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TR FRIBUK NSRS ROV ATE AL - WATREE AR I s - &
FFE il SR E E AL - DU o B E S Rl > o [BsREE
( Amazon.com ) ¥ 48 UG AT FAVET B R HE A1 47 Fe 7 A S e R
BRI EHREE » Hp >z —Bl A& A0 (One-Click) B » EHERFHTF
Barnes & Nobleffk AT IEZEH R T70E (R AR fir ) B » A& Ags
B EEA G S A E R ERE ' -

EFHENE S HEREZ BRER » DI A & i 1
N KEN > REREAN » SFANGHERKEEANRILEETE
A KR ERE > EEDEN R E R E R FRal A B E S E
NEH FH FHFES R ET > RIEZEEWERREEEFR
55 > BOELRIHE N B4 &5 >~ V) enM[E] » RIHEE# & 2 P)in 2 DAsZ SR Y
JIEBEE > R T (AR R (reversal of burden of proof) °F

! Amazon.com v. Barnesandnoble.com, Inc. 239 F.3d 1343 (Fed. Cir. 2001).

* 35 US.C.A §281 £AIMGZEFZHRT : TEABAHEAHZZTFRERFRR
FARBI o 1 P XEFEHRH S E M B % ¢ http://www.moeaipo.gov.tw/patent/
patent_law/patent law 1 31 3.asp °
MARBEFAMZAZE TS MRS KB FAHEZHE > REIF2A 0 A
209~210 °

P 35US.CA. §283% b4 TRAKAR » HARRETRMZEEIR » BT EEA

MR FH K F8ME R 18 > FB105EE H 12208 A o

' 35 US.C.A. §284 BERAL © TRBHAAREZERET  FREHRE R LA £
BEZREREH R ST LA > AHA TG IAEHRATEENFEZLE
Hd o ABRIEAT R XA & RTFB R A8 o | ¥ XIMFB0H 5L MR @Y :
http://www.moeaipo.gov.tw/patent/patent law/patent law 1 31 3.asp °

PR Ak BO6NE 0 B1051E S B 12245 R Z o

% 35 US.C.A. §2954f & o S AL HOIEH 178 » AMERARE B ok S A A RS 3
BEZAZLHBME  TH AP R SAMAEGHRD » LA Rk o FE ML
"o BABE > H215 ¢
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WEEEEENL  EREANER TEEFERITEA - f£19504F Craver
Tank & Mfg. Co. v. Linde Air Products Co."—Z&f Al BRI ZHEZE
iR 7 M%) (Doctrine of Equivalents) YR M » [ P e )
Hig SMEEZHIREER - ZBUAEHEBNEASOEZ i w4
PRI A R HE A > AT LA T EmrE R ~ 9%
s R A B3 o - Fe EEIFERAZE (1) > P ERET HAAHBE H G - AR
SRR E2E 1R e S35 (equitable estoppel) ~ HAI|HEE A HEFE
¥} = (prosecution history estoppel) ~ ififT255 S (collateral
estoppel) L2 Ao LAYZEE » FREQEA]E FRE %Sy > (HIEEE]
ZH R HEY » [ {HERFAEEEBEFE LOFER > R AT E
B ER2E S FILREF IS - DIERET 5 i A R B > o]
T -

i 1%

SRR R B > B AT B E & s RRN" - DARREE
SERIFTECEE B o IR AIBIERE R - REHFNRE
HAETNA RSN - 5 m AN S FAERE - DUAETA L
EiEslE#E TR > s B A E R EEMN AN STEIEENE AT
B BEI PR (5 R E A E B 2 SR IRAAGE - TR BRI LR

¥ 339U.S. 605,70 S.Ct. 854, 94 L.Ed. 1097, 85 U.S.P.Q. 328 (1950).

18534 B Winans V. Denmead, 56 U.S.62 (1853) #4395 ihh T 0 £ K 1F ¥ 5 LA B
PR AR LR o 241870F B X Bl &AMz T H# LR B > FAZZGE > 2 idide
AR 2P S TRE LR AR £ AR o 1800F KK > BT AR TS A REZ
BIAL > # g S A S E BN AE SR HE et MG AMEG BTk L8
Estoppel/R 2 » H b/t F A ksb 3T R 3 2 RA] o

OELE S BT RS FE S ——MH LA HAT 0 2000/6/20% & 0 F LA ¢ http://
www.elitelaw.com.tw/paperread.asp?paper_no=856 ( £ #4 A #12003/6/20)
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R IREFEFRmTES 2 FmEFEBRE B AR SR
ZEART B A Em A SR AN e EF I 2 %00 0 TR
GERBLSTRH TR o

RER W T2 B > BANERI G » LT ER 2
o Fral 1195 5m ) (doctrine of equivalence) & (F AET AT EE &
PR A R - IKERDERE - ERENHE R IEREAEZ 5
A EAHE (claims > FEEFFHKAVEIE) 1 Pz WA AR - 52
mnE T ENRTEEN G A EAFERT M A ARERARE (&
FLFJRERA] > all-element rule) © XI5 » A S Y) M EER ST 257 &

RS ANEERT L NE - HE TR ) B SN EERE - EGER
ZE -

B8
- N =3
70N

Fal BV ERNEN Z PEME - U A S SR IA RER KSR R R H
ANBE o BRI A 2 P - A S O ] 2 S B R UL
Fo ISR - AR A AR » [RIEE 4 5 AR RO HE(
VERER e HBHE (exclusive right) BEILEE - EEUL ERVEE TR
AREEL G LRAEEEDFHLIL - il - st EEHEE - Al
TR HE"  TRETEREZS IR » ST ATHL T HY 22 S04 S B B i 17
FIHYZREER 3 W ELEE > TR R BB - [A] I ] e Y M 2R 7 i A B e 1

" o @ kA B AT A ¥ SRunRide 3 0 FAM M AR E =8 AR TERNG
http://www.runride.com/patent/law/relationlaw-b-2-1.asp ( £ #3 B #12003/6/19) ©

""" Crews, Patent Claims and Infringement. Dynamics of the Patent System 128, 133 (W.Ball
Ed.1960). Paul Coldstein, Copyricht, Patent, Trademark and Related States Dotrines Press
(1999). 3t B 5 4 Crews#9 JLAR » J& LB In the subject of patent claims and infringement we
all know that what you do is take the copy of the patent and the copy of the accused device

and you read the claims and if the claims read, there is infringement.
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WBEAEERT A EEIHELER (subjective analysis) 87 (subjective
appraisal ) BI{EAILE > BFRIAK S HTE T EUS ST Ry (7 E S B /) hn
HIE™ -

EGIEEE FREM T AT E R MARE - R N sl
st RIIERIRER & B & g R4E - R % TR E B A & 1R
Btz LR EEEEIERBIHET (genuine discoveries) FATHFHAIEL
B (slight improvements ) [Rf > 157 —FHIHL i 97 Ko b pl B A /& 65 15
¥ (equivalents) - [MZANIZE © fEEibel Process Co. v. Minnesota &
Ontario Paper Co."AZEth » BIE2 B Eibel 1R FEFL AT 150 T BT » HEZA
A irEEHE (original inventor) ° {HEEFT FOVMEA R »
FAEE BRI E (improvers ) BfFLirf AL A HERL » B
— YR B A HEE » AR EEY ) Wt RARE 19234
1% » IR 18 ARHET 2 H IR 4T

_R H

M%) 0EA ) Ef & ERNEEZE R > LAREER R
(&0 B F2 5 | 2R BE S AT H T i 53 » i B —(EZ HIRIE I LA
2> FNEREEA—ENARERVAE T EME > B A LB
#HEE—EH N AE T E R FEERET RN ERE
BLRIRE PR REIR (AN TNEE » Bl R PTREAE S E — M 2 F H 2K
FINE » #EMERE —EDRL > 7% B8R KR EZFERER 2 S
BEE — R PR EZIET I~ A (persons reasonably skilled in the art)

? 1d.

¥ 261 U.S. 45,43 S.Ct. 322, 67 L.Ed. 523 (1923).

" 3 T35 % [utres magis valeat quam pereat ] .

'* “An important factor is whether persons reasonably skilled in the art would have known of
the interchangeability of an ingredient not contained in the patent with one that was.” See
Graver Tank.
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#alRIE AN ERZER b MEH 2 EREA R H %
£ MARAEN—EY) - BRI ERAT T AMEE - (EZEZ
el o] B = PR SR IR R it 2 A\ FrERIZRNY » BIFERL 1195 imn 22
e
BHYEmE S g HA A S REIANRE > miEsR 7 EAIE
N SR ERRA#EE - AE IR E R B B > 2
R AR A INR B RO 7T - R R R R R
T SRR A Z IR IE » R 4o BRI R o [ R RO
R R (E EERS ERMEY (e 2 (B AR » R E e & i
RHNLL B > FREASEEDE 2 ZE 4 Winans v. Denmead '™ A9 55 5 Y i
R S8R WHBERE WS H P ORFEAVEFIAAZ - B E e S EA]
BIAER A L » S R A EE R B IR G B E B B IR RE TR &
(particularly point out and distinctly claim) F#E AN EPIHIAZ » H
AES (5 BRI SR TEFE R AR AT A AR 208 S PRI (ReE - RIE A &2 LA
Y I A R N E A B R B B TR RS
55 » B nAEfE A » B 3im S R W A A — i) T -

= BIN—RIIFH (reverse doctrine of equivalents)

#1#EMead Digital Systems, Inc. v. A.B. Dick Co"AZEr » JERF I
YA T SR A N TR B A T o BT FH 25 5 ] DL A O P S
TR BRI EE - HRMERM o] DIERE N T REEN 2 F
PERTFLE » WAE D » WIEHE N 2 ER N AR » (S0

16 Id

'" 15 How. 330, 56 U.S. 330, 14 L.Ed. 717 (1853).

' Paul Coldstein , Copyricht, Patent, Trademark and Related State Dotrines, Press (1999),
p.551.

' 723 F.2d 455,221 U.S.P.Q. 1035 (6th Cir.1983).
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ENRAE N REREIA S DUR SR B B AR & S A - (HATBE A AR -
Hf AR EE RS 2 B 1R S aVE R as e
LIS - e 3% 8 tH AR B s B E B A AHE 2 2 - BRI EL
R 22 BV 2 5 0 PRl AR A 19 15 BNV 2 2 T BT P » A
JEBERIA R Fam AR RBE FAIRE N > Seifn LAY T am 2 I (= 1
ZHEIE - G ERHEFNRE - AR - SIS EHEEIR
SR o R R ISR TR A — B2 - RIRREIE AT AE - A Z&Eamm
etk 7RSS 2 EESAEA

DB 5 2 i (7 B 45 e G el (5] — S R R S (60 8 - BIVEE SR R 3
R » DIZCREZ AR E Z 88 - w2 HIE R & A aEW &
0 E AR BT E TR o MM 2B ATRERA - B o] BDE R
Fam 2 EAMAEREE - Sr R ok i SN e 2R ol R i =
18 » LRI 2 TANT K B ff o RIS ANEF 2 H)E 2 LLi (4 5 FH Ay
HEE ~ EAFE G EENE G o ARt e AREE
MR E A5 SRR T e AR RS > RS - JRRI ERERES - Bk
IFAEER 2 - R T EEZAMHE - B T A E R
RS LR FimMENFEARER - LHERSHRIEEN™MLSD
e AMEETT s E RS Z Tt - HREFSMm 2T
ZFEFRA - A EE ARG R G ERIFNRM - EREE
RHYTT A BV AT (P R BR (R — A iir N B IR E R AT A1 - RIS
RS R AR LRIV S » BRIFA SRR R SHIER” -

N OB I EE AR A REA R BEAERIEF 1220 FLH A ¢ hitpy/
www.tawanlaw.com/f.php?no=122&id=3 (£ # A #12003/6/20) -
MOEPA S FEAMAEMKES > AhBE T EEM A RS > REIF8A » H54-550
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m-B =

(ZHEZET

A4

BRI -
R REY)mET AR & R SR E 2 F—(Ek R
LA ZAHIE] 2.5 2612 (literal infringement)

WYes
A 4
BEm > (S
B HREE M
1E—FFHE# (element-by-clement basis ) LEREESRE
2. = ERMIER (tripartite test) : (1) fRFEERAEREE (2) B SR EE
P =E FAHERIIEE (function) ~ HE LHHE 7 (claim chart) (3) RERGHNEE
HIFEL (way) ~ BB LAHEIIEESR (result) 2 HREEHT ¢
3.DUESHIE (quadripartite test) : WAZEDETBREE (1) FEREEREE SRIHIE - NTEEHE - IMERE TR
ZESRERATEREHH (why ) (2) BUEERHEREE B IEFR 9 RSF KIaM
BT ~ oy GRS
P PN R B RE R B E
LTE s B (B s > (DA R (1) FHEHEE (2) WERZTOERE (3) EH
2T TS - (B R R YIEMIRRE] - SeATiEE ~ HEERERN S - 9%
™ 3.5k RS BIRTR - (B e T e T il SR S EEEE N (4) FREZAIS R
4 J7FEER IR O > (A AR B IR
SEZTHEALME - HRET SRR
BB
B HiE B G
Lyl 1405 (S AL 2 2956 LS R R e (R HEHE Ewm)
2 ANEFEHEH R EIFCAETEA (foreseeable) 2.8 TFHiEE) s MEERE] BIBAIFRE
{HANR R REE - 3AE S HEh A RERRE R o FIEE A Ry S AT 3
B DUEAEER] > T SR E 2 IRE - SRR
ZHiE - BN EEN ERZENEER S 2R
1-1

=G o HA2000FH A ER R (b)) — R EFFE > MEAATNIERER
FHEEP S B3~5: B IM FREAFRRER% > B4-50

S




——

10 BEVEERSR 558

SHRE AR T B S ~ A7 i H R O 8 s 2 AR sl A 2
bftet > EESEREN L AE A AHTE (inventive) » [RIRFIRIFESZEHH A —
BRARFRERFTEI 4 S AR - DAGE SEEH A REEHE T FERR A B - T —f%
KARBES T RTTAZ - (et = HA 8 2 it - I E SN ERE
HIZER L - dfel e Orbs EARE A 2 08 o - QSR AR - (%
A - B P o I R ARE R R BRI E R
LI m KB E it 2 A2 - 2R R LEER 2 ERERN N EE

B f2A
Bl o

2~ ZEIZBIT T

EEFREEHE - FEE— P REF Y el B =]
SR 28 2 HH A SNl (B S L - I BB o 5RAZ R H A A R H R A &
2 S B P ST B R B R S R I L o BT REE - AT
i oK 2 B B o5 ) S VB I I R R R ILURRE - 195
i F°) T FH B 7% BT a7 SR RR A1) 2 VB CE M9 55 2 2 B R AR AT e oK B
EHE e B 22 RS RYE IV o AR R R R I R
B G R 2 E TR E o

FERIPR R BIAGEE AR AR - M wm BRSO TS - 5
FMS o ERERETAA LR Fim < BEimPUH - FlIL > Blg iR

* David I Bainbridge, Intellectual Property, Pitman Publishing, p.241~242 (1992).

* See ACS Hospital Systems,Inc. v. Montefiore Hospital, 221 USPQ 929, 933 (Fed. Cir. 1984)
Perkin-Elmer Crop. V. Computervision Corp., 221 USPQ 669, 680 (Fed. Cir. 1984).

P EHLMREA FREARERL . HEAZEXD 9 0 FH A htp//www.
taiwanlaw.com/f.php?no=119&id=3 ( L # B #12003/6/20) ° &AL+ - 4F & A Hilton
Davis Chemical Co v. Wamer-Jenkinson Co. Inc., 35 USPQ2d 1641 (Fd. Cir. 1995) —%
T R R EARCHEANFTALIER -
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