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Abstract

The inclusion of computer software into the intellectual property protection system has a histori-
cal and contemporary background. Under the dominant protection path of copyright law, its legis-
lation and judicial guidance and practice have also continuously influenced the protection attitude
and scope of computer software under the patent law path. In addition to the two mainstream
protection paths, this paper advocates that the protection of computer software should be pro-
vided through the path of trade secret compound copyright law.
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1. [E)RERYER L

2021 4 H, ZFEEEIER S, KA TEEER Java BLSE 24TV TR

RIS, FHRHA A IR =07 SR 1 Java miE1E 5, DASAH G H FH Dhae 5120 DhRe sk 22
) APT FE BN 2 M T HA T HHIE 5, Tava FEAE LN FVE T R0 21 5 4 e G oh 1T 720k
PIEHEAR, BIREWIEZEZ G, W Java BHEIZERG 2 H. 2010 4, FH30/08 7 AHAE,
B S 7E R4 JE N G XV B £ 1 XS A i T R R RAUR LR . o, B ST RURAUR YR ATE
SRR HRE, X TR E W BARBUZ BN RS . TR, B T Java APT H 166 NME/F AL
FR 37 ANFE AL R B AR 45 #4 (Structure) . IR (Sequence) A2 2H (Organization) (THFK “SSO” £544); 1M
I EE [ APL RE AL, e H 73 2 = (3%) AR AT AH IF] , AHIEB 50 J& T APT R A rp i) “ /5 ] 7
Ay L 2012 4, MK IEBOIZRIE R R 2, YONAR R AN B T RBUE IR TE . % EB S EF,
MEEERE 2 BN, AR ARSI T RBUZ BT A, T 75 B3 2 (0 BR300 B 1 R & T IRBUR L, (H
REETAHEMHASHHE, LB ZRER KX EREE ., REIEE G, BB RIIT N
MISEIAE A, ARG T, FE 3T 2018 FRRIEH FiF, BE S 2B R 35 [ B v b B3
B, REREERZEEEN TG B SR, DB IRIAT I RS BT, AR
2R

FUTL AR A 25 8 T 36 E MBI ORI RS Bl 2 56 [ o e ik B (VA B E AR R R 4 [ 2 ) /L, A
HANNE B R H S BARTE BB 22 o THSHLI AT B RS OR AP AE 45 B 26 20 1B 28 RRO LR AR P 2 4]

FEEBEBEM PR R S0tz 3, AEET 20 el 80 FARRIFF UG F- X1 E AL AF AL AR =
PR o Ho—T7 T A B T AL X — BT 2l i BRI AR A, DLAES A SRR NN I 5%
BRSO — 77 1Ay B R 3 o L MBS TR A %) TEL IR I A At SR B R 5 S e ) —— i S 98 [ e d i
Trips WASCKTHREBLIATF N T (AZRIEAL)) IIORIPTEIR], fE4E 21 18 A] B o H B3l R RN,
BI7E 3 [ 52 BRI T H EHLER AR S L Re 08 1 Bl 7E 45 2 [ 22 8] 52 2R3

R EHURARE AR S AR AR TR 205 BB LUK T il R e 1) B A S5 0 5 N FE S AR AR AE PP R
BT AL B R P AR 1) 8, 36 R 7R ER 5w se B BN K IR S, 6 13 ANl EiF
TEBERT T AR R A 75 RE A ROBUR 37 RIAEAE 43 5[ 1] 20 4D 90 ARG, SEE T e R R imd %)
R LA, Sl 5 OB CR A Y B I T SRR

2. MEHERRIFEEZ
2.1. WRAURIFERE

FRABGEVE N RIR P B R AR 2 —, HBEARR I 2 — BB SRIEK =75, B “fRiPERE. T
ARGBAR” —— Ry “RIE” LURIE AU A BRI AT LU s 0V, AR <A BLPETRARLS 2

AWK 28 o WL 3235 F R EAN [ 46 T RO 32 o 56 [ RO RO S22 B A AT DLIE ) 38 56 [ 58 voxt
S ORI BRI, RT3 T AR AR WAL AT BRI FR Py LA A B P

'Google LLC v. Oracle America, Inc., 141 S. Ct. 1183.
Oracle Am., Inc. v. Google Inc., 872 F. Supp. 2d 974.
3Oracle Am., Inc. v. Google Inc., 750 F.3d 1339.
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AREAR” , AR IEZAR, J&TERNIA ESOLER B, B BLERE R, A3t
AMatJE T HEMEIR.

FEASL A ORAP S BB 5 PR B AR B RaE, ot T 40 S B AR, WO & Ah R L vE R R, @
W AR BEAE A SLBUH LR TE 2 I AUAE . IR CTH SRR 60 (e 34, TR R T
WU S H SRS o e SRS R D3l W B 71 i, HLBERS SR AR OR I T AN AE S (B “ THEAL
BAE” BT ENUER T WA R T RO . RN SERF A E AR, R S
IS HMNE Java, Pascal SEHFEIH 5 REATH I, MR AT 5GP 2I 8E AF S ERIPA, &
TR AEN SRR IF TR 5 s I, J50RE PP IR AT AR SELIR, o9 BBy 0 B0 1 3RBLN
82, LR RIERE 7 HARRE R, EAXREORTHE LS, ANRE AR N S R IF 5. H AR il
AT RENLASAT, FeRe s A SR R B SR H Y .

2.2. FRRIFEBE

I R 77 SRS T LA R AE S A RS BA T o BN % LT — S 4l i %R
TRAPERAT, ¥ B L R B T o T SRR Y BRI SR AE T BRI ORI TG BBl Ak, 1973 SRR G R A 2958
52 Sk W IABRHERR T BRI (T TR . X2 AT RV O JE T — R B, R TR a3
(TR FR 7 2 s, TR RE g m L EME AR T & .

B ARBGENS T FALEE AR B AW 2R 4k, B RV AR I TH SRR 5 1) SR AR BB B B 2 R A e
A, SEEREVABLTE 1971 414 Benson % ° H AR B2 5k — WU H AR 4R K I BRI LK . (HLE 1981 4F
Diamond v. Diehr & ° FFHE i, ANBEAN R N2 87 VR Kt SNV RSO R B o] LR . 1994 4F
(1) Alappat FFZE " Z v, BB VR EVERE S FE R AR 26T “HHRNUAR P ASRE IS Tl &R £ 1
PeE o M2 1996 4F, 3 [ 4 55 b Jm 76 F R AT R o A48 1 P B o LR P b 80 B0 R — Pl R
AR, (R SR A B AR TS, AR T A R BRI, ARG R, SR R SO AT LR
PEFAR . B S BRI AR IR L <5 Mz O T SRR 7 & A R H i

3. RIFFEHYERTFIHR
3.1. TR AR

THENUR A BE AL 1 27 03 42 R AR 2 5 1 R DU FH A IR PR e 1 D 3 0 i b 0 2 B T 5 ) 75
SAIR ST A EGE R T AR, EE T T DUSEELEE R D Re Y U7k S AR, TS 52 B RRBGE IR
AR .

T AR, B E DA T RN T DR IR R R, EEAE— R R
WIRf 7SV IURARRS . AR . G E R A S AT AR R G AT (R S AR kA
VRS Z BIALERIRY, I BN FRR 7847 77 AL 08 15 0 o] DR R A AT 5 S ARG [ 2] (E%Y
T8 T ARG BBl ) ik AUAS 32 OR A ) AR G o] X A TS SRAEAEAR R il o A2 I (SR L Rk 2 v, i
Fefubod J5UE B UEARAD, FRIFR T DhRE I AR B, R IR RGBT B ) 0] S AR AT S, T
Fe R B 1 AH F B AL SR 5 B R I D RE A 25 A 5, X T IR R, SEBEAEAS [FII A £ 80t 1 AN E] )
H W

1986 4, fE Whelan Assoc. Inc. v. Jaslow Dental Laboratory Inc.—2& * /1, %5 =& [A] iRk & € 1 X

SRR R %01 56 2 .

Gottschalk v. Benson, 93 S. Ct. 253.

°Diamond v. Diehr, 101 S. Ct. 1048.

"In re Alappat, 33 F.3d 1526.

$Whelan Associates, Inc. v. Jaslow Dental Laboratory, Inc., 797 F.2d 1222.
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TR AR R AR Y AT DURE F B3R A S50 IR FRALZRER 4y, R4 24 2 PRk 5 n] DASE B 1k
BB THRERS, Prik £ AR 0 B R E 7 A Rk M EAERAR,  HA Jy b7 206 R TR
P47, {HFE 1987 £ Plains Cotton Coop. Assoc. v. Goodpasture Computer Serv. Inc. (AL %A ° i, 35T
o] ik B U R R AN 2 KR40 Whelan [, HAE 5] T —NECHRIAR RG], H4a HiEF %A L8 T
AR, HARMEUESE o, B R AN 2 A AR L2 Ak T A7 AR BT B g 1Y), IE 4N Synercom
—RARA TR, AT ST R A RS FE AR AR R, AR T DL AR HG R
sl 1 ARME—RrE 7 WIS, R EGE R 15 AT 2R A8 8 PR BT g (T XA A 52 3135
EBGELRY, #— e R b ad RE PR 7 ROBGE R a L AT 518 1)

5 % E]_EYRIEREAE Computer Associates v. Altai — 28 'Ot 7 S IEORIFIT  “ R —iduE—Lt
B =R, BTN R AT S AL I T R . RS P iR, RV 1930 AENE
2B/ 7F Nichols v. Universal Pictures Co.— % "' i tH () BARRIA =001k, %5 W& T 1515 3¢
AR, EBCRZOT R — S R T U —— R P i — R KB R B TR A, R ERARE R
R b, EAIBAM RS TR XS 2 v DA SO S R B e E R, &5 )R
R MT45 2 B 45 R 2 A i & D Re . @kl X — IR, FRPAEA R R )Z R 25 R RIAS 205D
TEMT BRI, M B S5 Rt LS iE M. 58 =28 “IduE” MIREN T Nimmer I “IEL 8
57, BIX A 2R R IEFIASZ ORI I AR . P IREE AR Z IR b, AW 28T T:
a) A b) BETREHE, RSB BER; o) AT AN 2 BT E SR 1) (9] a0 S R A R e
MEESR, AFFNZIAFAT L EER A d) >k B A U8 R T AN 52 R4 (1 238 (19 ik S AT Mkod 2k
TEREE). X PHAZRIPHRELIEZ G, FRMHNETZRIPERIL. B=0 “HWR”, W
BCAE SR (CBLAE L P 1 45 840 HH R T 52 ORAP 1R 302 2 75 4 B8 ST o 1 A AL o 12 4 W 77 V25 S5 SRS BB R R
—J71h, e GRS, RE T EAERRER Y 1) ERS TN R, A2 WilE Whelan S ad BEEK
BRI GR A ERR s 53— 71, 18R e AR R A5, S A5 RO ORI S B4 PR 1 E — 8 A FE I
TEA LR 2 2],

HISCHTR 1) Oracle Americalne. v. Google Inc. %, #iXiEFEIAN “—A> RA NI 2 45 M B FL 8 AE
FFomfEsE (APD)IEAE 77 AR THEBGERIRY N % . B EREREHEEETR I, fTXaEe5RIA
(TG R RE 52 BIRBGE DR A, P ARG X A0 25 AT ORI A 25 B AT DL S2 BRI ARG, AN REPR A EK
AR B0 1) Ty e Pl T S s L BRAE MR B R TE B 2 Ak, — R AR DL AR e ROR 48 2 ] R &
FRBGE R N2 . BRI Bl ERkBiia F =Rk T o0, 88— “diR” , EF e sy
TG NI S5y BB 00 IR, kB A A BIR A RE,  GdE AR AN IA AR Py
WA MRIE: BAERX PR PIIE R & RS2 B RAMEIE . & E IR L& RIE, 2
TR T AA SR, J& RO N HE G IR s SR NEE ;s T2l /i R i A G PR 0 204 0 4
B T S8R AR P AT 5 =25 (LU o X T4 (1) SSO 25 M43, VERE VA ] DLIE AR
Hil )55 1 SSO, T /2ig ] Java B REES . JF R H OB, 24— AMEMBRSNRAE 5% RGN,
WIEAFEER LT B2 BIRBOE RS . W& X F R IR IRAE LSS, X THETNERRIE. &
AT AEARE A BN ECE I, PR AS ORE RROSUE i B 2, AL 75 4 Rl AT FH 75 8 [ 3 DX 0 B
ITHEH,

32 BERTERE

BERAE IR A B A R T B RNERA TR Y, BURVERBE BRI T S B A T LAUR

°Plains Cotton Co-op. Ass’n of Lubbock, Texas v. Goodpasture Computer Service, Inc., 807 F.2d 1256.

1OComputer Associates Intern., Inc. v. Altai, Inc., 982 F.2d 693.
"Nichols v. Universe Pictures Co., 45 F. 2d 119.
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B, WAL HADE TSRS KRBT IE, Al LR EYR R SR ORI Ry . 7 2 [
BE, XTI S B R RS B B ARER 23, AT A BRI L AR R B B m] AU ) 4 [+
AT R A AT LRI M, X — SR ARG LT E RS

BRNESCS TN IR &2 T UL . RS B e BoA A — 1k, IR R & S0 AR b
FRER AL MR GGEATIRG, BT BT IR R IE . (HEEE OB ORI IR IZ A BT, A
KB, VHHENURE 7 B AR BBV R R, DR AR R 2 AR ) 1R 32 B 75 3 A Ak A T 32 32 3 R 377 »
XA 0 8 T VR R O E . BEE B R g, BT RNEIZHT R w] LRIV AR T T R
T IR A EL T DU T )k (0 DR ¥ B i i o % R30I ) 2 A 3o T S P A7 T T AR E
— 5, TANEMIETRE B rT B RIPE R R 53O0, WRIEHUE A3 & RIBIR 5. BT
B RN RS FERR P AR EIEROR, T R TR s R ATE, R T AT LA
HIXt 5 (BAnRGEE TR AR, JFRES R I S RIS &, RERBME DR IERI R [, SEEl
FRER B P ASREARRER, MRS Oy T L MPER T8, 52 2L AR R3]

FEHNWT AT LRI R R E, SR BRHEREAE BiR Alappat ZErh R H T “BEARAIKE I 7, BRER A LR
R R ORI W R T R P SR P IR S AR B BRAR 25, BB AT 28 S8 T R B AT G AT
BRI TR LA Mayo & P i “ OB E” L SBb R CRRERE MBI . AR ERZ
BRI LU 8 T RHEF NI PRSP BIXT R, B0 IS Sh T EARIN ;55 =00 “ mERE
BIANEIGIAN  REBOMIESR A ()« R I VERE 2 7 BE R AT o &, O HLRE R B BESRGBRIE “ w]9i e Bl ob 7

B2, MR RIREAT IR AR T, N AR R R EEAT FI, X Hh B RE SRR S R
RFIE, IR 75 8 T AT AR A R

4. BAREFENEE

B AR AU T LA 34T PR A ME DA X 43 AR 5 RIE B A BR i i) A [R5 TR LR R IX —
Fapmhrett. BRI Sk ERmE SR EREMLENN S, ERPEEBCRIRIFEE, E00FE
ASBEXT A1 I B S M I BEAS o X T H B SCR B I — b B UREE B R, RIS R & AN R W A
IR B 75 B ARRS N T SEEU R e I Thae,  SEbs EAUAAE —Fra IR IRIE[4]. 1ENThREMEAE S,
R RE— R SCAE MR G AR R ZE s, SR Fid & ARG 20 LS I FE 7 Th e A B 17,
1M H B2 R AR A A R G 2 M IRCR @, X ¢ BARRIE = ke sk 7 AW A e, B2 idid
SRR AP A 1) T st T AE

IR RRAAS BEAE S FE 7 TR SR B, BRI TR PR T Tl BRI MBIl 5, A4
TRl “HRME” BEAEw A, BIERBIPE L. QS Msc S A, — 51, RS E A
HREEONEK, HIAUSE A FEEEEL AR T TR, WACKEE A 7 I ormes 2, B
ST — HARIE B BUNIR KAERE b S T 2B Wit s, X B & P 3 38 i SRS AN RIS s 53—
M, TFENAET A ay B EE, A B A B A A 2 th AL AT s g R, BRI A
FROHA RS FATT RE I AE TG T A AT R & A 8 o T DL SIZ B v ads mT AR B e MU i 25 g A5 0%t i ST
7T AR
5. B E AR fRIP
5.1. BHUMBERIPFOEY

PRI RS RS AR L2 o KR4 TRIPs VroE 28 39 4638 3 ile, “BTHENEE, el

Mazer v. Stein, 74 S. Ct. 460.
Mayo Collaborative Services v. Prometheus Laboratories, Inc., 132 S. Ct. 1289.
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Bt DR H R V)RR 7, B A A SO AN B BT R R B A RS e R REDIRES
MRFLTE: DS E A 2 R AT A B AR R . 7 Rl e b & k.
AR DR RS RE S RSO R AR 3 R DRI 24K

TRV PR S URARTD AN B RS, T 5L R 0 o R B AR ARRS BT AT T SRR
RIS T LR o WE R R A S AT OR AT, TSRS A2 2 LA R (K A 7R A DR T IRAR
M rgERIL, T ELRENS K T ANE R DR 8 BN 52 215 FE DRI IO SR TR PP Tu Bl . B0 R0 R L A
R BT T FEARE R — € LS. Waiprid, SRR TN AL oA m, Hit 5L
F (0 5 AR N B SRS ABO Oy s i) “ D, LRER RS I ol RE 2 BOMHT A - TRIPs
PSS 13 2K HUE, AR LA BURIHRL A HR A o AR GRIP IE A ZE L2 5 S8 1 7] TAE AN
MNP Ao XTI e bR AT ORI A, 2 A AT DL I I 2 1) Be ) TREXS e R 3 LA 2B AN
TER IWAFERIZE AL R, I T BEQUETSE AR, RIS Bl 1 M) 2~ 4 ) 25 A

5.2. ESMMHEIRIFEE

BEAh, I R AL A TR GRS RO CRE R T LR P S R e B IRy . 10k, 48 T RS
POFAESRS HEBARBAT AT, T RERSH 2 AR RE AR AT RN+, W
RERAFIRACRD BRSSO BUR N IEARRS I AT, AEHFBRAA A BEAE T B B S T 2 4k, iR
W RS IR ) ZH4T 9, I8 2 BB AL o B A0 SRAAT ROBCOR 3 1 TG p LB DR, I A A 5
o] DU SR IE R HIBGRBGEACRS FFBEAT B, TS — B 5 S R TH U, TR K
PHRILEHIB AR SUE, HIX— 5 RIS, EONIFRW KB 2 R, AR RAT 5 R SR
A R P A, AR DGR L M SRERR e i o) o (B Gt p A R A RO R 2, T oy T A AS
SRS A ] DU R AR A B RS AN S B A S AR AR AT, AR T A
FHMERTBL AR T IEAE R TRE5].

FEXS FRALTICVRSE e AT, AT DU L AR 3 3 BLERST  FT L, 38 85 & 7 DUORYT B0, W)
LA 258 S FROBLA I AN 2497 5K, MBEREXT L RNEA T ORI BB RS- B R IR

6. /&5
FRAGREZ T, tHENEEE T LR S O 5E S . U BO T RN B T AR
MfRy AR R gk, HAEIS . MBGER T 5OVE LK R EAE, (EX ISR (k.0 BARE

BGETRY . BRNERENE X 45 & BORFHIE AN SR RHE ) TH SR PSR O A TR OR Y7, (EIRBUHE L8
Ry ASCETE I RV AL A FRBGER R AR, AR A OR3P T8 X9 A 32 B Bl AR 47 1) S8,
MEES R BEORY,  [RIIN FoVF Be 1) TREHLH 0 b DR 6 A2t E 06 5 B M P-4 2 AR 2 45 R B
ZIPNGEIFS

SEEk

(11 FMZE]. TFENUVR AR R A (AP B VBB —— P28 B« A SCA BB I A B IR AUE[T]. T IERR
1, 2015(5): 61-66.

[2] FREE. T ENUEE A EBURYT 5 6 B A ——0 35 B A S B VR IR R IR R A S (D). vEER (AL
Bk K2 224R), 2013, 31(5): 187-194.

[3] RVUR. THENVR LRI R 8T AR [0]. 2910045, 2022, 36(3): 3-16.

[4] Ti#&. DA gFEE: OnT BB 17 E —— DR B SCURA SO R g A 2 R S SO BIT). R 5k
A, 2020(5): 33-40+48.

[5]1 ARG BN PBURP R R EL R —— R AR S R R X R A 2 B (R[] ERF= AL, 2005(4): 13-19.
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