2002411 A
H23% HoW

hoE OB OiF

Chinese Translators Journal

Nov., 2002
Vol. 23 No. 6

tying law #D law of obviousness jERAKIBIF S REHT

x| B4
(PALBCE F B AOME R KT B% 710063)

£ H VAR EIR T S BI3T M 3 (englishresearch.8u8.com)
MESREERARES, RERFE -BXTHIR"RN
XEMAETRAMNAAE, A8 LhELRE, ZmmE A
X, XBANAMEREPRTRAM tying law filaw of
obviousness, EH H TR T F JHIE P MR @3 15 8
B -REPRAIN= RIS, WEEAR. R5 LR TIL
iR GRS ENRT, EHRY FiBEAHiE.
il i iR %) tying law )R8+ — 5, HPBABREBRBAE
#, fi*flaw of obviousness FIBE@Z IHBR A~ -E(W S, #iH
EFANMARMNAR 2 £ D ARTCERED? EHEIEHTE
ABFF., Gt — M ERM T 28 XSRS
B, EFRAXMARBEXRMABEEZ. #im, *
MRS EE R RS FREKA SR (UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA vs. MICROSOFT CORPORATION)zk # & % tying
law; J TWK% &P 2001 F £5 TERXPREE S
Tying law and Policy: A Decision Theoretic Approach# [ J#it
tying law FJi&3C; RIBF, H 3% obviousness B¢ non-obviousness
WREHb BT . H5%, EEMRERERR EHFE P
HAUH T RKHRE, & T A X tying f obviousness 198 3,

BRBRELHE, FEEINTEEELIARBRELH, &
FPE—AFIEZ, REAE-IMHNRERETE. RiE
KRB RER, RAMNPTLRIRERRES PHS
mBES, 1997: 2), BREEABIRKIEHEZLZHN,
HEXERZEREZHMBRAR, HHESIOERSHEL
A8, HAIMAERB LIPS, Lk, GLEMH
BMEERADI, HTRE, HRE R IE e i
BRI amER BT EHNRMREE.

MK 2H & 547, tying law fl law of obviousness [d] /&
842, Hying F of obviousness PR 52 law, ¥ 5% {7 40
ARE, HEMBRZEBXRAE—-XFH, PHEIMNE
TeHE, MEREHEH “law”, #REM “law’
BB el 5 . B AR S - B#EAT tying Fl obviousness 7§
THREM.

tying Flobviousness B> R & B F il X LI AR %, tying
Hzhial e W AR, AERER, HEIXREHE, 5
FH#, obviousness HIE 287 obvious A TR, E5H T
. Rm, BEAEBRERELEET R, BERE,
REFHF S EAERTLE .

H38 Merriam-Webster ’ s Dictionary of Law (1996) R0 #8 3 .

tying adj. Of, relating to, or being an arrangement or agree-
ment in which a seller will sell a product to a buyer only if the buyer
will also buy another product; also Of or being the product that will
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not be sold without the other

- A tying arrangement violates antitrust laws.

848 Leflaw s Antitrust Dictionary (leflaw.com) B8 3 .

Tying is a term, as used in a contract of lease of patented
machinery means that the lessee has secured only limited rights of
use. and that if he exceeds such limited rights by agreeing not to use
the machines of others he may lose his lease.
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obvious adj. Easily seen, discovered, or understood; specif
Readily apparent to a person of ordinary skill in a particular art
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considering the scope and content of the prior art see also patent

- Aninvention that is found to be obvious cannot be patented.

obvious - ness n.
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1. Europe, Japan, and the United States have different stan-
dards for assessment of inventive step, as it is called in Europe and
Japan, or obviousness, as it is called in the United States.

2. Some of the similarities for determining inventive step/obvious-
ness in the U.S., and Europe, and Japan are highlighted in Table 1.
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