slggAadg H7H A1E

©E = [e]
E3H
- A - A o2 AAA e -
g - fHd”
(2 %)
LA E
2. 2899} Ay
3. 2339 Azjole
4 S5wsle) g o8
5 748 9 A ¥

1.4 &

ZleAde AL Anpd F3] 59 ¥uA FALS AYsiae s dud A
ol A3 RYAoE nea AR Al 7|3 B} o] FA|A Hcl. o]2F 7]
A B9 A (cumulativeness)®} X 2+ (complementarity)ell @3l Rosenberg(1982)
the} o] Adsta glh

il

)

rir

Inventions hardly ever function in isolation. ...... The social payoff of an
innovation can rarely be identified in isolation. ...... growing productivity of

industrial economies is the complex outcome of large numbers of

+ e dHagddisd d4d7+U(Post-Doc)

w fgIIElr|edl dargddidd Ras

1) o]21%F ¥412 94 YAl(generic innovation) £+ #H41A Al(key innovation)olebil shod ojeidl Ul ¥
AlEo] Ajlsle 7leA et Wx]= 714 A Al(technological regime)E AlsHA o)
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interlocking. mutually reinforcing technologies, the individual components
of which are very limited economic consequence by themselves. ... further
innovations, which are known to be technically feasible but economically
unattractive at present, might move into the realm of economic feasibility.
...... In each case a central innovation, or small number of innovations,
provided the basis around which a larger number of further cumulative
improvements and complementary inventions were eventually positioned.
(pp. 56-70)

Z1€R Bl 9le A9 olg} e FAH U] &b S0l W] QlAlEe] gox B
3t 712734 2 AAd] {3} AR TRAME HIARAE olelg 2qle] melEA] o} ¢}
o} 71eR R FAA o] e 71 & A vl 27) YAl A8 6lA]
Zobe 4 Jlek &, Scotchmer(1991)7} A1 43k wle} Zho] &34 Al loxe 27] A
A7t 35 HAR A oA a2 W] dFaHE Qe 2] HA9 e 1
Al ZHA7Y 7HAlE 7R R oldel 4 HAld) digt 7l R E3tehA 51, weba 2]
A A AR felE Fodslr] SslAe T4 gAY 7ha] F dRE oA AFo o}
g Zojoh =& FAlo] ¥4 YAANAR AR f4a] Fojr} o] FojHo} g} wla}
A, €2 "AE aEste Z1eA A Ale ZISAAE EAshs A 7129 daske
2] FH2 A (aggregate rewards)S] 27|89 ozl ¥AFe] Eul(division of rewards)
EAZE =99 d4og YAstA e Aotk Wk, Ak Al dlelA of7|Ee 2]
YAlzte} F4 HAlApzke] AAZ) fQ1 AT TAHE 5} Hste] Syl oi%t
A2 $49 AN R A "ol 53], AAEA 977} 58 dilpatent life)ol
¢ P AFeL A& FRRIGE, ol 582 o8yl E3AxY A (patent
reform) Al glojA Aokt #A9| wislel & 4 glch

2 dte HTd =T e FHUARAA A WA, AAGH A5 T
He ot g Asjiezd, S o] B} ol E Wi, SHHNA 2 AAA orlE
FHA s 3AE FA o' 3k grh2 53 #AY NS ol FUe] 735 79t
T o, £ A7e SHHARAY Al glolA] F2T AAAEE AT 5 U AR 7
ek

2) 53 A4, o TrA o2 AN A4 BFY A4 YA WY TS A7 V857(19%)F Fag A
=%, 71¢Es} $7% wddte] ARE AAANAY BEo} AL FE AAY Y =F 2= Thurow(1997)
& Az A



2. 53 999 A

5399 £AAQ PA1L 55]d] s FoiA= a7 P AFA AH-Ho| oY
2} E3|UAe] A3A}o)] gt FAA(exclusive right)ol] slch o]} 22 B34 A|3x}4)
g3t FAWL 53U B3 Fdo] A3}l A A= dol B, 53] U
B3 Wl BA 2f-dol et 2fAY AAl #idshe Aol ey, E3A
2 7Y QA T8 B £ e FAE EFALE Yl o] oz iHate] o
2] 4o ole WS a2 2 oo ez Xyl oFdl 2 M wet AA} Y
A71% st FolAZ|x el ol9} 2 ARFE SN M2 539 2494 deld
ARH g P E SN F83¢ T4 He Aolch aefd, AT /i
o] wWulsly 7]Ee] EFAAMEAD il FE EAHAIAR Aol vld S
2 g AA7L PEs] FoHA] @oken T o2l of B37A LA dite 2%
sgic) 7129 R glolAe dFAE R okt 539 o] A
3 9o, 3 /A FEAQ 4L B S5 A 955 AAGhe Heltt o]
g Y MG AEs] g3t (a2 Dd Jeht e B3y 43 B
A vAdAqHy g A2 s},

A S gt galzbe ARl WS ekl AXEYE o] Y BHE &
3A "o} FHELQA YA A (specification) et H+H 9 (claims)E 53 Ao
AZstA et o] o, EHFAME AT 7leield] AAAR AL BA7 Aol %
el s AP F Qle £Fo AN 7lEE oo gt

E5E04 QoA F A 1 w4 AFHEde 9AA Aol dehd Qs AR
g 42 23 sk &, ATdddle 2984 Azl e nF de
A2 AAle] BABIIAl she 7|9l B FAE ek
537} 49 53 AAREL o]0 53 719 A S Wl BN H%E
AA) o] o) 53 87ole} he S5l #AE U 872N HEH SR AUFA
(novelty)3} ¥ A (non-obviousness) 2 A4t o] &7l (utility) 58 ¥ 3§33k}

3) o] =&l AFsR U E87 A ¥4 (economic analysis of patent)& Nordhaus(1969)2) A7 o]# o} Foial
)& &9 - B3], A2A A &9 - A9 dTFE 9uiRlr}. ol ATEL SslAxel fig AEA dF
2] Bole HHEHA S AAld 24 2F pHA AFEEM, 538 £ =dAv 19903 o] Fof o] FoAl
d7Ee F4E F2 Urk
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AR A4 537t to=ad SR AL A sEglo] Al S8 E A
Aetdct B e A 53U Ao i 258 A7) = 7302 ylo) 3
FA A3 BAHE WA "ok old, Fs FAAl] F4& HAlae udd 539 FEE
FASAY A9 71eo] S8 JHA 7€ WA wlolde FsA Hoh

a3 1) 53| o™ (patent procedure)it £38 HY

535 27 (patentabiluty)

E35 "
(scope)

JEEXTH

ol A Aol £ AN =t she SIHHAY el 2P &, & A7
AMe BEAE 5519 A5 A WA 2 539 Aol B} WS T MY
22 sjofsta gl ol2id XA ML FFH R o A AAe] FAve B
e AAshe Aoz Aotaly] dRoltt. F, 53 EUe] AAE B3] SHEHE +
fe Aoz wadod SN FAle S5d AN FHs =AW, A9 53 E
T2 o) Fel SHA A3 TAA dolMe 53HE ASHIAAY AR, Z F3HAA g
SHATHES 7 58182 Tol FRHoE AEH 3| o ol diF BAo] WA nE,
& A7 e Seiusiet 2 AL (T Dol veht sle 939 e FgHes
Arsta fdste AR HH3tual A
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3. 53]u9le) A o2

i

3.1 ched 3l 29

E3Y9r) Z1ene A dAR #A3do] e AEeA Adsisick aHex
E73t3, Sl A3 2719 AATA A5 FEA AL el ¥ Al
28] 7)x3}4 o] FoJHT}.(Gilbert & Shapiro, 1990; Klemperer, 1990; Gallini, 1992).
%, 2719 Bl #F 2L FoiAl shte] HAldl digt HARAZAAE %A A
A Aolkell 2HE LFglon, ol & o]Eul A dg-¥$ X3 optimal patent
length-breadth mix)ol] #3t ¥41-& ¢Jv]sh= Aol wel, 53 A3t AFH A
5389 3A 7)5(reward function of patents)ell 24-& W& d7-Eolgt & ¢ UYrH<X
1> #Z3).

Gilbert & Shapiro(1990)+ S35 9E E3PAbAl L5+ o]aS(flow rate of
profit) £ A2sta, FoiA BAE AFed U FHAao AA w]L-L Fulshe S
A o] 59 el 58 AR o]ff st FA &Al(deadweight loss)o]
HAFHLZ Frlste A4, & FA &4 F47F 5 ol&ol dizle 5 g A5 HA
3 AL o] d3hE /AU s B ar)d wet 2Ashe Aol
€ Aotk &, S5 Hatd 7bedt & SEHYEHE Hadsloo} givke Aol olF
9] 3= Nordhaus(1969)8] 2, & A 53 AL wisiche Artels s A
ojch, 1 A#e] wiA ] Aefsla = FA A B olddl A AFH Frleke /1A
o] AAAQl &L 33 k. F, Nordhaus(1962) ATolA 54 olfo] T4 €Al v
A el 3 /M-S A} AR M 4 e Aol

Klemperer(1990)& 34 A& A3 23& 0|83l EHHAE AF 2d=y] &
oA A 7lgde] &AL Al ZIdT AAE F ole X AR Asidd a8y,
7HAe] sl g 2v|xle U AEFS Asske AL spAEeh e,
2HASE DA elT o]F Hl&(travel cost) B AMZol| g A 71 (reservation
price)& %3 F8€ct webA, Klemperer(1990)2] 284 o]F u]& 2 47 7149
X7t A AAE AHshe 4] 98U F ALt A, BE ANREY] o) F vl 4o
ZE A, SdAle BE LuAp) ALY AES FHELESE A AASA A of
75 ARt olF v|4-E AER] oA o) Wk, A S8 AR & P
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Qi A E T4 £ Haskb] Ao 9L HohD Solw Wsle Hawes Fol
= Aol Hoh Wk, B 2SS €A 7] AT Atele A WHE 2y
o2y AL wiAs= Zlo] HA AAe] At ff3id, AA 714& zelsA U 4
T+ 58 ZE AHAEY] 54T A 7HAS A Hm, o] A o]F | go] T
AstA] efow] SA 71ARE A A9 FHo] st AA B REY FA AL HAER] oY)
wfolc}. AE2H 22 Klemperer(1990)9] #4& &u|A1E9] 8 A0 uje} 33 g
W9l 2gho] dElAle AHsix ich

Gallini(1992)«- 24} H]4<(cost of imitation)& X3)3}d Gilbert & Shapiro(1990) ¥
Klemperer(1990)2] 972 #Aslglct. £, Nordhaus(1969)9] <77} 944 &3 83 &
7T AL 29 ulgo] wjg & Z-9o]n, Klemperer(1990)¢] dt= 24 H]4o] 04
Aoz A 4 gtk Gallini(1992)%= o]4te] F Fddo] °}‘4 b &) 2y v 8-
FAA Bl F, AA VgL 53 Aol FRHY FALE Edrles AL

4 Q& "7 7ide|AY, 53 9% 5] 29 u]E-S TZ}KM 7S g AE A
g3} ok o), 53] Agte] AAd A AA A2 A AFo] so] mupe] {qlo]
Z71HA "ot o|2ldt 2upd ESAALY olaS AT web E3 A bt
yale] 918 A FsA Fahs sFsAde] HASA "ok &, Nordhaus(1969)9] 4ol
ke ge] 58 d@e] Frt 84 19 SR dFHA 4 4 e, Gilbert &
Shapiro(1990) ¥ 2:m]A4] o]F u]go] 2 7429 Klemperer(1990)8] Agahe 2
E3H9S A3 Soln 53] AL FHAgog Fole AMo] Ao & 5 )L A
3tz e Aol Gallini(1992)+ S3W S 2y3gel oA F 71A]9 W& AN
3=l & 7FAl& Gilbert & Shapiro(1990)9lA419} Zro] mu} u]4 A S FVHAZ o2
W E5AAY o8& ZTMITe AR o & 7R 2l i E b 3Ae, £ £
24 ®xHimperfact imitation)d] 7FeAd-& o]8-8te] A3

olAbe] FAHA R slol A9 E3 ol A3 AFE 8% X DI Frt

<H 1) B3 g9l ZH 24 o g 2

é—?xl £3 Helol Mol AP}
Gilbert & Shzpiro (1990) E3dXte o2 :2&?25: :;t ,?;j—:y}
Klemperer (1990) HE AHEY Ao ¥Y :; :ET};(; igjiow
Galfini (1992) (SE‘%‘:;?/ ;Izi fuy :Z&?Z%’j A:q: B
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S AolA =t e dTFES L ARE R g 2 —g—i/xi 7leA e 73
A '%‘ AR 2 33t 43 et WA, $& A7EelxE 484 7le 2 4
M zishke vAA dAryes gAsET g
-r’i‘l’—‘l HAnY stelr o] d7F 23] Aol WA AAHH EdelA Eajel] w} o}
FE o7t ARSI QS-S 2ste] SN AdE (ad 2> F §3l AR
2 g

7 2> 5 S stolMe] SsiHsie] Thd

‘53 2"
BYIUE0| SSE
HSE 4 e g
«

“Tu S ‘Mg S5y
dHI|HS0l Yu & = BHI|LEO| Margt 5
= 2% HEe ¥y £ WY HEe dH

a >l >

- >

S5 9= Aol gdel Yol(breadth) -2 Zol(height) ¥ A17+A (novelty)3 A RA
(non-obviousness) 528 E&H I gt} o] F Yo|s} ol AT R¥o| +33 Ay
3 23R FL $AA ApEst 2yAA o g} =] AMEHT Qo =3, A
Al st 9] 7] 23E(Green & Scotchmer, 1995; Chang, 1995)2 Alf#A 2 B A=}
ZE 53 8AEE S 22 /iR st o, AR vldibEe S
gt 538 87 7ol v ol FR37 Ae] ARelLl. F B3 E 5T & dov
A F3HUE AN 5 g A HAE 5 Sdoiehs A #x). 2, o] A
559 Al A¥e FEde] Qlrhe HolA £ Afda] AHkshe S (patent
scope)®] 70 dtoll EFAA 4 & Aolch. (T 2 B uie} o] A A
stolj Al o] Esjgo] it ¥4 Esdning $U% UL 2 AE = vy ¥

—-193—



(future innovasions)dl] &k ¥ 5ol =29 224G P37 9t} & Es{us] 49 a4
82312 O'Donoghue(1998)7} A 2l&k At W (leading scope)®] ZAAT} nlz] g9 &
& #5 71sAd(patentability)e] 24-& 233 Qe Holch

Scotchmer & Green(1990)-2 2-94] Xoks 53 75 =3 (Poisson patent race
model)& o] &2t S35 JEE FAA o] 5L, SWHE AT Fotsl
o, A4l F o] Fol4 T2 (Poisson discovery)e] o]FoiAl= m3o|A] AlFAlY] 7}
=7t 53 249 deo] vlX e d3%s £ o] o) B, F AFAY e
He] =307 o]lRolA] o] B3 E ASE F vl gl 7RI o] 5L 53
At Z=7) 7199 AiE 2 53 A5 P vlxle G3o] EARY T 24
A T (first-to-invent rule) & A&YF9(first-to-file rule)ol] wat ojgA e}
Ae7He 43T Qlrh o & §3ld, A4 Aot & Afde AR A7} 0%
oARAA] dgo R s FA £Alo] MASA Hol, AFAY AEr) 3 AGelle AT
A 7leA g HA 7o) AgH o E YA AT A fele 2 =Ho 34 A
o] ‘HA3A & A3tz ik

T, A7 FA o] 27] HAlo] 4 gAle] e xo] e Al glolA ¥
A9 flg o34 AT A7) s FA7} Green & Scotchmer(1995) % Chang
(1995)°] 2)8to] AF= et bt Green & Scotchmer(1995)9] 7% x7] A1z}e] $-al
ol vl5-& F1 A& 4w Chang(1995)9] A& F JAAlA 3] A4 w4 $5&
A AT Aalstel] diste] EAsta ks Aol e ol E HRAY 5 ik

Green & Scotchmer(1995)= %7] ¥Alo] & Ao d 2719l A$- 27] ¥49 7}
A F45 A 7HAE 233 =, ey T A9 e v BEE vAle R AlF
Al =E A7 BAke Rl EAZE GRS AWEdn & 3 F galdl glelA

55 YAl Al HAgre] 2L AP v]8-E AFEA =Hd 2] HAlzke aEy A

Fale S Sm2, A9 ABY Y4lo] T Age] Baksle] olfelAE A S
Aol F HAlo] @ 715dell Yol o] Foix e Aurt Aol F¢ TN =,
25 SeE9l9) Basiel 34 FA19 AL AHl oM BHUYo] ZAASE 5
H9l e FolZolof ekn FAak olkd

4) o]59 AF+= 54 A5 2R o] Rx|&= AHue ool £H9 2L 23T k. F aY 1A A=
ukg} Zrol K& £ Ao HANE o s W] W FleH ARE s = olg B} AlEA Bl
QL ol A= olel zaly, Aol glold £ 5ol Axe xpiby A AL ovlshe AL ohr)

5) o1&2} 99} Chang(1995)8 A7+ 53 W ohel, 7478 AM(competition policy, anti-trust policy)&
A zslm glvk ol YA AFE uie} ol FAA YAl slelMe £ wArY 37| Wut ohe)l MALY] wlio]
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Chang(1995)& 53 W} A2isle dubr oz vl FHU “F8 HAldf o
slo} Ey e B3 HYE AL E AN TS FA8T Aok a0 wEd, JdukH
A QAT g 4 85 W HEEof she AL T8 AR oplz} HAl
a1 A Z& 7} (stand-alone value)7} §1.ov ¥4 #Al(derivative innovations)o] =f
5+ 2 7HE Zdv 27] g4 =3 2FEoF F& "é""%}‘ﬁq. ole A St gAl
o] A £L 7|t 7|ed7 e wel gt % Q. v
op7} olejdt A= i F-1 AT A elA Z}MS].J— Ae 53U 3 DHA o]
S W3l ol F, dicked] M FA 2 A9 714 Tl oA 9 +5E& A
3l 3 1 o]3}e Ao B35 AsslA Hch= 71A e A6 distod EE 713
2 sle Aeld, SHHAAA A Qo9 A (discretion)ell tdte AlAlshe Wit =4
& Zlolth

¥, Matutes, Regibeau & Rockett(1996)2 7|& ¥Al(basic innovation)e] ®lzj<l]
okt 4 3-8 HAl(applications)S 7Fs3HAl sk AbStell diste] #4319t} o=@
A% sl 25 F /X9 AAS vla B 3A, “d¥ 335 A Z(length
protection regime)” dlollA& 535 Q¥ FH2 EsdAPe] $-4- HAS A A =T
SHUE Z2A =Ha AR 7|I9EL Ado] TEH Follof 3-8 HAS AAe] =T 4 3l
+ AAoln, B8 “w$] ¥3F | E(scope protection regime)” StollAlE & A F o
A RS 55 443 RS 2A Hu UeA] Fie] digtd= AR 71gEel

TUN = A F AR 2% e Aot o]l F AL wlwg 2
3, o] 52 MY B3 Axr) A% BRI AErd £ A $A4E /A Fsiich
o9 Hzl= Kitch(1977)7F 4 39 “Z% 7]5(prospect function)”& HutAs}
+ 23 & 94§, Kitch(1977)& 589 750l AA R 9= ¥4 79
AFolete “BAF 7]%5(reward function)” Bt} YJANEA 2 A oA 8 FAE 4bx]3}
I g AR YAE &3 L AYE Yok 2ol RFeiAof gy F
A3t5.2 o, Matutes, Regibeau & Rockett(1996)2] ¥4 Aik= olzlgt A S JAurys}
£ Aelg & & Qe

DEE

o

Z9% g9log Brslud webi HAIATIS] Z3 WS 2Fshs AA AAL pAre] wjig A= A St
2] shz zlelFA s Aol ey, £ dFdde S3YHd 2L T oleng AR A dig ==
A gkt

Arrow(1962)8] 87154 (inappropriability) =2l “84lol izt AP 2R3 A8 felic Jd'e
FA%FAHunderinvestment) ZEE AsH SsAxe] A -5‘-3-‘& o] wiFe] =z ity e,
Loury(1979), Lee & Wilde(1980) 522 WX+ S84F93 U Barzel(1968)2 thE =+ WA 23 (fishing
models)ollA& 238|8] 2 EAHoverinvestment)®] AEE HAsk3 glow ol ¥4ile] A3 Hog Yol wjAE

6

=
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Scotchmer(1996)= 119 27| d1E4 FE5HLE FAE 7AW AR o] &9
i TAE AR AAHANA A28 sk F 71&9 °‘3:|L‘°] & *51"]'] l—sr 1 A5
7FsA3S 4o] 52 S3HAAE FA L Aol v, F% Falo] § T ¢l
Al she AAo] AAAY 4 ol3-S st ot o]Hd A o]+ “H-«: 1—1]]01] el
A Z27] AR A B} B o] §-E AlFE] AslAe 5 JA9 WL ojF ¢34 ¥
A7k {}4H(bargaining)ell A F4 dAz1e E571 gle A% 27] HAlxke J4
Hol 7} Ik A AR ik

53 873 f&sled O0'Donoghue(1998)& AZ-E ¥A& Axsigel &, 7]18 47
| 5 YA7e] FAE B4 2-DA Yol Aol v 2 d3e] 3% ¥4
A AR dx 9ldh o] A, A4 HAAES T3] 2] HAAo|HA F& HAlx}
7} "Hohs 5A4E 2t 2 olHd S 58 8418 e EN HAAER s T
B} 253 P45 PEHARE fEdheEZs A YAate] A fdS vAEHE 4 s
& FAs ole ¥4 Halo]l A= FE Al 288E 7|Zte] oA geiA A
A 5 53] d3effective patent life)o] AR 71Aske Aolet.

A, Choi(1993) = 53 Adate] Byl ulekS F A eol] oJugt dakg vl
71 AT &, S534a%E B8l AR 2uks AR e VI ES 53 V)
£9 A Ui F98 ABE A o), Al vgel w} e F oA I
A1 7F Al (timing game) el A& A Y (preemption game) - ©l7] AlY(waiting
game)®] FE =HA "ol Choi(1998)+ o}’ ARAH ¥ A(informational
externality) &2 Q13le] 589 139 73}, 53U Aa$elr e 58] 7Aool EoHA
£ 7o) Wtz Al E AR A R A T 52 BolL Ytk

=3 Lee(1998)e 7129 &3]3 AATHE] 53U 53 7] AFAA A
dojuhe A Aol 2H-E 232 &S AL, S QoA =ohE F8
3 2de B3 E Ags 7R AFpErlese] tekdoleta FAEkch Lee(1998)
t 71eA dolxt & 7149 A5 ARA e A RERAL AR e HAY L
of ulxA] F3ale] B} 73E 53 sst Q3 7|ed do|xrt ¥ Atede —?—3]
8 ) FApt ditug 589 93} uigA S 1ok vobr), 55U 73 2

fijo mlp

Hog £& ulge] s Yok S vlveh olsh 2E FAFAY} YAH 02 okl SHARE 203
oA fale) Held Bl Apbaalel VA e ﬂzwa]f ol ohdrl2"she EA7} BAeh ok,
olel 98 Kitch(9NE S5i9l 2% 7158 9l 25} 2e APt 8149 4 Arkz 498z Uk 5, 4
43 A2d 71489 (prospect)el thate] I B4l d4E A2 2 AL YARA A% Jei] SPH HH
& yojgoza N)FAT FHY 4 Acke Edoleh
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ghstol] glojM B3 A 54 mAAl2Z B3NS F3t 2 (tuning)dHA &
st o

ol¢} e EFA|xe] A7} FAste I Scotchmer(1999)+= £3 2 7§l (renewal)d
7 g" AL Axsig & SR BAE AR de A A9 539 1Y
o] HEFHEZ Ao B35 A& S3dAl] A7 53 Ajte] Adolzba M3}
gtk o] & 53 Scotchmer(1999)+ 53] 734 wi7hdZe] S5l WA 22 B3}
A HE AW v AAL A2 A4 27— A vil7hZE(direct revelation mechanism)
9]¢ wolx 9lr}. =3} Cornelli & Schankerman(1999)2 Scotchmer(1999)¢lj4] ¢} 7o)
AR YA A4 AAE 97 =72 53 S meEdct oS AR v
A2 QF Al3H dFNL-felat AR QTR 2AXE fAs] Yt
71eM 2 Aold B3 ddte] Waihe Adwsly, o’ g¥e] 539 PAald s o] F
oA 4 9J5-& A¥slx glh

ol4e] =9 & sokstd <X 29 At

(& 2) Ssiue] ZH| 24 £HE B4l 2y

7K} Y ot oA B}
Scotchmer & Green(1990) As Zlz&go we}l MM
MEAFTY| [ MUHFO 2T} Aol
Green & Scotchmer(1995) E3 WY JlEonetel S5tAA0|
M M 242 W7} Sofo} &
Chang(1995) £33 #He Ao Jxj7t Scixel
4 M4 49 o e XX
Matutes et. al.(1996) E3 Y ZoM £35 Y|
(28 ool gt Aal)
Scotchmer(1996) Es| 2H £3] 7 U5t X|x|
O'Donoghue(1998) £3 22U £35] 2A Zs XX
(716} Scotchmer(1999), &3 Al E35] Aol Al2HX|X|
Comelli & Schankerman £35 7 (58 49 3 ¢9lo] HE 28N
(1999), Lee(1998), £3 HY J|&vlgtel to|xol| g
Choi(1998) E3 o Mifo| oM

4. B5WSY A o2

399 4 o] 24X AHET FFHIAGNM Yebte F 7HA9 $83 8119
A A A H) o) g A o] B ALEHN o) F HH S B3 SIA A& A%

—197—



7} AARAGD
583 A A (specifications)= F&Hell 2gte] EUA7t 53 7sdt e ol #dert
of egk At} @A A3} HAA L W8-S T3l A EHE AL E o] 8% 4 9le=v)
£ WA =) 53A9 o d Y FAE AAR o] FolA i o]2d AR F9
AL BFA R 27E o] F= Aot o9 dul, 589 AT H(claims)& F5A)
Z4A e} Frol Hivixle] wWiro] BIEE J|eA AAE AYste €S s ot

4.1 H5 E74(Disclosure) RTM(Enablement)

SeAEe dHR T8 =3 F shbe HAAM A9 AR IS R 71eA AAY
A5 A7t oJu|d fEAA o] FolHo} sherleldt. o|g} FH}, AAH oz 7T ¢
,\l— 7182 53UATL 3G a5 HF Wgo] HiHoof rke Aol 24, o]
F BAEE 53 rled vy 1S IR 53E A5E A H, &
ﬂi AR 9] ojvl g AAA 3= A3E _x.ﬂlﬁl T %1"4. el weEle 535 A7 BAA
el W8xg wdAel yis 23 A

<Ate 1: Gillette Patent (1904)>

(71 8) 19049 v1=9] King Gilletter AEdS 2288 4 9+ 9E7|& Uyl 53
& A5Gl Gillette®] WE77F AdA AH3S AFA Clark Blade & Razor
Companyol|A 213 Ax7]8 2uslsly 7 7]3i7ke] 538 As &fe] dolwtrt Clark
ARz Gillette®] 5317} 7bsdt dxde] A whfel diste] F£38] A9k ¢z oz
FAstgod, £3) W] tiatele] GilletteAl7} Aol 4] 413l Waof £317] ¢t
3 Ao

(#4) Gillette2] 53]+ Fasl}) 9 ClarkAle] F4E wtolgqldd 534 A=
ol oJu]E 7z £ Gillette?} 7He ¥t BE W4-& A ] T§AAk b 1
o] B3l AAlo] QoA o} A= ¢A & Zojdt

o] Hell= 53] WAAM A Wgo] FEHel &t /et BE YHAld dislo e
A e Yole fihke Zg Yrulshes Aoith &, F4 YAlo] Es|FAA 7ed U
9 M 2 97 5L 53l 752 o] dAFHE AF F5 ¥ A g
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AL 2 223 —s—awon Y = OE F2T wAL oI1TH Gl FUT
S %swz Zob 4 glck,

<A} 2: Leder & Stewart Patent (1989)>
(h8) 3= hEte] Leder 259} Stewart X45= AR} o]A1-& %%H ot % E.°—¥«] 7}

el S o] ok AhE AIY BE BB T U4E %—%s}o;zu}.
(@) o1 SHPIME SaHE Felsidod, #3 SHYNHE ALs

o] Al¥lE vlR9 #4-¢ FZA(pioneering) & vl F43 Al S EHAE X
ZA oz AAAFE AL vAFT Yot ”.}‘5., 3 B A F o199 FEA A
slo] 2UF AE HEF F4 i) 2 ARE Q77 AR x84 A4S A
29 9lZ& 4 ok, A TEo| gt Azl Leder 249 Stewart Z59] U] HeY
yrolehe HA oA ol FoiAt). &, A Wge] AxAoleke o[ E THAA HAE HY
ke AL £95R] G /e g Uiy BE WS ’Q"P“] AejH oz A §-
27} Qlrhs Aol °]“ Z 535 w2 Uzl 34 #4& fX(enabling) =7l
& BAo] i of2] - uEshe Zlolct. ol2fd f= 7|5l 3t #A e oA, {1
E3|H 2 AR o] frellA "}E}L upo} o] 3 913k A3 (undue experimentation)®] J &
A 1 Za3 71Ee] "t &, “28 A¥ Fo(doctrine of undue
experimentation)”ol W2 F& A1y} 24419 S el glolA 7] HAlzte
G 3 AEE JolM $EL AYE AHSE F9T F e A AHE =

& - ik

4.2 HBPH(Claims)2t £33 &sl(Infringement)

=5 AFHAE sl 1 o] Yol 34 SR ATEaNeS 2
A 22 sk Aol S5 Aol BT el BAle] WalE TR 4 9
A ek geta, Haks) sl slAse] oA e Bel dAAE P28 REaZ
927} whalA ek

421 54 F2(doctrine of equivalents)

E3W 9ol glolAle “B5A F9(doctrine of equivalents)’& 53 & A AL
248 AF FL2 FAo| v|E AN i Sel HEs 2EY A= dTEE,
By 5538 WHoE 15 4 vk Aol
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<At 3: International Nickel Co. vs. Ford Motor Company (1958)>

(70 8) International Nickel AbollA AAA A7 (nodular iron)dl] A 53 53
t}. o] AAA A7} &4 A7} i 0.04% vtavlEs H1sle Az Aot} F
International Nickel Ak= FordAbel dj3l 58 A& 252 A718kdch

(©t3) vl Ford Ak AAA #A7}e] 0.02% w9 wkdleg Hrlste A2 4 Qe
Zold, & 553 424 International Nickel A}9] 535 Aslgt Aolr}.

<At 4: Hughes Aircraft Co. vs. United States (1983)>

(71.8) Hughhes Aircraft AR £ 9012t} Williams7F 743t $419149 244 24
7 FAY 7)Eel At 55E Y53 o] rled ANelA AZE HANA FAls
AAE AR Vel 587 Ho F wteA Jlee] S AT 2Fglol
44 Ao slolaaz 2 AN E AAsS AE ZAY § A HM2H o] 7leel W3
o] Hughes Aircraft Ah= S35 A4S A7Iskdc

(#4) Williams®] 53 o]F A" #AFe ¥ tdx|d 7|&L Williams7} 2| Adella 4
Pt 20 A4 AAAA £ 5 A =HAok 2, olH¥ ¥4 s1ed] HAE S
A= Williams®] 5§32 s 753 Holeng 534 a7t A=k

o S5H 9T oMy Hel Agstolol st e AL AEAY =R
o Sl Uk o1 A4, A AFD whs} o] Wy HA12 F8Ao] FAHYN e, ¥
4 7% 2k B9 449 A%e velx 9k

i

422 At E3{(blocking patents)?t eSS4 F2l(reverse doctrine of equivalents)
A =oF T5A FolE EFUAY 23 HAE A AR WeEd dA &
L=
= 5

HaFE 4B Aok ool ASE AA5H, 5 59E AR Ao 14T AT B
EaFe PHOE AD 539} 455 F9F E 4 Uk

5 B0 dokd 27] Salol dele] YA WAE VAT T4 Fslol el
=% ANE S AN AR AFE AL, T 5HE FeAwsel Wk 27

T, 0] A% 27 E3E “9Y Ed|(dominant patent)’st 3o & EFE “F& 53
(subservient patent)”2} gt} o] wf, £4 £3]9 LfA= £ 53 LAAENHY &
3] wso] W7 AFo] glolv AAY B E AAT 5 flon, $Y 539 &XR &=
24 53]9] 2xzbe} Ha] Aloko] glol MR 2o diste] AAF 4 A Frtk o]
& A 53 S8 Wo] o AR A FAFhe FAHoleke AMel 7|3 F,
T B3| AAe ARl 7l e distd AT AA FAUE YA Aol 4 Al
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e $5 538 Y53k A, O Ad BN B fd 246 AA gL Bl
c}.

F4 HJAAE pishe =gE J1FEeR “‘9F5A F9(reverse doctrine of
equivalents)’7} k. &, AFH o AE3] 71A= ] A % HAlolgle WS
Hehe AR BAY 5 e AF 2], £ YAlo] Aol 3= glcka iz
T, 32 HARL D AHEY] 718 QAL WstAA olAe] Bl A9 £ Hale 74
Aoz AgatA] Xdle Aole 534 A&E ¥ 4 glvke Aol

<Ate] 5: Westinghouse vs. Boyden (1869)>

(74 8) 1869 George Westinghousetw FU4AFA U4 371 AA7E o] 43 7|94}
4 dae]ag /st 53E ASssich 1887 George Boydend 4% 37| A&
Zpzte] volz Aol Asle A5H-& FAAA A 2L HeolaE Adsle B3 E
#5319t} Westinghousew AH19] ATFHHE “F7] Folze) 77|, Beo]=a Ay
o} Wing zgtsle] palolzd 243t A" |5tz Boydend S8l Al 53
Welel 2y A 245 Arlsidch

(3148) Westinghoused] S 37447} 2 292 A& %< Boydend] E3& %
3147, Boydend] £3& $4% MAE ol5dlgon wE A5YHS gusie g
AL AA sl gle g Westinghoused] 535 Asslglcty ¥ 4 ¢ich

o] Bl a7 2UY AN Wil S5 Feirt B4 + 9oL dgely
Qed, o] WS ok Ssluslel Aol glolA Falel A sHHs Fag 2419
S & 4 9ok 2ed, o]l SETA Fol) Aenrhs A AFY A 23, = A4
330l gt E3L Qs A9t vk vuHel A9t g 4 oo =7 o] B
2 pojo] AP JFL vFon T A RS ST hest o)

<A} 6: SRI International vs. Matsushita Electric Corp. of America (1985)>

(71 8) SRI Ak= Ze] TV Fhdlgte] A7 ARE ql¥sle delo) Aels] E38 R43)
I UL, o] 71 7 He9] A o] Hsle] AHgs] BAREA g3 At 9,
Matsushita A= 5 Qe 4% & 4558 FAZ 71€S ptsisic

(83) 53l o 7ies Ag3] g3 7|EY 7e £33 239 g2 ueg £
3] & 715E T3 + UEF A& o 83 Hold). webA, Matsushitarle] &
e A A= E Aatsio] SRI Al #93] o} 7] LT o)Sslgleng B
{9 Jd2 2 4 g

714 A 53 2 HA B3] A} T8 AAH 80& AHE Feot 9t F ¢

[

b A
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9 Sajs 24 Sa7e] By e} A% B3 VAL ANY TAS 2
Holch. wok, £4 Ealo] AN 7B7} oS ¥ A AW Soe F4 AR ao]

¥ A7 29 EAl(holdup problem)l] -3 7HsAdol e Aeldh

5. AE 9 A4 3}

71€8419] 734 (isolatedness) S AAZ § HFAH E3AT lolre, 4z g4l
Zholl st 7163 BHAT o) kst AR AYS EAY AdAM A=
o zev, A A7l Rebt 3540 E WxE sl 718 AHA 9] 44 (cumula-
tiveness) 7€ A9 A F s SHHAA glojH B3] % ¢4 AnlE
A2 AN 808 ¥AXF| 7 9lct. 53], AATH A7t 53 Aol A7 4 A
F3& AL I, olgigt 3E-L oj8ul BIHAEY AAHA =R slelA Ackwt
#Ao Hsety & 5 9t

B d7e Ao =H 1 e SHAA A gt AR TS AT, 53
HAo] ddH o @ FukstAl e YA FHol sl o] 2 R E 53l A LR
%, E5ddde] ALE Dolgt T S AA S el g ol E Wz SHWEHNAA
of M AAEE Aol Alko|ch

A AATH ATEE S, Sl A AL 7| HEAA A &
AT FeA 5849 F¥olele Azt tisle rle A, F Jle/NLe] v § % A3
o W3 EFAX o] HAEWHS AAsle A 230U st glch Yot HAE
7re] A FeAol Sy AA A QoA meiEoo} & vl gle Hl, o]
&4 A3} B IME HLH 7 ek 2Rl ol 2] AT & Al kg
o] 719z wzl S5 sE AA ook & &rlsh= Aol

Hebg 2ol B ), 58 A =Ae] ¥ AAHL gl vlF9] A-F, 198219
AULEFHYU(CAFC: Court of Appeals for Federal Circuits)e] /| o]F S s|4F
A E&AA7} saske A$rt Zoleta k. ole, §3Aas #Y ARA 3F
A - 716A Z2AF gl el o] 24l 554 F9(doctrine of equivalents)®] A4
o] gy Az Hdd}. a2, Folud F8¥ AL Y FHAY /e 49E o
o2 she Alxoln wely s 71&e EAd ule}l A B r} sl olof gt
+ et}

olAb] B E 0% uleto g s1&9 A, 53] AATH AT 2tnd Fe S
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Aol JZE $Ao] 7] HAlAte} F4 JAAA Y FA FAR Fetdogsy il {4l
FAE doiy oz FAsly gk Holk &, EaWe] F8A o] dlFEl wiHl 7|4y
Ao FAA slede LE Wyl T2 HAAEL A EHUAR] SAl AAA A
A7F 2 £ g Eisol & Aok &, Al £A didde] U3 dA4A Al A4
¢ HAaks G JAAAl e AAA JaAAt JY 345 AR A FAH 5 PR
7b Sl Zlolet. whebd, Sl digt Bk FAA AHA AL AAE7] Aslde
2-THA] YA RFo] ol dA4A HAnyYg F3 F4o] o]Foixjo} g}

T, S E3W A el it 99 AATA $4 =3 o2 EFYY
AR M F83 T & F S ALE J|gEch A4S FAA A= A
e 554 s wAdd s A7ENY dddel o] 4 2d29] A (literal
infringement)el] &% #Ho] FHE o|F 3 Qlhx FxdE A, o] & S T
g 3 dAs = Aol A= olelgt Aol ] Yl rieH £Fo o vl
23 AR HARIR Y o ¥= vlE HATA A& T3l wdEelo} s o), ArlE
< 7ke 2 3 WlA F19]e F8Ad0] dFEH I gl AF sl Sy A4 9
oAl Bk AFsI ZleH o AU ZAHE % AH o] o] FolAor ¥ A oE gdd
c}.
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