BIREE: ETEA /T4 a v EBHFHIEOHYE TD2

Rk DR R ITHR T Bl EE iRt (2-58)
—RMN R OKEIZBIF B2y Ea—& « 7uZsAad
ED X RGO RetE 2l & L T—

Matthias LEISTNER and Manuel KLEINEMENKE
A G

M. KEEEMICHEITHAVEL—2 - TATILEEDRR
FEDYFET AT RefE

CAFC [, FriFEICBL T, W< o oEb 2 EE 26 L
T&/, PlZE, avCa—% - 7a 77 AL EVRATTIEOREFTHEN
OMRE, BEFmOFEPA V. THRIR) . A 3B E R OEH obt
FIZONWTTHhH D, TNOHDH LO—#T, EhARPeEREHATE LTo
CAFC 3T %, LoEICERTH LWz 500 Lty £7o, F
FFHE—1E>C CAFC — N EE T 5, Bt @il 7 &L B2 bR RIcT &
PNbOLHLINE LAY, 22T BLLEwmSh T&zarya
— XTI T AL VKA GEORFATREMEOBEIZ OV T, FELL R
L2 LT D, TOEET FEFEMICEB T D CAFC Ll SO A
ERZEBRIEL, £z, ZOSBFOMERD, FEfE CLENRRFFTHEBORIZK
FTAANRICEDL D RIRFEZ Lo Edm T A2t LT
N5, 7o, WL L& S TERFRED Z 0 HIB T 2 BEIC W

% CAFC OHEAVEELE O BB ANIR 2 FERB 72 0TI D & | Petherbridge/Wagner, op. cit.
supra note 31 % Z M, CAFC O OHEHM: DTN -DUNTIX, Adelman, op. cit. supra
note 34, at 989 et seqq. & M, MEAPEE:OE LR RIS 2 @GR e fat & L
C. Du Mont, A Non-Obvious Design: Reexamining the Origins of the Design Patent
Standard, 45 Gonz. L. Rev. 531 (2010) & £ #,
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T AEPRIPEER BT & LT CAFC OFIERIA RN ED X 512> T
T ERT T, BRNEICEBIT 2 B 2 L3 2 2 &%, K - Bk
D BARRY 22 22 R AZH S LT NDTHA I,

RECHHBE SRR FE - VT by 7 OB

K ét/zxﬁ&mﬁﬁi PEIZRET 2 k1T, RAFEICHIZD R
%m@%%: o TRAWNERR ORI L Te o TE T2, < OFE I,
%%@@ﬁﬁﬁfﬂﬁi%mﬁét 2R L 0 D HE AR D A
VT4 TEAETCHDH I L E T DEBE LT, BEYVRATGIERHEA
N—T g VRS, AR X MEBRT S b0 L ERET Y, i, Al
DB T-bI, FBREDHKEZR > T, EVRALERTN, KEOEE
DA ) N—=2 g AL o TREMICHERTZ DU OEE 2 RT-TH
DL TERT DY,

9 Cf, e.g., In re Bilski, 545 F.3d 943 (Fed. Cir. 2008), at 1005 (Mayer, J., dissenting);
Biddinger, Limiting the Business Method Patent: A Comparison and Proposed Alignment
of European, Japanese and United States Patent Law, 69 Fordham L. Rev. 2523, 2544 et
seqq. (2001); Dreyfuss, Are Business Method Patents Bad for Business?, 16 Santa Clara
Computer & High Tech. L.J. 263, 274 et seqq. (2000) [hereinafter: Dreyfuss, Business
Method Patents]; Melarti, State Street Bank & Trust Co. v. Signature Financial Group, Inc.:
Ought the Mathematical Algorithm and Business Method Exceptions Return to Business as
Usual?, 6 J. Intell. Prop. L. 359, 391 (1999); Raskind, The State Street Bank Decision: The
Bad Business of Unlimited Patent Protection for Methods of Doing Business, 10 Fordham
Intell. Prop. Media & Ent. L.J. 61, 92 et seq. (1999); Schlicher, The Supreme Court, Bilski,
and Sensible Limits on Patents, 91 J. Pat. & Trademark Off. Soc’y 523, 531 et seqq. (2009);
Sfekas, Controlling Business Method Patents: How the Japanese Standard for Patenting
Software Could Bring Reasonable Limitations to Business Method Patents in the United
States, 16 Pac. Rim L. & Pol’y J. 197, 213 (2007); Xiang, How Wide Should the Gate of
“Technology” Be? Patentability of Business Methods in China, 11 Pac. Rim L. & Pol’y J.
795, 813 (2002).

% Cf, e.g., DiMatteo, The New “Problem” of Business Method Patents: The Convergence
of National Patent Laws and International Internet Transactions, 28 Rutgers Computer &

Tech. L.J. 1, 21 et seqq. (2002); Hamilton, Reducing the Patent Incentive: Federal Circuit
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FFFHEO SR Dl ERE FT O 2% (Leistner and Kleinemenke)

KEFFTFELI015 (35 US.C. §101) 13, RFaFoGIcB L, DHilia-
FHZe L, B, 3EME L <ISHEARY ., UTZN SO0V TOFHEN
OH MR R 2R SOIFER L2 ) 1ox L TRRFIC L 5 IR#EE 52 0 5
EEDTND, ZOBEIL FFrOxI G A2 AR D VG2 /R L TW5,
Ll ZOBUEDREES D IRV, FFiF el aetE OB OmE I E 5
L. HPNEIC K2 =200 FMI LY | D Hivie, @R BT, mE
7¢ Diamond v. Chakrabarty S/ HIRPIZIBW T, Frroxt%ix, TADBAI-
o KO TOTRTOLD| #ETe AR L2, 16> T, BIREN,
HARBG K ORI T A 771, KEFTHEDO T IR E2=IT 52 &
WTERNS, Jo72 L, HRRIFRI O ZERRIG I, FRroxg L 20
1559, KRG oA SN EZNLDONT Y =220 THE, BEIC
DI W, SEFR R OFEHIT OB CiEim SN CE 72, Lo, FikE
7B WELARRICED DN TE T, Rk, RFHES & OH
DIEDONST & DB CTHEIZELE RN LN TETWND

@%®w<o#@%&it/xxmﬁ%iiﬁ%k AT b
V> (not patentable per se) T & & RMEL T2 fito T, B4, PTO I,

Revisits Patentable Subject Matter in Ex Parte Bilski, 90 J. Pat. & Trademark Off. Soc'y
678, 678, 683 (2008); Keeley-Domokos, State Street Bank & Trust Co. v. Signature Finan-
cial Group, Inc., 14 Berkeley Tech. L.J. 153, 167 (1999).

% 447 U.S. 303 (1980).

9 Id. at 309.

% Id. at 309 (citing Parker v. Flook, 437 U.S. 584 (1978); Gottschalk v. Benson, 409 U.S.
63, 67 (1972); Funk Brothers Seed Co. v. Kalo Inoculant Co., 333 U.S. 127, 130 (1948);
O'Reilly v. Morse, 56 U.S. 62 (1853); Le Roy v. Tatham, 55 U.S. 156 (1852)); see also Dia-
mond v. Diehr, 450 U.S. 175, 185 (1981).

% Cf. Le Roy v. Tatham, 55 U.S. 156, 175 (1852).

100 F=ClZ18684F 121X, Ex parte Abraham, 1868 Comm’r Dec. 59, 59 (Comm’r Pat. 1868)
WCBWT, FFTREI. TRFHMEEO TIEIC O W TR 25T 52 L1, 1
DREFMIZIKT D) £ LTU e, See also United States Credit System Co. v. American
Credit Indemnity Co., 53 F. 818, 819 (S.D.N.Y. 1893) (F#% D & ¥ % A M| DSk |
RMHEZTbhRnE L), l:‘*‘/“fﬁXjﬂfwﬁﬁtﬁfﬁ‘é‘l@i%%'é‘éﬁ@]@%iﬁ%*ﬂ
T % Hotel Security Checking Co. v. Lorraine Co., 160 F. 467, 469 (2d Cir. 1908) |Z
BT, BHPTE, FiRClEd o0, [FEEFELAEODT TN, VX
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YR ATFIEIZ OV T ORFFFHE 2 fifs L C X 7219 197240 Gottschalk v.
Benson FHR W T, EHEEmEIL, P1DT, arBa—% -7
7T LEETRATIEORFAREEORMBEEZ Y FiF -, SRR,
REANEA T VT Y X0 LR HRF 7 L— S03, FFFE1015 (35
U.S.C. §101) D Fik (aprocess) [Z¥7= B 700, 7o HIE, ZAUCH:
FTaRDoeT7 NI ) XLEEROMEEZRDOD ZLICRENELTHD L
WA X BT, TREE OB A B E R WTIEY L— AT, R [#
DRIESIMI TR L LS D Z L3, ZOREFRIREMEDHE L 72 5
LOBH ST AR LY, FHRORER & . & BIT Parker v. Flook S-4f)
P KON Diamond v. Diehr SRR L 2 BRI X - T, FHIERHO

AIAEOALMZ (A 13, AR L2 LTh, FiE (anart) LiF07
WoE L, o THREFEZIT b e Lz,

191 Cf. Manual of Patent Examining Procedure (MPEP) (6th ed., January 1995), available
at <http://www.uspto.gov/web/offices/pac/mpep/old/mpep E6RO.htm>, § 706.03(a) ([ £
FADIFEF, —FI7iE (process or method) O L 9 b B M, 1D FFiFxtg
D) FFEICANST, LTl &3 5); Grusd, Internet Business Methods: What
Role Does and Should Patent Law Play?, 4 Va. J.L. & Tech. 9, para. 16 (1999). But cf.
Wiese, Death of a Myth: The Patenting of Internet Business Models After State Street Bank,

4 Marq. Intell. Prop. L. Rev. 17, 31 et seq. (2000) (Hotel Security Checking f1:1% % 7235,

PTO X E VR A GIELERBDL2R/MMOH DRI OV TR Z G5 LD ET
%).

192409 U.S. 63 (1972).

19 Id. at 72

01 7d. at 70. LarL., femdid, FREOBM L RO E . I E B DIRED Dl
DOWRREIZEWT D L) TEEZ Tz S et i, FIEFEHRFIRNL L7220
LNWS ZEEBERTDHLOTIEAVWELH LN L, Idat7l. 2O X512, K
HPIE, 2 Ba—F V7 by =T RREFE T bk g LIcoTiERL
HRMEDH DR T A TN RO DD Y 7 N7 =T ORI R4 T L
iz EED,

195437 U.S. 584, 594 (1978). AF{FHIZIBIT HFHT, AiEdLBRRIZ 31T 2 @R
FUEOREE R OHEFHOFECET D LD TH D, Gottschalk v. Benson FffE D xt5 &
kR, T OFETFEE LHFH T VT XL ThoT,

196450 U.S. 175, 184 (1981). L 72 o7=7 L— A%, AT LAONERIZEE S5 7
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FEFHE OISR T D il 5% 0 5% (Leistner and Kleinemenke)

FEFFRTRBMEICRE 2 THEWOUIZSHT A M) & L CHILIL D BLHED BT L
7217, Diamond v. Diehr FAFHRO% . ik I 7= CAFC/N, a2 Ea—
Yo TR TTAEEYRRAIIEL OBRICET A RFEFEL101 OB U E
WCHD #ide 2 & L 7o Tz, 1980 L M990, o & —2y P XiE=
U a—Z ORI Lo Tr[hE & 72 2 H5 1 0 FIEICBIT 2 R a2
HL, SHIQEEAKL, PTOE, 2 Ba—XIZLo TIITSINHHEMAN
HATHIFE & BV R A EOFEHONWT N TH D02 KET 52 L%, bk
REBR TRV ERBET DICE S, 22T, PTOIX, 7 L—Ab 3o
FEINZDOWNWT, EVRADFIETH DG N EREE DS HIEr 25 480378
WEDNIHERA L, 2 a—X 20 FET SN DR ORATRENE S
DWNT b, fMOFINIEH T 25 D & [F UFEEE EOBEfRIZ SR
LT LELIEY, ZOFHEREORR, a2 Ea— XLV ETINDLE
DRADIFIEITOWT, FFF A 5T 261030 < oA UL Dz, CAFC
12 & 278 State Street Bank TR CHEREZZ T D L Lo,
State Street Bank FF1Y, A —7 VARG EFE (mutual fund) D729 D,
B HMOEE DA E FATT DO T — XU AT JMIBT 5 R
FEHR > bDOTHoT, ZOFHT, CAFCIE, PTODNIGA SR L, E

NAYRLEANHTDHEDOTHoT, 7 b — LI FEE, BoNME &I F R
L. ZORHIMEZ 2 Ea— 22180 . 2 a— 2 DR R 2 512588 L
TREROK TR Z 22T 5 X 0FEFEED LV bDOTh D, ElREmRIL, Y%
7 L—A3, ERARE LTE, N7 L) XA TIE e < LR 7 FTRE % ik
FTAHEZT 6N DO ThH L L LG RERIRL - Fr3F LFREHIFT (CCPA) ]
Rz FF LI,

W 26O Z DO @ EERIE, UIE UIE TR ATRENE =50 E (the “patent-eligibility
trilogy”) | & MHEND,

% E.g. § 706.03(a) MPEP (6th ed., January 1995), cited supra note 101, was deleted in
1996, cf. MPEP, 6th ed., Rev. 2 (July 1996), available at <http://www.uspto.gov/web/offices
/pac/mpep/old/mpep E6R2.htm>.

199 Cf. § 2106 MPEP (7th ed., July 1998) (I4)THkE L, E YR ADF LT Bz
7 L= LD RBUNCEE L CTE 2, 7 L—AIZHONT, EVRRAFEL NS5y
BRIRENLRETIERY, 2O L7 b—A%, LIS CHA KT A I2fE
ST, MDFEZ L— L LARICHRDNLDRETH D, 1).

19" State Street Bank v. Signature Financial Group, 149 F.3d 1368 (Fed. Cir. 1998).
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VR ASEDRTORGEE R0 R VRN T A T 7T ERnE L
THERONWTEE L=, Tebh, CAFCIE, M7 L3 ) XA,
B2 T A T TICTERWIRVICB W T, FFOxg s e b 28,
T3 Y XL T TRAREOBIFEN 255 R (a “useful, concrete and
tangible result”) 1'% b 72 BT HAITIL, FFF OG0 D L EBET D
AL 72 < | RFFIE EORFFORMRICET 5 T o x 2 HEOHIS X T
TS0 M ATRE AR IEIR A & 13XV 2 72 & L7

IO E . TR S BICHIREL L7, CAFC @ AT&T Corp. v. Excel
Communications, Inc. F/FHE L, KENZEB W T, B2 3 A EORFHT
LAV~ OREZERICHIT D 2 L1220 ZORE, B V%2 GIERT
DI DITHIZITERT BTz (75 2706) \THME SN D RFFFIEA, S
L7z, LML G, EVRAFRIRD RO, 2 LT, {5
ENTHETFD S B T ISR L2 (& LT, Z OB ORFTF
DB L OHESEDO R L | 25 ORFEFR A2 T I RAGIRAE K Y
BrO#Ic L5 2RNRa A N EICETBETH- ) 1. Wb,
2L OWHEED D Z L LipolzM, X B2, PTO 2N HIBIEZ A LT

M Id. at 1373.

12 Id. at 1375.

13172 F.3d 1352 (Fed. Cir. 1999).

1 Qee, e.g., Bagley, Internet Business Model Patents: Obvious by Analogy, 7 Mich. Tele-
comm. Tech. L. Rev. 253 (2001); Dreyfuss, Business Method Patents, op. cit. supra note 94;
Gabay, The Patentability of Electronic Commerce Business Systems in the Aftermath of
State Street Bank & Trust Co. v. Signature Financial Group, Inc., 8 J.L. & Pol'y 179 (1999);
Hulse, Patentability of Computer Software after State Street Bank & Trust Co. v. Signature
Financial Group, Inc.: Evisceration of the Subject Matter Requirement, 33 U.C. Davis L.
Rev. 491 (2000); Kang/Snyder, A Practitioner’s Approach to Strategic Enforcement and
Analysis of Business Method Patents in the Post-State Street Era, 40 IDEA 267 (2000);
Keeley-Domokos, op. cit. supra note 95; Makin, Hotel Checking: You Can Check out Any
Time You Want, but Can You Ever Leave? The Patenting of Business Methods, 24 Col-
um.-VLA J.L. & Arts 93 (2000); Melarti, op. cit. supra note 94; North, The U.S. Expansion
of Patentable Subject Matter: Creating a Competitive Advantage for Foreign Multinational
Companies?, 18 B.U. Int'l L.J. 111 (2000); Ogden, Patentability of Algorithms after State
Street Bank: The Death of the Physicality Requirement, 82 J. Pat. & Trademark Off. Soc'y
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FEFHE OISR T D il 5% 0 5% (Leistner and Kleinemenke)

TFORIGUZ DN TAT S T AR L E T o722 LI R0 | #HNE— g
MBS D Z &2 o7z, PTOE, BHPFNC L5, T 7eb b Ao
BINC LD THEMOUIZRT 2 b, RONCAFC BT HNL T, A7 TR
HTEREEHSBLEN SR 7 A MRITnx, B, S ol2Bmies
AN (B TEAFAYTE (technological arts) | 77 A R16) % & HIF17EH
ERHL T ERLIEDOTH D,

YR ATFIEDO R FTREMEIC B3 D RrariE ORI DU T 3k
L, BRL7Z720, TRY b0 (mischief) | Z FEHEAEL T LE 2
E~OEFENRE E o7, £ LT, State Street Bank FAFHR7> 5 104ELL EAS
3 L 722008410 H 30 H, DU MZ, CAFC O RIEIE (enbane) IZ K A
)72 In re Bilski SFHIRZ LD . ZORESEDND Z L2757z, [F
HIHL, 3 Ea— X ZOMOLERE LIIFFBEBIRS T STV P
SN H T 2R KERED T2 O FiEEZ P 6T Lo B3k A FIERRFFIC
B2 b0 Th o7z, PTODFEAEIL, BLFHEWAN FEDLEEIZE > T
TSN b O TR, B2, iGWR7 A7 7 2 8EL, EEOILHT
EORREZR | FARICE TR Z IR T 5 b DT E ) &L, 1
ST, HIRFEZRT B TWhRn) & L™, RIRPSZTEZIT
S8HES (The Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences (BPAD)) 13, HIfiEIC
LD 72y THATAIFIE] 7 A MR L 72 SRIC B WD THRAER TR > TV
el L. IBIT, ZV—ARREDEBEIZERLTVWRNELTH, T
L b W BRA 722 R 73 & B IR B B B 73 AR ABIC A T 2 O Thiid ],
FDY L— NIRFRFRIRE R BITIANT HITo b O LR 5 R H D D

721 (2000); Porter, Should Business Method Patents Continue to be Patentable?, 29 S.U. L.
Rev. 225 (2002); Raskind, op. cit. supra note 94; Stern, Scope-of-Protection Problems with
Patents and Copyrights on Methods of Doing Business, 10 Fordham Intell. Prop. Media &
Ent. L.J. 105 (1999).

W = @7 A M, #@% [State Street 7 A k| EMEEN S,

16 Cf. Barich, In re Bilski — Recent Developments in Method Claiming, 2009 U. TIl. J.L.
Tech. & Pol’y 251, 253.

117545 F.3d 943 (Fed. Cir. 2008).

118 Id. at 950.
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oD FREOREBATERLIZALEY THDH L L, Lo L BPALIE,
KREMD T b— NE RFEFATRRAREHA 5 AT &Il Lz, etz I,
BPAL1Z, HIBEADZ L—AZFR# S ikl L 2 pkiE, T TRKE
B DBLEAFER ) TIEARWnG | FREFRRA B Lo b &Nz 2
W L,

CAFCX, LFFERD, &2 HIENFTEZ T N0 E KT 2720
(2, B ATREZ R RIS 5T A b O ERASEYIE W O BEICE 5
Z L llpotz, CAFCIL, FrfrleBMEICRT 2 802 7 X FOEL 2R Y
WY | KRR ORI G A T Do olCHBl E T, RS0 S
F A N OELTAREME R O FAEIC W CTREt 2 N 2 7, £9°, REHITE.
[Freeman-Walter-Abele 7 A h MZD& | ZDOT A M-S/ THEF
FAMREL B BN T D, BfSM TRV E L2 B IZ, CAFCH
HAKITOERNCERA LT, & 2 FIENEH CRIEM N SBEN 2R E b
7o BT HENPENZ L > THWT 5, Wb s [State Street 7 & b 12D
W, 7 L= AREF A iE S 2 1 5 E TR+ THY | B
FAFEOREFFF I REMEOHIWTIEE L U C [ R58Y) (inadequate) | T&H D &
L721%, &512, PTODHFETO EIC L i H S, s 0
235 b FF ST TEANFIE] 7 A2 MW TiE, AP TH- T,
NEF R msk, AREHPT UL Z OIS O#HAFOWTRE, ZOLH 3T
A MRS LI Eiddeny) 2ehn, BRTHZENRTE N

119 ]d.

120 ]d.

12l [Freeman-Walter-Abele 7 A b | X, A2REFL - F55F E3FECHIET (CAFC Ol
B O—oTh 5, MEIISZH) (CLD, HET A P &K LBEIL LIZkO =>0
HIPRAZIN A T ST BTz, In re Freeman, 573 F.2d 1237 (CCPA 1978); In re Walter,
618 F.2d 758 (CCPA 1980); and In re Abele, 684 F.2d 902 (CCPA 1982). Z D7 A M,
R IE TIE RO DD AT v T Inbk s, (1) 7 L— AN, Gottschalk v. Benson
FROWD TT7NVTY XA ZHHT 20O THL0, 9 THhHeBIFRIC, (2)
ZOTNAY XL TR /RBER T EOBRERICH L THEA S TWwd (ap-
plied in any manner to physical elements or process steps) | 7% .

122 Id. at 959.

125 Id. at 959 et seq.
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E L, 2OV IS, CAFC 1, HA R E# O O HIFIE AR~ TH
WOTEWT A N &, HikY b— A0RERE EORFIR L 72 D & ik
D HME—E) 7R TF A R E LT, B L, 2o TH LW ZRNT
DF A M EAUE, 7 =LA SNk, (D) FE OB TIERE &
VD 5NTODEH, L, QEEOWE B2 DIRIEIIWICERT S
LA, 101520 F CHEEICFRFOXIGR LR VD) L ahd'¥, CAFC
I, THOUI AT A M) BEAARETH D Z &2 62N Lz BT,
MEE SNFRFED Y L—AERGT L, YEFRICBIT D2 L— A, §F
TE OIS E IR > TR T 5 O TiER< . £, TR 2 HmEn
72 U < IIWE OB, SUTBER 2 L < IIE A R TERNE S
HLEALTE LT, BICHEMINZ: 7 1t 2 ISR 2 BAI T S
HLOWTERNE LIS, 6T, CAFCIE, FRHEBO Y7 L— LA %iE
a2l & SR L7212,

Z DX HIZ LT, CAFC @ In re Bilski SR O%, KEFFEO T T
VX, W% & B IRRE I H B B O IREE SIS T B RISk
WAEFEHT 50 ENCEO LT, FFAETH Y, £, 2D LD ki

124 Id. at 960.

125 R CAFC IR O, THWOUIERT A b BSFIEORFFAIREMIZ DV T, AR
WCHE—=DT A MDD, HDHVEE D THDHRELRDNIOWT, fF it = > 72,
Bilski FFICH T 58 EEORSTE, ZORICOEEEREZIE L TWD (of
Bilski v. Doll, Petition for a Writ of Certiorari, 2009 WL 226501, at 16 et seqq.) , Gottschalk
v. Benson FAFIZEWT, MR EEIE, [HIERTFT, FRE OB L < 13358 &
FEOD &, XU L 3Bk E TRz 20008 L <13 B b s 2 ER A
722 TUTR DRV EFIRENT WD, HEHFNEL, ZOEBIOED =Tl %2 TR
L2, HIEORFHIH VB2V EHWTT 2 b O TIERV, | L3k~ (409 U.S.
63, at 71) . DRI OV TIIH RIS 2 B4R L Cu 2, Bilski v. Kappos FFIZ
BT, EHEEZI @R ERKIL, CAFC O THWOUIAHRT A~ BHE—0 7
ARTHDEDOHWAEE LT, Seeinfralll. 1.

126 Id. at 961.

2T Id. at 954.

%8 Id. at 964.

29 Id. at 966. 3 AD¥|FE (Mayer, Rader & U Newman 75| 55) 7356 B 7L &2 7R~ C
W2a,
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EREDRWHIEL, BEOBMA NS DL LT L—AENTWAE
BICRRY | FFEFATRE Cd D 2 & MRk o 72, CAFCIE, BV R ATIE
MHT TV —& UTHRRFZZ B g Lizb Tl vy, k104
12 IState Street 7 A k[ IZTE- TERBO LN DO E Y R A 1EFT
In re Bilksi S L 0 CAFC 2SFRAEEE L 7= TR X %@TXFJ%
NATERNWTHAS I, ZOF, BV RATGERTFOMEIL, Bilski F+4
THREIFR LD TixZwy, 28725, CAFC X, FIHIHRIZIB W TH
U@U:&ﬁﬁétmf@\%%@ﬁﬁuﬁﬁéﬁﬁﬁﬁé%T&T%&
L= TiEZ2Winb TH D, CAFCIE, THEMIZ L 2 %EhE L 13 TH D
POEMRERZ DT OFERITIROEIIC) ZERLHZE 2LT, ik
DY L—EARFFEDOHER EFEODL ENXDDIE, 2 Ea—F~DFk
BHIUEZ VO, FIEDEICERENTVDIEAELROD] LW ) H
HRAMERRABIEDE EHINTNDZ EEZRDTNH,

FAMTH . CAFC O Bilski FFHIRIT ., [FIECHIFT ORI i #2645
By RO @R OB T 27 T e —F OB E R L TN D,

Michel D FIZ 72 5 ZEGE I, £ < OEH R EHH] 2 3BT L.

BAEHNTIE, FFRFATRE e HIBICRE T2 B OB LT A & TREHEO

190 Id. at 962. AT FRIZE VT, Newman H| 5 & Rader ¥ #H 13, ZHF RN Z

DR EGUHINCE Z 2 H L TG &2 4 LT 5, Cf. id. at 1010 (Newman, 1,
dissenting): [ L, L L, FfEAOBICBT 2 b0 H 5 (HELW)
BOIBLOEZDIZEZ TR, T2bb, (1) BV AFERFILS &R
HIDH D, (2) FFIEERFFRFAIREE 5, MBI SUIMIRIC K 5 Fhi L 38D 5
NDTIZOITiE, MBE», £ LT Q) aryta—F - VT =7 Rarta
— XKD FEAITINLHIEE, EZETHRHIMGRLRDLNLONE NS B TH
%. 1;and id. at 1015 (Rader, J., dissenting). CAFC 1%, HIFIHLFEICIB N TH, b
EERMEICEZ T WD &2 ST 5, Cf, eg, Barich, In re Bilski —
Recent Developments in Method Claiming, 2009 U. Ill. J.L. Tech. & Pol’y 251, 261; Do-
noghue/Grill, In re Bilski: A Midpoint in the Evolution of Business Method Patents?, 7 Nw.
J. Tech. & Intell. Prop. 316, paras. 26 et seq. (2009); McEniery, The Federal Circuit in
Bilski: The Machine-or-Transformation Test, 91 J. Pat. & Trademark Off. Soc'y 253, 261,
263 et seqq. (2009); Ocksrider, Patentability of Computer Software and Business Methods
Post Bilski: A New Hope, 14 J. Tech. L. & Pol’y 179, 198 et seqq. (2009).
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FETHEO R IR Dl ERE R O 2% (Leistner and Kleinemenke)

TAR] EMEATNDE, ZoZ i, RAEATI R -# Rk OFE
PERS WG B VR ATHERFFCET 2 b O TIE R 2, — )8
Ao Z & Th D™, FERZ, HIRICDIBHIZE - T, £ 9*< . CAFC
HEOHBNZE K L TWD,

20094 1 A Bilski } Q3L [RIFE O Warsaw 13, CAFC OHIRO T L %
R T, BRI RIS R EEO RN TEIT o 72, ki, 20094 6 A
1 H, ZOHNTERDY, 20004114 9 BICHFFFHFEAED LFRICE
2 OEAFRFm AL, 20104F 6 A28 H , HIRERKIL. BWZ LRz
AU TNz Bilski v. Kappos FH P 2T L, In re Bilski FHIZI W THIK
[F13kE 0> J7 12 BE 3 2 HeiF HHBE 4 Jffs L 72 CAPC & 3kF L7z, femi#kid, v
CRAFERST T — L LTSN ORI D Z e Lo
D6 Bilski FAFICBWTHEE SN 7 L—AE, RN T A4 T 71
BTN bDTho T, FFFae=idoiene Lz, L, ke
#Hlx. In re Bilski SEI2381F 5 CAFC OHIWHZ ARHNZRE L7-bi) Tl
720, FEHEL01GOLE T NI A E B & D Gottschalk v. Benson 4}
RPN Parker v. Flook SRR S OMERICES & | @RS #IT. THER

U In re Bilski, 545 F.3d 943, at 959 (Fed. Cir. 2008).

12 EEROD & 2 A Rader HHIXEOFCHERIZBWT, ZHEERD HEEOEKINZ
Wz, ZROEEFHOBERIG | K722 < BT E o fFam) 1T L T 5 Lt
HLTWbD, Id at 1011 (Rader, J., dissenting).

193 See <http://www.supremecourtus.gov/orders/courtorders/060109zor.pdf>.

YU OB TTORD LY OFEEKIC O E R E S M, See <http://www.supremecourtus.
gov/oral_arguments/argument_transcripts/08-964.pdf>.

5 Bilski et al. v. Kappos, Docket No. 08-964, 561 U.S.  (2010).

6 UL, Stevens H[FAKLE L, Breyer, Ginsburg & ' Sotomayor 4553 A7 L
TR L, FRFRTBE 7R S O FEFAIZ DV, HE R, SCERIR, ST R OY
FERENY 0T 2 JBE L T D, Stevens HIFHIC JAuE, S5 AT 515 (proecess) |
LW ULEHRIESFELTETHY . B URAFEIMEHINKENZ I CREFFRTEE
TholeZ L bRFd, FiFIRLBES NI L bR EETND, 20k
D12, Stevens HFE, TORIZONWTEZHEERICFAE L TE LT, BEVRAFIEL
BT Y — & U CRRFARENE 2 I E STV D & LT\ 5, Cf. Bilski v. Kappos, No.
08-964, slip op. at 47 (Stevens, J., concurring).

81409 U.S. 63 (1972). Cf. supra 111. 1.
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BT A N BIFIEOREFFATREM A R D 2E— DT A N THDH ED
CAFC DYl &2 E Lz, ZHERIT, BTA S, (V7 v 7, %

DWIEZERLE, WOCRIET 0 7T A T— 2 EMROT ¥ 2 UG5
BRRICEE S SEHOR R AT REMICBI L ¢, AREEMZ 72579 b Lh
RN END EREORHRIZE N T dH 2T O F B O RFFT AT HEM: 2 1K
L= b O LT R RV ATREER B D & L2, Las L, ok
I, THEOUT BT A M) Z5ERICEE LI2bT TR W, [T A M
Me—DF A M LTHEAT2OTIERLS, [7 b—AENTHPIN 10150
FHENCE = D B0 E T 57200 FHITEEZR —DDFRNDY |
PO, MEO—TFE) EARBRENDIRETHDLE LY, bolkb, Hik
DFRFFFAReMEZ RS HR A, Fo, THWOUIZERT 2 ) 3R ATRE RIS
RDOME—DT A M TiEARn L LoD, Eemi#kid. CAFC H 5 B i 2 i
WD Z LA BERT O TIERNI & ZOE I, DEARKE X
HHEFTR W BN TEZI01ROMRE ZRT LD LFHENLD RE ]
THEZRWZ &, 2L T FHEORNEZFBLL . £ OREICK LIRWIRE
JEMER CAFCHBAFRT D2 Z & 22 2 &id, L CTEE RV B2 5
ﬂ&bf“ém

L = D Bilski v. Kappos TR O | KEFTHEIZB TS E VX
AJFIEORFFATREME X, IR E L CTRBIfZ2IRDLIC®H W . CAFC, PTO ®
FEH., HDOWVIESEM L - TR SN D REL OMERK-> T D
EURATGEN, BT Y —& UTHRRFRE A B ESN D 2 & iden s
Lo RO TEEWOUIZE BT A N ) MG IEO R ATRENE 2 HIlr - 2 ME— D7
A RTEHARWZ ERHAGNTIE R 7228, MR E#IT, FEFFE10150
T CHRFFATREZR L DIX— IR TH D L B X D _REDITONT, Tol& &p
2HbDFRIFZENERE R0z, THEMOUIEBRT A N OFEE /=T
7 L—AE, BlEREFTAREBOONDILDLEEZDHENTE D,
LinL, Lati@m# e id, oI HT 2 ) 2Rk Shns b

198437 U.S. 584 (1978). Cf. supra 111 1.

59 Bilski v. Kappos, No. 08-964, slip op. at 9.
M0 1d., slip op. at 8.

M d., slip op. at 16.
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— b BIOHERIC Ko THRFFATRE & 380 B AL D FTREMEDS & 2 . TV Rk,
CAFC 3, $FiHED Z D% %_omf JE8 O 2 FHRT D= 2 FFo
LT Db LR, EIRE IR, Bilski FAHTROM B 2T
X%&ﬁﬁﬁ%®%ﬁﬂ%?_%%?6\QWC#&OE40@$#\?
7205 Classen Immunotherapies, Inc. v. Biogen Idec'*> & Prometheus Labora-
tories, Inc. v. Mayo Collaborative Services'"* |2 2>\\T, #& BRI TEZ T
Az, Z LT m#id, b OB D CAFC O A E BT
WYL, &ERO Bilski FAHPRICESWTHEFERZ T L L5, W
EFELRLEM, Zhb Zo0HFIZ oW TO CAFCIZ L 5 FHF AT
CAFC 73, J7IEOFFFF rIREMEIZ D\ CREA @ﬁfbm@®%xkﬁb
P> Them#k Ay CAFCIZRRO T HMEZ AN LT, E VR AFERTFO
BIZONWT—BOWMEEEZ L0 THRITRA D,

UbaE s KEOEFRORFFHAFTHE L, HIBNEICBT 5.,
FEEM DR RN K E o7z TState Street 7 A M| ([ZDOWT, BHINB N
O ZZ T TS b LT, ThEET (UL Pl L bER
t+2) ® ’10$U\J:é”¥b7”:o %0)%% KERFFEICBIT DY 7 b
=T RE VR AGEORFF AR L, BEOZWRERMN AL, 22
MRS ELZ L EloTeD iﬁﬁﬁ‘f%éc ZIZTCaRANEE, —HT,
HEO a2 MRITHO A R THY | 7T, B VR AFERTRES
NIZZ LTk > T, BOORMARECEZEHIRICE DA N TH D,

2. (5% BELLEYTHD, LHROE TR AFERTFITE - T
EERLAILFRN R SND Z LTk GBI AR ) DIEAER KA
#é:&uaébo“%%%&@BMM%##%@&%@% S )
EORFFFAMENEIZBI L TARBIREZREE S e T B 7, EBliZar b
Eﬂﬂ%@%?ﬁﬁ%#%&i LT 2 ThHA 9,

ST, LD &) R & . BOINDRFFFEDIERPRILZ LD 2 L & L
L9, HBAFIT, EPRIRER L OBEIRER LB EHHTIEI L H 9 sk

12304 Fed. Appx. 866 (Fed. Cir. 2008).

143581 F.3d 1336 (Fed. Cir. 2009).

14 Cf. Supreme Court Orders No. 08-1509 and No. 09-490 of Tuesday, 29 June 2010,
available at <http://www.supremecourt.gov/orders/courtorders/062910zr.pdf>.
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WA RARMICR AR AHIER 7 L —A U — 7 ORTREBASN TS
LOTH 5,

2. BRNISBIFHEDRRAE - VI bU 7 OREFATREN

RN DFEFFHIEEIC BT, BIfTO 3R (decentralized) 7Z2ffiF— 2 7
F—AAY NORIER, Z<OMBERE LB LTINS Z &, By
ThhHI, LinL, ENHEMHEDZ Lk, ABEOE-TITARWS, £
DORDY . T 2T, KEDOHIED X 5 72, ERR ORI AR O R
LR 2T 57210, BN OGBAIREIER 2 Ea—s - T r s T
AL EVRAFIEORETFRIREMOMBEZ & O L 1o TE T2 8l
THLIELELIZW, ZOMBET, SHEIRFRNOELHES, —EOR
FrafdoZ ERMALNIRAY, THbL, AL, ZoHEOT
T, EPO OFFHERC R 72 O ENEHIFT (Bl 21X, A Y O mE
AP O, HHELERT BN LT, e R"T 2o bhiz [
v/ TR NRFTURA] OHMBELTZL LIFHDTH D,

EPC 0524 (2) () Ik, Tevx A2 FHE] KR Tavta—420
Ta s T a) E R ETEED BT 1o TREEFATREZ R0 b —KIC
B d, UL, BPCH25:G) 2L D &, EFROBRIME, BINFEFFOH
FESUTMEFFFR, B VR AFIERa L Ea—F T a7 5 2R
(as such) ([ZBAF 2D THDHLAEICIR> T S LD, EPCAFEZ LT
978FLIRE, Z o TZRHEME] L) LEOMPRUESE oo, WIFEE,
FBEEROEHFTOM T, a2 & a— 2 B ORFF et 2 3853 L
WM T O T E 72,

EL<BIHEN D, 1976 I &Nz, v Ea—F - T r s T AT
DIHIOHPRIONZIBNT, KA OMFRIE T E T E, Al & k) 5 1E¥

5SS HILDWAN DRFFFT > 7 — R A 2 MRS OV T ORI & 2 Ol
ARk A B9~ 2 B OBl > & | IRE S8, See supra 1., and, e.g., Cannon, op.
cit. supra note 6, at 417 et seqq.; Pegram, An American View of the Patent System in Eu-
rope in 2009, 91 J. Pat. & Trademark Off. Soc'y 594 (2009).

16 Federal Court of Justice of 22 June 1976, X ZB 23/74, (1976) GRUR, 96 — Disposi-
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WA SN DR O - FH 71 /T A Th o T, FDOETICE Y,
BERI OIS 2 FFORt Hi 2 i ER V0 ICERAT A2 b ot a2t oh
RNE LT TN, 22 B e — 2 Lo TEITARE etk & 5
ETLH— (Thbbarbta—4% - 7as T L) [ZO0T, 28
FIZEI & WX WO ERRIA L, & 585 LA BRI 5 b o
M ENEbarEa—% - 7a I AT LONESIT 57200
FHEZHONT, FELIBRTWD, 2L T, FIHPNEL. 7 v—b &
YO Tz (core) MEMDBITIET 2L EICOH, WL THANAY
(technical) | T D & L7218,

B 10 EPO OFFHIR2IO T 2 2 ¥ o — & BIERE IH O Re e ol
REMOMEZIY LF, A A=Y « 77— OWEEORHAL & 0 5 RO fiF
WRIF, 7wz ava—% - 7alI 8850 THLHELTEH, ¥
FFAE TH D & L2, SRR, 7o & 2, BUIOMKKZ 2 BE (71
FT) N, A TIECE B LD TH B E LT, BAME DR 1
BHVRBLANBAT O RETH Y | BEBCATIEN W B 5 HEAlT R
I be 7 L—AThIUL, Y FEENAERORELZ BIET 0T
IE7eWEHIlT L7z, E6IC, FOFHRIL, Ly v s T AIHE- TULE
ETLOBRBEMOBD L Ea— 2 ThHgGA, Y%a v Ea—Fd,
EPC 5455 (2) D318 & D Hi/Kk HE A AR 2 57  (forming part of the state of
the art) CFRODH T LTI TERWVE Lz, ZOHOFERIZIBVT, EPO
WL, SCEA R L, ERE R L, MG EI0E U CERZ R
LT A%, FIVER, K217 A OB TICET S, FRIR O E L
WO BT AU =G Eh, > T, BPC525:(2) (c) HUB25B) 2L b,
Firaezidbhne L™, Zo®RIE. S HIT, EPC5E25:(2) Kk U52
ZB)OTFTT, ZRAMK] BETFORNGENEHRAIN TS, HOIETO

tionsprogramm.

M Cf. id. at 99.

U8 Cf. id. at 98 et seq.

19 EPO Board of Appeal of July 15, 1986, T 208/84 — Computer-related invention/Vicom.
150 EPO Board of Appeal of October 5, 1988, T 22/85 — Document abstracting and retriev-
ing/IBM.
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AT AN 2T o b0iZ "—Fr =7 & LToEFEDa v
2— X OPFEED T, EOEREUIEEN FEELEBLT LD TH- T
b, EOZ &I Ko THIFAZe TR (technical considerations) 2372 Siv7
LR BT o T, T OIEENIHANAINMEE 2 5 2, RrEFTRe /e k5
LOBSNERET H Z LiTiF e niand L,

19924F1TIE, A Y OEFR@EFEMFTA . A4 78 Tauchcomputer FiH]
RPN IBNT, HBE & SR O AT D kO R 22 % T,
WO TR 23l 328506 EPO O X W e /a7 7' m—F it
STz, WA HNIRH T 2 SL5 R Lo, [RECHIETIX, Bl sisk & FEL
IR EESE & 2 E eI, BEICBWT, &KE L GHMES D LER H
0. IR ER LB AL TOTHLRTATRECH 2B R HVEL L LD
ThH5H%, ZOFLWFEMEED T T, BIThWicHikicEoT, Ra4Y
WZBITDY 7 b =T OFFFFAREMEIZREICIER L TN Z & Ll o7z,

S 5IZ 6 % BEPO S8 HIERIL. M) 72 Computer program product/IBM =
PRI I T, A O E OB OFRDEA L W /g & 72 %
TR —FEtkols, TRbLMEOHFRTE, TRATOIA L Ea—H -
7177 AT EPC52% (2) (o) R URIS (3) O F THIFFRR D LRI S 4
TNDEINTWDIZR L, LRFRIT, BifeEafoa v a—
KT a7 A EFBMBMEE 2RO ZNEERBI LD TH D, T
I, 2 Ea—% - 7ar 7 a1lnNE, Zhnarva—4 ETHEITEN
EEIL, TR IA (Y7 hU=T) barBa—F% (h—Fv=T)
DOID [EE O | YERHIF HEAEH 2 8 2 5 BRI 2 £ L 2 O Thid,
EPC525% (2) (¢) X ONAIZE (3) O N CheaFrlREME Z kRS 2 Z & idZan b
L7z,

20009F121%, RA > O@FREE Hp IS, Sprachanalyseeinrichtung S

151 Federal Court of Justice of 4 February 1992, X ZR 43/91, (1992) GRUR, 430 — Tauch-
computer.

192 Id. at 431 et seq.

155 EPO Board of Appeal of July 1, 1998, T 1173/97 — Computer program product/IBM.

151 Cf. id., headnote 1.

92 MM PEIRECR TSR Vol. 35(2011)

FEFHE O IR T D il 5% 0 5% (Leistner and Kleinemenke)

FRRIPIZBNT, 2 B a— 22 L0 FEhi S D FBIORFFATEEMEIZBI L
T BT Ve —F 2 8A L, XOXEMEE T 5arta
—H T T AITONT, RA Y REFT R ONE IR R T I B
WRNE L THRFFIC L A RMEEGE L7 DICRt L, B a0 7odim e
HHFNE, 71 7T AOFANIC k- THE 07 UTEREER E S 3 1T,
—PRICHEMIEE 245 L LD TH D, 2o X 5 3@ o &ikerE
B AT 5B L. TRV &) SRR ER S D 2 £ OHdR
IR LD EBANTAe D (enriched) 7> & D VWITEATKHEIZE BRI 2 H i
RN SR N AR NP W e

[6 U4, EPO R flBIL, B R A FIEORFFrIREMEIC B3 2 Filkr 208 &
V72, Pension Benefit Systems Partnership H/FEZR RS2 3T S HEBIL,
RHF TS L B PR ADIEITO I B D J7iEIE, BPC525:(1) @
ED DI TITAE Uiz, MFLCIERIRAZ2 BRIO -0 KO/ XidH
P FERAN A 22 1 W O B D 7= 3D O HARF I T Be O I BAFR 3 2 ki,
Z ORI L - TURRFIEICEINEERRO b b 2 & ITiEnd L
RHEBRNENIDTH D, SHICFEFRIT. RFEINEEZ T 50 3UT
LT 5 O L=, PR 2 T B R 2 IS & - TR S L5 3
B, EPC525: (1) OED 3B Y= 5 & LT, 5FHENT, fim & LT,
EPC O T TlE, & 2372 EPCH25: (1) DiE D 5 EIRICIH T 3P L 38D
LNBENE ORI T, BHO THERMEZ FE o8 & it
AL TV DR & 2 KA 2B hiE v e Lz,

S B2, EPO FFHIEBIL, 20044E ORI 72 Auction Method/Hitachi F:
FRIZBWT, ava—F - 7ul I AIE VR RAFEEZEG, 7L
—AINTHRPIOFERICB T DEAE, THITE] OME?» S TR
(inventive step) | OFJEHIZ T 7 b S/, ZOFER, EPC 5255 (2) OFFFF Al e

19 Federal Court of Justice of 11 May 2000, X ZB 15/98, (2000) GRUR, 1007 — Spra-
chanalyseeinrichtung.

1% Id. at 1008.

157 Id

158 EPO Board of Appeal of September 8, 2000, T 931/95 — Pension Benefit Systems Part-

nership.
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PEDORETO R CIEE 7 L— L L HE7 L—A L Z RSN D 2 & & L2,
FEHER L, AR T, LLAITOD Pension Benefit Systems Partnership 515" & 13
KRB, TR A2 &L Eb EPCB25 (1) DRHITH Y | Hr—r3 -
A a—FEMHATDLEND ZEOHRNL, FIESEIRHTHD LR
5 & Lz, Lol ARERIC L, FF35E (a business scheme) @
EHENORY | BINIREZ B FRIC K > TRRT 50 Tldkel. £
NEERET 5 Z L 2o T FIEOFIEIZ, 7 L — b OxGOESMEICEH 5
L7pun & SivTe, BafmRei & FEET R EONEAE T 5 R O G Y 72
> ClE, HARIMEE 2 AN 2 O FHERO B3 | EAMEIZEE T 2 5HiIC 3
WCTEBESND, (o T, arEa—4 ETORETIND, Hi 5
B2 L ¥ — AR FEE, ESEE A R LRV DOTh L0 6, §lEHEE
a5 ENTERY,

20014E1T 1%, KA Y OHEFEE EHMIFT2Y, Suche fehlerhafter Zeichenketten
PR ZBNT, 2 a—F - T u s T AORFFRIGD D DRI
B 2R A RE LT 2 21572, [FEHIFTE, 7 L— A ST BN
AL a—2EZFHT O ThHIL, FFOWRMETSH L & Lz, Lo
L, Ay Ea—ZOEkEBY OFIHOARTIX, N4V FRFE (PatG) 1 5
RO ERED DAL Ea—H T 0l T AORFFHLN D ORI E
[FIRES 2 DI 4y T <18, 7 L— A SN RBIIHA OEHRN, HIRH
TRETHI B & ff 9~ 2 LB b B & ST,

AL Ea—F - Tl AOREFRRIEICR D B ORI B N TS,
KA I E R, 2o Ea—F - 7o/ I 508, BliZarBa—
EPMEDIND LD Z LA T BB K0 BURR) e Bfrr i

199 EPO Board of Appeal of April 21, 2004, T 258/03 — Auction Method/Hitachi.

1% EPO Board of Appeal of September 8, 2000, T 931/95 — Pension Benefit Systems Part-
nership.

161 Federal Court of Justice of 17 October 2001, X ZB 16/00, (2002) GRUR, 143 — Suche
fehlerhafter Zeichenketten.

102 R Y RERRE 15 (3) ROV 12, B> EPC 525: (2) LN (3) & ARk BLE CTh
2o

163 Cf. Federal Court of Justice, (2002) GRUR, 143, at 144 et seq.

161 Id. at 144.
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IR DO THDEGEIIRY | FFRFARETh 5 5 2 fad L72'%, Hifr
RITEC & 2 HATIRTE O L 13, VAT AORBREROEEL, i
5 ZPEO T (address) BT LWHIEEED 2 L2007 L H 2 LRV, EEE,

[FFAIFTIC Jaud, BRIV bndarBa—F - 7 n s
T LDFEITN, AL Ea—ZADOEMIRIFC L > TIRESND &2, b
LHW0NE, 22— X OFMNNGFREEZ BB L > o(To72Y 7 b7 =7 OB
FEIZE Y HAINBER R S NS VW) ZETRY DL EN TS,
FEIEOHEIZIBNT, 7 L — A ST FHI AR RE O E 2 IR
WA A L TV D 35T IEBIR T D, BINMIRAE & FERITI RS
DHET 256 10E. 7 L— 2 OEMNBIMEICFH ST RO LN EIE S,
Z D LD RFFEOFIRNE R OB D BN Lo T, FFFFAIREMENS IR E 5.
WrT, ~EDREIETY 7 bV =T &2z l-ar Ba—2 T, —RMicH
WM 2> W2 b L, £/, arva—4 - 7us I hL, Y%7
0 77 AOEMT-BAZ X D EARA 2 B R RE o0 f i 15 A3 B i C AR
PHEEHTHOTHIUL, FFiFriETH D,

i, 201045 5 H12H 12, EPOYERE S (EBoA) (%, EPO @ Alison
Brimelow EE 0 OAFEESNT 4 OB LT, BEREARLES, =
OERNE EPCOTTOT 1 7T LAOKFFFATREMC DWW THHE T o 72,
FHIEICEWES (L TREND) HENCET 50 TH 72, ZOMFE
. N OEMN v Ea—F - 77T AOFFFA eI B4 5 EPO
DEZEEOHRFERDD LD ThH-7-2 b, KERELETATL,
ol L B PR BTFEBEITROMEANS, 1005825

165 Cf. Federal Court of Justice of 20 January 2009, X ZB 22/07, (2009) GRUR, 479 —
Steuerungseinrichtung fiir Untersuchungsmodalitiiten; Federal Court of Justice of 20 April
2010, X ZR 27/07; Federal Court of Justice of 22 April 2010, Xa ZB 20/08, (2010) GRUR,
613 — Dynamische Dokumentengenerierung.

166 Cf. Federal Court of Justice, (2010) GRUR, 613, at 616.

167 Cf. Federal Court of Justice, (2010) GRUR, 613, at 615.

158 Enlarged Board of Appeal of the European Patent Office of May 12, 2010, Case No.
G 3/08 — Programs for Computers.

169 Cf. Referral by the President of the EPO to the Enlarged Board of Appeal dated 23
October 2008, Official Journal EPO 2009, 142.
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B E (amicus curiae briefs) 723%F & 5407217,

PRSP O LIL, A1, [F5t2%21F 2 Z LA REs & v ) [ %
it U720 EPC 11255 (1) ()12 ZAUE, EOHE 7208 2 fEfR 5 2 M 2As
B Y TRAR R EEME A R OB A UGS I8 0T, Z20
FHER DY 2 OREIZ SV TR 4 () & T L7 & & (EPOREIE,

ERRREIC WD TIEREFHIICA e 2 975 Z &3 TE 517, SRR IE.

£, #ifED Alain Pompidou £ B 23200 T4RICATREAFEA L TV 2 b &
- T, Brimelow BLEBE B IFEOMEIREZ K-> T obiF TlidZen & Uiz, T
LA, EEIEZ, EPC112% (1) (W) IZ & » TH 2 b 5 EHEAIHER 2 4R
AT RTHE T dH V) | (FEED ML BEVEIZ DN T O % il A Wi o R 12 28
FFHZLHTEDE LT, f T, RREHIL. EPC 1124 (1) (b)
DT L AFFRABEEO LY SN T, SR RSN o B a—4 -
70 7T AORFEFRTERIEIC BT D MR Beu e SRR EEN A RO &
I L7210, IS, EREEIEE, BPC 11255 (1) (b) @ [ =20 EPO %4
I KD D) LD ST ORI &V D | D TEER R
Y BT, BEET 2 HIEIE O BB A AT M LTRSS, DR HIE
I, BT O o0l (GEUL) (CHESL (a divergence) M35 &8
D72 L, B LWEARS IS OV T OMIBIEIT, # I d i  R
T 5D TR, BENCEA SN T Ve —F N EEshi- W BEIES
70T HIENRHVELE L, AMECREE STV AEFL, HFLED

170 Cf. Enlarged Board of Appeal of the European Patent Office of May 12, 2010, G 3/08,
at 1 et seq.

T EPC 11258 (DI KAuE, FHIS B R OV EPO BB O &A%, FEREFHIBIZ KR LT
BRZMNFET 22 LN TE D, IEEFHIBIZ, FHIMOMFEIT L TIER (a
decision) %z, £'BH OFFEIZHR L TIEE R (an opinion) Z%H3 %,

!72 Enlarged Board of Appeal of the European Patent Office of May 12, 2010, G 3/08, at 4.
' Id. at 5.

OEIX, ZOMFEE, BRI X D R D (L BRENTD) R A AR
LLTRhRENTELOTHS, L, IERFEHHEIE, I OMNFEOHILE 72 - 728k
B LIZHRH DS, R DA Vo N—IZ 8D b D Th -T2 Z Eh b AT EPC
1125 (1) (b)) DXFIZEALSWTH D L5880 7=, Cf. Enlarged Board of Appeal of the
European Patent Office of May 12, 2010, G 3/08, at 7 et seqq.
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Tl ELRRRBIEETHD & L2, £ LT, EPC1125:(1) (b)
DOHE - EBEZ, BEOF 1 (legal uniformity) 2SEL SN ZHAIC, HLK
FHEDS ZNZTREETHZ L 12h 0 BORBITIERFHER N AT S
ZEIERWE L, e LT, AT, BT D 58RI O A e
Z & MFEICET HIEM BN T T STV RN & L7,
JERGFHIBIZ LAUE, 70 7T AOFFFATREMEIZ BT 2 Sl oI FlE D
VT B LTEY, EEENDREAINLIRETHD, o T, AFiC
BT DG HL OHIWHL, EPO OFEBIZE(EZ LT T2 LidnTh
59, blarvta—4 - -7nr 7 M7 57 L—a, HiRNFEE
REL, IFFHT 2O ThHIIE, 207 L—2AF, ava—% -7
077 AZEER) E UTRRFAREEZ TESND Z L iden, Lol
BAMESCHESR ORI BT, 7 L— A OEATOME S5 59 5 B
DHPEJESND,
FRROIERFPHERO WL, RSN B R&ETh D, AMFEITBIT ALK
FHFRA~OMFEL, 23720 ORWIM O 5 B2 EPO OIS A 72 2 Yl
ZHLEZEERMRILE LTEBY, BOEAE W) I, 20 [(arEa
— X T s T AR ESFIZET S (kO (piece-meal)) FEJE%E
BB LT FFIC DS b D Th o7z, £ LT ARFEI, JERFHFHZ L
T, arbta—% -7 ur 7 LAORFFARMECET 2EMME LT A b o
HWHEH DL E S o THIR L, 528 b, IENZEN L i—Ma2 ks,
DT A & —EHIREENL (freeze) SELI ETHRAAITHELWVHOT
Bodz, KBS, FHEBORBNEL, ik Uiz X 5 78 2 05 B o HAY
FONERHERR IC/G LT, KA ID (& EITEIERMIID) BB L TE 7,
LinL. ZDOE D RFEIEN, FERIIC, 20 o —Z BEREH O
FFAREMEIZ DWW T, NT U AD LTz, BTl (differentiated) . <
LT ORERETE ST /o —F2ERTHZ LA WREICLED
ThbH, P05 FEBEETL, (20 8o — X BB O KT R EEE
BT %) WEIZon T, —E L, il T7 A M ERESE, TR z[E
ELT 5D Z & B EBRICHATZE LTH, BEPO & 20 (i FIXAIREZRR Y

5 Id. at 17.
16 1d. at 22.
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MSTAOZR) SRR ORIE LT AL OBIRT, £72. ZORESRIC
B 2R RIREMEICBIT 5, WU TNNT U AD ENTE BRI oW T, fEHR
2 (EEWR L) AHEETHD Z & el mpA R oS 2 L & oG
T, DELW LIFRB AR T-DTH 5,

PlEofEais LT, arva—% - 7u 7 AOFFF et B4 5Bk
MOHGFE (F72d 5 EPO FHIEEOHIWT . KO oA > R 8 5 55T o
IR EFHHIELT 2 2 IR | FRFOT U 7 — A AV MIxT 5
BRIND I3 72 7 7 —F 3 B EHHERICED L D ICHERE Liengm
L ENTED, —DOEFROEHTTFFTHEICEE T 2 MEETE L,
W I LD EAEITD S 12T T 2 W ) kEOHEE L By | /K
PNCIE, BEHITTAS, MLOVEIBIT BT D RFFHED Z D53 BF CORRBIZFESRT
% (yield) ZEMNARETH -z, ZOZEiZky, [Fov sy - TR -
T A ORIE—F 785 EPO 881 K OEIER O ENEHIFNC L v |
FENEN | B2 2 MW H S AL A HIE — 2% (RHCHERFEAY T, 3 L b
RERTRY) FERATR L, MR, FFTFORER O 74— R b
AR DHERDER T2 —DOBBENRFE L 2WNIZ H b b T 2o
ORFFHEZ MR E O Tl Y — 72 b DI L0 Th o1, 7272 L,
FT HAHE AT, WA T ) e, 9T L b e T
< BRCIERBINARRBRIZBNT, v Ba—4 - a7 7 AORFFA
REMEDRIEIZBE U, MR Tt Ze ik 2358 B, XRIC /2 % =
IR LTRNST2E VNI ZETHD, 1> T, D TED LWITH 23D
bod TEE LR (frozen) |, XiFd7< & TEBLIZS VW (sticky) |
FIBNEARTIET 5 2 &L AENL T, BRHIMICD 0 2 OWBNEDS RN 20
BB RAEZTER L CLE 9 & 9 BIEIE, BT O RN O T,
FEEIITFE LRV D TH D,

UL EORFNT L0 | BB OBIEIL, BARNREITE & bICER
REFE RO Z E NI BN o7, E LT RFTAERTICH 2 1 E 0T,
PRI &I ER & AN A A DT, Y eI ERE A2 D
Lo T D, ZOHARNEIL, BIEOKINCEIT S, —EO%E
ik & BU 557 & O EEUPC O3 A% R 5 E &K DiEamic BV T, &8l
WEINDRETHDH, BIRLIEL DI, BEOEPILIL, EEFED
(MEH 5) IRgelC THET S (freezing) | fGBRIEZHITZ L, T
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0 —F & L Cilto TV D ATREMED B D, KIE OB G &K b kOB E %
=X o icBbihvd, 37 b, Bilskiv. Kappos FAFHRIZEBW T, &
T, FERFATRE A ROFEICE L THE— DT 2 M &M S, CARC
O TR 7Ze (formal) | 770 —FITSO L, K0 MO H 5, kD
HER IR U CHRUGAIREZR T 7o —F 2 KR L7, 25 LT, il )y
B DR DOEE 0T AR B)—TEEEOH D, LabiElc b
IR LT <L 2oy I F ke PLERINEFRFHIEE  (pan-European
patent system) #EBT L THDL EEZHNLDH,

V. RKERHFZICBITH5HFROER

CAFC &diffif @k & OMAIEM, RO R m BRI 0 T
CAFCIZX T AREE A 2L S/ Z L 23T b 5 —DO4FBlIL, Y5
OGRS S I (the principle of prosecution history estoppel) D& &
Thb, WA, 20BN, FIFEICRT 2EPRIOPERHIER, B ox
ATFHEDOSE D & 51T KPR EOWE OIERE 7259 LITLT LR
LRWZ Eaamd &b, MEOBLI, EWZEEE EOEL S,
FEEVE R O 2R BURI) 7 10517 & O O33R (legal certainty vs. cor-
rectness, accurateness and transparent policy orientation of the law) Td 5 Z &
R LTS,

B L E, — RIS, 7o A FRFO 7 L— 2D E & OB TRENR
OHENRTH, RPFFRELRDOEL LV, 2F - m— LD
Th D, HEmIE FrroREfiIlZ 7 L— 2 DOXE LV ILET 500K %
Fior2 | FrRFEOHEREIHITRFF O 7 L — L DXFIT L » TIRASIT
N LS —IZRFRIOFISN & B 2 b o™, Tk BT 2 AR
BRCEIRAN & 0T, FISMT T 2615 & LT, R D3RR s 3

177 See further also Jaeger, op. cit. supra note 5, at 83 et seqq.

178 Cf. generally Schechter/Thomas, Intellectual Property: The Law of Copyrights, Patents
and Trademarks (2003), § 20.2.2. 5&72 21EIZ351T 2 BRI O W T O HE OHERL &
L C. &% 2, Cf. Pumfiey/Adelman et al., The Doctrine of Equivalents in Various Patent
Regimes — Does Anybody Have it Right?, 11 Yale J.L. & Tech. 261 (2008-2009).
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WTZ b= bz MilELZHEIT, WEROBEHZHIRT 260 THD, =
Mo ZOOHGROMA L FHOR 2 T7, KO, FH OROBRBRIT, £
ORI & FWF RO G & SN TE 7,
KRENEIZRT D% ORIIL, 18534FEOHIT i #IZ K D Winans v.
Denmead FAFHIRNIM S, [FHERIZISNT, BT m AL, FraFOfER
WL CXEITKILT 27 7o —F 2T FrafJe] L peR HaE & o
PG 72 » T KO BERBIERNRT P n—F 2fko7lz, ZOHMmIE. £
D, EIRE MO FRBHIPTIC L > TlEA S, Bikfbah Tz,
WA R E I, W78 Graver Tank & Manufacturing Co. v. Linde Air
Products Co. FAFHIRSNTIBNWT, BERATHMICTR . ZOHmREE
THEORIE, BRFHE DA e T 4 THEERET O L TH D ELEY]
BN LTz, Eemskld, BERORIUZSWT, RIC, RETDLEH 724
HERT Z IRV BEEERND Z LT ROE A/ X=X —DEAK
ZHIC & & BT, DEBRIEME (2b)) A BA /= a UIZY #
LT LR U T LT EIE, TRFFIS X 2 FFIK (fraud on

1 BEEIC O W T O BEERMIEIC D&, LT 22 M, See, e.g., Adams, The Doctrine
of Equivalents: Becoming a Derelict on the Waters of Patent Law, 84 Neb. L. Rev. 1113
(2006); Adelman/Francione, The Doctrine of Equivalents in Patent Law: Questions that
Pennwalt Did Not Answer, 137 U. Pa. L. Rev. 673 (1989); Allison/Lemley, The (Unnoticed)
Demise of the Doctrine of Equivalents, 59 Stan. L. Rev. 955 (2007); Coniglia-
ro/Greenbery/Lemley, Foreseeability in Patent Law, 16 Berkeley Tech. L.J. 1045 (2001);
Lichtman, Substitutes for the Doctrine of Equivalents: A Response to Meurer and Nard, 93
Geo. L.J. 2013 (2005); Merges/Nelson, On the Complex Economics of Patent Scope, 90
Colum. L. Rev. 839 (1990); Meurer/Nard, Invention, Refinement, and Patent Claim Scope:
A New Perspective on the Doctrine of Equivalents, 93 Geo. L.J. 1947 (2005); Sarnoff,
Abolishing the Doctrine of Equivalents and Claiming the Future after Festo, 19 Berkeley
Tech. L.J. 1157 (2004); Thomas; Claim Re-Construction: The Doctrine of Equivalents in
the Post-Markman Era, 9 Lewis & Clark L. Rev. 153 (2005); Vermont, op. cit. supra note

64; Wagner, Reconsidering Estoppel: Patent Administration and the Failure of Festo, 151 U.

Pa. L. Rev. 159 (2002).
105678 330 (1853).
181339 U.S. 605 (1950).
82 74 at 607.
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apatent) | ZBG<7oDIC, WERNSKETH D L L2, Graver Tank FiF:
BT, BRI, PRI EMIE I TEE Y LR D i
W57 A NEMSL LTz, 20, Whwwd THRR - ik - fRT A b
(function-way-result test) | IZ &5 &, &5 b DB (1) REMNZ[E— DOFEREA
) FFEMIZR—DHEIC L > TRIZ L, Q) FEMICFE—ORRE H 72D
FTHEIL, WELRODLLINDY,

19954F-, CAFC (%, KIEWEIZ K % Hilton Davis Chem. Co. v. Warner-Jenkinson
Co. IR 2 BUNT, Graver Tank SRR O B 285 L, [N —)E
BEAL, A /=g Ol b EMHE Lz 7o, HERE - 515 - R T
Z NI, (7 L= AE LR EY - FIEOR O] HENREENZR GO
THLHILZRTTARELTHIC L EVAZROMb LR &L
721%, % ZC, CAFCZ, EMICL2RELZRD L DL, 7 L—A4
SN AT TFIE L | BEHREY ULk E ORI OZEEN | JEFENR Y
DCTHDHZLaAtAT20ERH L) & LT, BWFEICHTLIHE _D, &
DIRNT A RTHD, Wbwwd TIERAMNLAERDT X | (insubstantial
differences test) | Z£H L7,

ISR 2 B A s, RS I L. B N R TE OMEIT &
DR SN ED Fio. (BERBELEFAET L2 61F) BHEIED
EICREESN D REDL WS MEICKHREZ 8 b, B4 BT 5
ZEllpot, WAREEIT. T 1952 ORFFHALIEIC LV HEGRS
BEIL S TRV E L™, $£7-, FARBSARKSHAID, REOFIE
WX DB EE LTRIEREAHNTHDL L LY, SHiZ, ZL—A
DTN COMRERNEETH D | BFEIX, 7 L—2a kL LTTIERL,

155 Id. at 608.

81 Cf.id. at 608. Z D7 A ME, LIEULIE [=FF-—MT A | (triple identity test) |
LI D,

185 62 F.3d 1512 (Fed. Cir. 1995).

186 Id. at 1518.

8T Cf. id. at 1521 et seq.

58 Warner-Jenkinson Co. v. Hilton Davis Chemical Co., 520 U.S. 17 (1997).

189 Cf. id. at 25 et seq.

190 Cf. id. at 30.
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7 L — LDl & OBERBIHWTTRETH D & LY, T, HEDOH
WHiZ B9~ 2380 70 7 A MIA2y &V DGR AU DWW TR L, T =& [F—
7 A | (triple identity test) (. HHRZEEIZ DWW TOSTIITET S L
TRV LD ITED S HTIZE L TiE, & O HAIL S F 0 &S0z
) L, IBERENEROT A ME, MxboT, boERY [FEE
Hi7e] b0 ERBDDLMICOE NFEAEFRND B R LT &L
7219 LasL, #fEm#kix, Enn—o07 A M RBEICEET S E— 0
W27 A N TH D ETET, WEZET LT AR Tr—R - XA - r—
ATHERAL LT\ 2 &%, CAFC O [HMMmHRZ A7 25 Z ofEkicks
A EARICHINT ) ([CER D LIk Ei, T OEERICB W T, ik
HILEENE, A PE R OEA RN A m O 572010, FRmiOwFEL2 &0 X
INTHED B RENITHOVTIEL, CAFCIZERD | & LT,

Warner Jenkinson SR IUNT, MR Em#IL, CAFC OFFMAYE, &
MERUZ SRR Y &R L72is, 54k, SRR A HIRR 5158 L L ToO%E AR
WA AR = IR O i 7t T R % G U 72 Festo Corp. v. Shoketsu Kinzoku
Kogyo Kabushiki Co. FIR'PIZHWTIX, ZOHEITHEN-L 5> Th b, [H
HPRIE, CAFCOHIE2H i L, FiHEISER SELH720 7 L — L&
T 2~ HBNAEZMELZSG. ZOFRT, BRMEINZs L—
BTN T OB RO LRk & RT3 2 AR40L (an absolute bar) (213
e DT HIEOBEBNII S U CRHME & 72 < Tk e, SR L2,
FRLLRITER & 2 LDiE R &L, R OB RIZB W T,
TECHIFTIE, BHEF O 2 =7 4 ICBWTHEN. SN IR 2 T b &
D IREALETRT 2 Z LISk LT, HETH LRI B2 &V ) iR
FOHBNE LD THe#tE A L-) 2 Lico%, CAFC 24 LY, Kk

91 Id. at 29.

192 1d. at 39 et seq.

193 Id. at 40.

91 Id. at 39.

195535 1.S. 722 (2002).
196 Cf. id. passim.

97 Id. at 739.

102 HAMPEIRECR P98 Vol. 35(2011)

FEFHE OISR T D il 5% 0 5% (Leistner and Kleinemenke)

BRI TV D, B LToiBICHARN e B 4 b 72 O3 iR Rz
9L LTS E LT, CAFCZIFMEL 72", 2o LT, dilREmEkiL,
M@ OEPNIELGH)T, PTOODBREOEEZABHET LD THH D
BERIBEEL SHAIMR DT 7 0 —F 2OV T CAFC IR & 5 2 1219,
Im#ED, AR SBICHBESE IS E 52 5 CCAFCIZHE 272 LR
T EFET, TOMRDVIZ, EROER &EBEAMICFFOEER A 5
Brd 24HICIR-> T, 7205, CAFC NH7-2T A M aE 2 HTHe s
HELDD, CAFCIZZE LR LIZZ & 4, B EE O CAFC 127 5 R
OB E RTINS LinZn?,

K55 & FARRAN S 0, ZICETREIL, CAFC L@ RE @ &
OEEAER ., RO R S O UTARIZ BT D RaREIC kT 2 B30 &b % |
BRIRYIC R LW D, BT m AL, CAFC OHR 2 — 8 R Il L,
Z ORI DIEORBE TSI H I ERKERL LB D &I,
CAFC 0|k % —JBHHBICHER T 2 L W H SBIZRY 22H D L H TH
b, ZOk, #EIEEBIT, BAFO I 2 =7 ¢ ICBW TR L7z s
EITHIE X5 I HIBE OB L O M & 72 D BUR & 52 2B BT AL, £
OFAZRL T L RS EORFFHENLETHHZ &, T LT, DL
I IR & LB U CIX B % (differentiate) = & O M BEM: 2 5RFH L C
W5,

V. ZARNEHE?

PLEIC R L7z K902, KEOFFFFEICEE T 2 B AP 31T O Al
KO QWAL OFEH &y o TEER ] 1, FFRED —RE S BT
T, BHICBEET 2V ONOMEEZ R LI EIT0 ) DD, £ DA
TR TH o7, T2 T, 2D X RET N MO (FFICEIN) 1 T
i 52 ENAREZR D, Flo, TRERON, SHITIE, bLHZED
BEZDRETHIE, 20 (T AEHEET L) ATHE, EORLEADIZ

1% 1d. at 739.
199 1d. at 738.

20 Id. at 741 et seq. Cf. also Peterson, op. cit. supra note 31, at 246.
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DT, WRR D REICEE TS 2 LR DD, LV D RRMNEL S, £
ALEARFIZ, RO[EDIAITENTBLLERD D, ThbH, KEDX
MRS, ORGPy 7 4 — A A v MEZSRFFT 525461203, KEA
M DOFESADUNEL (convergence) 23 LEGHIMEA TWD Z L 2R E T 5.
KEORRFN - AERPPRZ T R E LT, ) LiciEmad 325 2 &2l E
THLMN BINZOWTIE, €O LI R LIFETEELRNENI T L
Th D, BINTIE, —MKIZ, B 2 [E % OIERUSHTECRGE N - +HeE s
fROIENE, —H OB E DK T iif_%/‘h FEHEL TN E F”:bzhé
ZOZ LI, MR, R OB & EHIC T 2 &N E OB

Bh Gz Cnhd,
L Z AT, CAFC DA, WL D00 FHe l‘@%ﬂé%iﬁuﬁr"\ﬂx K& T
7o BU B, M OE AR ORI BRI E OfIRR b, (D7 &b EW

B =2 & T BRI ICEAERGZ b7 Eﬁ‘ﬂIA‘ﬁ‘T [ESEEaNE
bD, W SNIFFRBELIE, RS, TR SO D EEFR LT S Z
LIRTEDD, Frfhat DA A & TIF 2 Z LT &V 1T, GF

IMYFEHIT L > TN TH Y FHSHF/MEZEIT L > TR L3 <72 ™,

R, BOTL OWFEARIBET 5 L 512, A RAMRWIRATIEIZ 2 D &
F9, B, BEITFR 2 A RBE WO IS ETFHE 2 H E 0 R L
TORWEZ DY EFIZ L - T, FRIGENERILT 2 FEER S 5, R
WX, Franoiin, Ko EE T 2 HpkoREEZ -6 L, il
OFERO PREATREMZ [, & U CRRFOMIEE @ 5 Z LIk v | A%
kﬁz}%@ﬁﬁ IEHEHETDHTHAH™, LinL, HIENEORELET LM
I, ST, HIEERRGE O D 2 2 OB L IR OB IR T 5,
(NN U:bUPC D) 5 E T O M5 K OIS (the local and regional
dmmm)K%Lfm\%ﬁ%@%ﬁ%%ﬁmﬁw\iﬁﬁﬂ%ﬁ%w%

W1 Cf. Harhoff, op. cit. supra note 5, pp. 37 et seqq.; van Pottelsherghe/Danguy, Economic
Cost-Benefits Analysis of the Community Patent, pp.30 et seqq., available at
<http://ec.europa.eu/internal _market/indprop/docs/patent/studies/compact-cost%20-benefit-
study-final _en.pdf>.

22 Cf. Harhoff, op. cit. supra note 5, p. 22, pp. 42 et seqq.

203 Cf. Harhoff, op. cit. supra note 5, pp. 38 et seqq.; Jaeger, op. cit. supra note 5, at 78.
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T2 &L BT, TXTOFMIPTIT I T D ]k o & Gtk 2 [FFE EE
22 8ICED, ZORIEIZBNT T+ —T b a vy B 7 ZOMmo
FRRAIT 2 Bk 35 Z ENEETHHY, DL I, H—OFFHER D
BT TR S 2 FERFECHIAT O I EERR G O FEMI L, 24U S il BES EERIC
ZOWRBEFMTE L LI, TR0, BRI X P& OTIER
DRV OaARMNEERNTLHZLICEVEEICTEST D L0112, IR
HEIZRESNDHRETH D,

S BT, EUD &S RZHOEZRN O LBV T BT RO R
HETZ AT 5 L7 d L, TOEEVEZ L TRECE W [ S506HE
(the language barrier) | &\ 5 RIREIZIE E 52, EFED & Z A, BB—D EU
FERFHIEE, ROV DL 7 o — 2 A L kD 7= O 7238 1T 03
ANEDORRT, SEROMBIZ _>OmER>, Tibb, #HFXILF2
L—ADBHR ORI & | BT = OO ENENIEBINZ 3T D FHED 5
LI VT 4 URIBEIZOWT, GEBMLETHD, 7 L—LhEWNL
DINDOFFE, FRE L & HIX EU MR EOT X TOFFEICHRT 5 2 L1132,
HIBIA R ORI R A AR T Z L ICR D OB 6T RERIA A

1 Cf. Jaeger, op. cit. supra note 5, at 90.

200 RFFREIC I 1T DI OREE(L R OVE TR 7R BR M RF R BCHI T O ER 2 BEE - 2 3%
BELTO, SEOMBICONT, =R Lcb D& LT NEB ], Cf,eg.,
van Benthem, The Solution to the Language Problem in the European Patent Conventions,
IIC 1975, 6(1), 1; Bossung, A Union Patent Instead of the Community Patent — Developing
the European Patent Into an EU Patent, IIC 2003, 34(1), 1, 19 et seqq.; Franzosi, A Com-
munity Patent: Three Suggestions for Two Difficulties, IIC 2004, 35(4), 416, 417 et seqq.;
Gaster, Zum Stand der Arbeiten der EU an einer Reform des europiischen Patentwesens,
(2010) Medien und Recht International Edition, 1 et seqq.; Pagenberg, Community Patent —
Main Features and Comments, IIC 2003, 34(3), 281; Pegram, op. cit. supra note 145, at
599 et seqq.

26 Cf. the “Common Political Approach of 3 March 2003” on the Community Patent
(Council Doc. 7159/03, reproduced in OJ EPO 2003, 218). [FC#E %, fiFD 7 L— L%
T TO EUMBEEOSFHCFIRT D Z L 2 RDTB, HEVICTRA MBRPND T
LT E S LB e LT, ZoFsNIE S,
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NEFEET D Z e B, if%%/*\%ﬁﬁl;%&:ihli TR MEHID T
b2 BU R A2 REIICEIIRT 2 2 LT, YFFFCET 20BN T
®$§*§hé_kk&ofwém ﬁ%%&@%@mﬂm%%%wiﬁ
IR D FFEOBPNL, TRTOHBEA R NFEEIZ & o TOFEERF
AREME L WO T U r— N E B2 2 ERE R L 0D, HDSiEr s
P HIE, FUEdb 2k (H) 2875805 Z L2, BRENE
DN E OFCHIFT, LS OB RFRIZ L > TR ) OFFEL 725 —
. MOEEENTDLZ L2 D 2 LG, FER EEUPC OFREZHEL <
T, SEEOMBEN ENIZERERTHH00E, ZOMBEIZ OV TRE %
BIAEEBKTE DA W=D, SFEICET2HEOH VY JiiT
BU B FEEDORERN LA SN TNE LWV I FEICERENTNDE, £<
TN B L B ) R_R— g v A~DA T ¢ TR EEET D

O FERRORIEIL . BINFFFFOBLRZ AT AI2722 5, 200042, EPC #ifiIE %
“the Agreement on the Application of Article 65 EPC” (OJ EPO 2001, 550) % £-4R L 7=,
hUE, @E Te s RUBE] LR, EPC IZHD & G S AL RN RFFICBE 3
% aﬂﬁﬂﬂ O)EIU?@Z%: HE & T 2B RIET 2, ZOBEICED L.
EPO OAMGEE. TR0 LIGE, 77 v AGEUT RA YEEOWT iz NHEES LT
WD RN BN R & YRR E O S HTEE O WSR2 2 L AR L
5, &I TROVEIKIEOHAEIL, EPO OAMGEOWTLE RESHE] L L.
PRINEERF 23 Y LA ENC BN TR I &£ C 2729121, FEESFEICHR SN D LT
Nod, T2l BEOHKNEIL, FF7 L—2%, TOAFEO—DIZHIRT S
CLAERERTLHILENTED, Ll ’@f/i;/E i&*"ﬁ’]&%ﬂ)f})@ FREIC
FHREORHZRD TN DTz, EUJJH””I BRAY (i NI A N 21 AR S ERAN
AERITFRLTEY, VIR b &7‘2%@??@&%%7& 5 L’Cb‘éo Cf. European
Commission, Proposal for a Council Regulation on the translation arrangements for the
European Union patent, COM(2010)350 final, at 2.

28 Cf. European Commission, Proposal for a Council Regulation on the translation ar-
rangements for the European Union patent, COM(2010)350 final, Article 4.

29 HAT OB OWTILLL N2 5, Cf. Council of the European Union, Draft
Agreement on the European and Community Patents Court and Draft Statute of 23 March
2009, Doc. 7928/09, Articles 29 to 31.

20 Cf. Haedicke/Grosch, op. cit. supra note 11, at 201.

21 Cf. supra note 19.
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7oL, EARPEE RO L | YEGG O A S35 2 FERTFHE D 2h i
EODF'EE’C‘\ BERELFERLETHDHEZZTNWELY, ZOZLEHEZD
&L FRTFR O L—AOFER, WS (EFHZRHIEDO T o) BT T

SREICET DAL, BICBURM MR 2 FF D472 b3, FrHEICE
WTHERRNRA LB T 4 TR VPCRET D0 L0 ) BB OLICHM
DPLLDTHDZENRH LMD, fROE A, FEOREIZOWNT
EOMFREZERL TH IEOE MR 5 Z LTV L 5 Il bh s,

LU EBHRIOEHEIT O T Cld, B— CRERILEOEFEN G E D72
FIFHOMEER D L7120, —J&. FEFIC DB Cl—/7RE, 772
b, BURAIBLN ﬁ)%ﬁfgﬁ) TRVRW) EEER T2 7o TL
EERIENRE Y, 20T 1 L= e D100, BREREE Ly
72 R AWMU N T U A ST, W eflE 2% T 2 2 LB HEMTH
L2000 L, TREOFRIZREICHREND DO TIE, HFLEZHH
T BHERDBH S (with the power to review the facts) HF R PERRECHIFTC
HIUE, WS OO ARIT 5 Z LN TE Db Ly, X T, %
D K9 TP OFCHE 2 A EIEET 5 2 LA, FIEDORRINICAR TR T
BD,

VI. #&5R

REFF I BT 2 PERR SRR IC DWW TR R B BEHE 2 £7-> CARC DAIlRR
CEFL, BT T o — A AV N ORIEORFT AR Uiz,

212 Cf. Dreyfuss, Institutional Identity, op. cit. supra note 43, at 813; Dreier, Sinnvolle
Reichweite des Patentschutzes — Software I, in: Eifert/Hoffmann-Riem (Eds.), Geistiges
Eigentum und Innovation (2008), pp.245 et seqq.; Leistner, Computerimplementierte
Erfindungen im System des “Geistigen Eigentums”, in: Depenheuer/Peifer (Eds.), Geistiges
Eigentum: Schutzrecht oder Ausbeutungstitel? (2008), pp. 187 et seqq.; id., Sinnvolle
Reichweite des Patentschutzes — Software II, in: Eifert/Hoffmann-Riem (Eds.), Geistiges
Eigentum und Innovation (2008), pp. 267 et seqq. £ DYy FEHE & RFEFHE D HiPH &
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