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5F— : John, Witherspoon.ed., The Ultimate Condition of Patentability. Wash.D.C. The Bureau of National

Affairs 1980.

¥ : Chisum, Donald S.; Patents; NY:Matther Bender. 1991. § 4.02.

¥ = : Phillips Petroleum Co. v. U.S. Steel Corp., 673F. Supp. 1278, 6 USPQ2d1065, 1070 (D. Del. 1987),
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Z}PY : Harries v. Air King 183F. 2d 158 162;86 USPQ 57, 61 (1950).
¥ 71 : Dorr, Robert C. and Munch, Christopher H.; Protecting Trade Secrets,Patents, Copyrights, and
Trademarks; 2nd ed. NY: John Wiley & Sons,Inc. 1955, 186.
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2375 : Bochnovic, John; The Inventive Step: Its Evolution in Canada, the United Kingdom and the United
States; Munich: Max Planck Institute for Foreign and International Patent, Copyright, and

Competition Law.1982. 9-27.
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¥ : Wegner, Harold C.Patent Law in Bioechnology,Chemicals & Pharmaceuticals. NY: Stockton, 1992.

120.

3F/\ : Hotchkiss v. Greenwood, 11How. 248, 13L. ED. 683 (1851).

5F/L : Ullrich, Hanns, Standards of Patentability for European Inventions. Munich: Max Planck Institute
for Foreign and Intermational Patent, Copyright, and Competition Law, 1977. 62 4P c—/ L.
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3+ : Reckendorfer v. Faber 92 U.S. (2 otto) 347, 23L. Ed. 719 (1875).

2+ : Deller's Walker on Patents 2", 1964, 77.
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¥+ = : Schlicher, John W. Patent Law: Legal and Economic Principles. NY:Clark Boardman
Callaghanm, 1993. § 5.03[15][b]; Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. at 3.5 it » AP
POt/ Uh SRRk BB ERS AR Hichkiss v. Greenwood, 11 How
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¥+ U "Testimony Summaries from the PTO Hearing on the Standard of Nonobviousness, July 20, 1994,
Crystal City, VA" Intemet Patent News Service, http:/swww.eff.org/pub/Intellectual.
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¥+ 7. : Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1,15 L.ed 2d 545, 86S. Ct. 684 148 USPQ 459 (1966).
¥+ 75 : Kenneth R. Adamo,"The Power of Suggestion (Teaching, Reason or Motivation) and
Combined-Reference Obviousness) 76 JPTOS 183 (1994) o
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¥+t : Harris Robert W.,, "The Emerging Primacy of" Secondary Consider—rations" as Validity
Ammunition: Has the Federal Circuit gone too far?" 79 JSOP 185-201 (1989).
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