE%H T ERREZEFB<
SHESEE | A S EERERT 2 E-
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T EARZ Je il B2 5| B Bor T 7> s E9.0 LA
LEITZEAEG L - BIER 2 RIFEE T
@ %15k T K2 PHAE A £96.0 9.0 2 B @5 /7 %,
38 19 .0 LA L FR{R B (8 B Aif 22 mEs o i Ay
T SR T L 10 12 BT AN BE T 389 0 7 fih (.6 .0
T2 BE E, 42 ik, Warner-Tenkinson 38 2 3
ZAZ I BRR B AAPHAE T R 2 AZTE, 7] 5] £ FR
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WMEHEE3AT ¢ E— AR R S
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HEEPHGEAEZ SRS ZEN. B EHE
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