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度需要多種法律措施予以配套，才能確保實現制度目標。最高
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An anti ⁃ suit injunction, which originated in the Great
Britain, was originally employed to bar a domestic party
from filing actions in the Court of Common Pleas so as to
demonstrate the judicial philosophy that equity is superior
to common law and gradually evolves into an order that pro⁃
hibits a party from bringing an action to a court in other
country. 1 As influenced by Britain, the United States, Cana⁃
da and Australia gradually established their own anti⁃suit in⁃
junction systems. An anti ⁃suit injunction is now a collective
term for injunctions issued by the courts of one country that

enjoin a party from commencing or proceeding with actions
in an extraterritorial jurisdiction or forum to thereby stay liti⁃
gation progress, which mainly includes anti⁃suit injunctions,
anti⁃anti⁃suit injunctions and counter⁃injunctions.

In recent years, courts in common law countries have
widely applied the anti⁃suit injunction in international patent
litigation to counter forum shopping and parallel proceed⁃
ings. The acts subject to the anti ⁃ suit injunction system
have expanded from restraining a party from commencing
proceedings to barring a party from enforcing judgments in
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an extraterritorial jurisdiction or forum. 2 Under the influenc⁃
es of anti⁃suit injunctions frequently issued by the common
law countries, courts in civil law countries such as Germany
and France have also evolved and adopted the anti⁃suit in⁃
junction system to counter the adverse effects of anti⁃suit in⁃
junctions issued by other countries’courts on their domes⁃
tic parallel proceedings. 3

On 28 August 2020, in Huawei v. Conversant, a stan⁃
dard ⁃ essential patent (SEP) license dispute, the Supreme
People’s Court issued the first anti⁃suit injunction in China’s
intellectual property field, which first clarified the require⁃
ments for the application of anti ⁃suit injunctions in the light
of behaviour preservation stipulated in Article 100 of the Civ⁃
il Procedure Law and set a precedent for the establishment
of Chinese anti⁃suit injunction system in intellectual property
field. Based thereon, the article is to analyze the require⁃
ments for the application of anti⁃suit injunctions and the sup⁃
porting legal measures thereof under China’s laws, and
look into the future of anti⁃suit injunctions.

I. Introduction of the first anti⁃suit
injunction in China’s intellectual

property field

In July 2017, Conversant filed a lawsuit against Huawei
and ZTE in UK courts, requesting the courts to determine
worldwide SEP royalty rates. In January 2018, in response
to the UK lawsuit, Huawei brought actions for declarations
of non⁃infringement and SEP license in the Nanjing Interme⁃
diate Court in China, requesting the court to declare that
Huawei does not infringe the three Chinese patents owned
by Conversant, and meanwhile to determine a royalty rate
for the Conversant’s Chinese SEPs. On 16 September
2019, the Nanjing Intermediate Court issued the First ⁃ In⁃
stance Judgments, which dismissed Huawei’s claim for
declaration of non⁃infringement, but decided the SEP royal⁃
ty rate for Huawei and Conversant. As being not satisfied
with the First⁃Instance Judgments, Conversant appealed to
the Supreme People’s Court.

In April 2018, to further contend against Huawei’s ac⁃
tions in China, Conversant filed an SEP infringement lawsuit
in German, requesting the court to order Huawei to cease
infringement and compensate for the loss. On 27 August
2020, the Düsseldorf District Court made the First⁃Instance
Judgment, holding that Huawei infringed Conversant’s

SEPs and barring Huawei from providing, selling, using or
holding mobile terminals in dispute in Germany. The Judg⁃
ment can be temporarily enforced after providing 2.4 million
euros as security. The Judgment also found that Conver⁃
sant’s terms on SEP royalty rate offered to Huawei had
complied with the fair, reasonable and non ⁃ discriminatory
(FRAND) principle. The SEP royalty rate for the multi⁃mode
2G/3G/4G mobile terminal products in Conversant’s afore⁃
mentioned offer is approximately 18.3 times the Chinese
SEP royalty rate determined in the First ⁃ Instance Judg⁃
ments of the Nanjing Intermediate Court.

On the same day, Huawei applied for behaviour preser⁃
vation with the Supreme People’s Court, requesting the
court to order Conversant to refrain from applying for en⁃
forcement of the Düsseldorf judgment before the issuance
of final judgments in China. On 28 August 2020, the Su⁃
preme People’s Court issued, after an ex parte hearing, the
Ruling No.1 (hereinafter referred to as the“Anti⁃Suit Injunc⁃
tion Ruling”) of the three Rulings Nos. Zuigaofazhiminzhong
732/2019, 733/2019, 734/2019 to prohibit Conversant from
applying for enforcement of the judgment issued by the
Düsseldorf District Court before the issuance of the final
judgment of the Supreme People’s Court; and in case of vi⁃
olation, a daily fine of RMB 1 million shall be imposed from
the date of violation, which shall be accumulated on a daily
basis. 4 Conversant applied for review of the above Ruling.
After hearing, the Supreme People’s Court issued the Rul⁃
ing No.2 (hereinafter referred to as the“Review Ruling”) of
the three Rulings Nos. Zuigaofazhiminzhong 732/2019, 733/
2019, 734/2019 to dismiss Conversant’s application for re⁃
view. 5

II. Legal basis and requirements for
application of anti⁃suit injunctions
The Anti⁃Suit Injunction Ruling and the Review Ruling is⁃

sued by the Supreme People’s Court in Huawei v. Conver⁃
sant elaborated the legal basis and requirements for appli⁃
cation of anti ⁃ suit injunctions, which provide an excellent
model for studying the legal application of anti ⁃suit injunc⁃
tions under Chinese laws.
1. Legal basis of anti⁃suit injunctions
The Supreme People’s Court stated in the Anti⁃Suit In⁃

junction Ruling that“Huawei’s application for barring Con⁃
versant from enforcing the judgment of the Düsseldorf Dis⁃
trict Court before the issuance of the final judgments of the
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three cases is in the nature of an application for behaviour
preservation”. 6 Meanwhile, the above Ruling also quoted
the provision on behaviour preservation in Article 100 of the
Civil Procedure Law as the basis for judgment. It can be
seen that the Supreme People’s Court established the le⁃
gal basis of anti ⁃ suit injunctions by interpreting the provi⁃
sion on behaviour preservation in the Civil Procedure Law.
This interpretation is reasonable and persuasive for the fol⁃
lowing reasons: first, neither the Civil Procedure Law nor
any intellectual property law expressly specifies the anti ⁃
suit injunctions. In the absence of a specific statute, the be⁃
haviour preservation in Article 100 of the Civil Procedure
Law is the closest one to the anti ⁃ suit injunction. Second,
the provision on behaviour preservation in Article 100 of the
Civil Procedure Law leaves sufficient room for interpreta⁃
tion. According to Article 100, behaviour preservation may
order a party to perform or to restrain from specific acts,
which, theoretically speaking, surely covers barring a party
from applying for enforcement of a court judgment or seek⁃
ing judicial relief in an extraterritorial jurisdiction or forum. Fi⁃
nally, the provision on behaviour preservation in Article 100
of the Civil Procedure Law includes two ways to order be⁃
havior preservation, namely, at the request of the party and
ex officio, which provides sufficient flexibility for the people’
s courts to deal with parallel proceedings and forum shop⁃
ping.

Objectively speaking, the aforesaid Article 100 of the
Civil Procedure Law originates from the provision on mari⁃
time injunctions in the Special Maritime Procedure Law and
the provision on pre⁃trial behaviour injunctions in intellectual
property laws, and was not expected to cover anti ⁃ suit in⁃
junctions at the time of law making. As a result, the substan⁃
tial requirement in this Article 100 ⁃“a party’s act or other
reason may render it difficult to enforce the judgment is⁃
sued by a Chinese court, or cause other damage to the oth⁃
er party”⁃ is not completely compatible with the application
of and requirements for anti ⁃suit injunctions. Thus, we can
see that in the Anti⁃Suit Injunction Ruling, the Supreme Peo⁃
ple’s Court explored and clarified the requirements for ap⁃
plication of anti ⁃ suit injunctions on the basis of behaviour
preservation stipulated in Article 100 of the Civil Procedure
Law, together with the specialties of anti⁃suit injunction.
2. Requirements for application of anti⁃suit injunctions
In the Anti⁃Suit Injunction Ruling, the Supreme People’s

Court highlighted that in regard to behaviour preservation
of prohibiting a party from applying for enforcement of a

judgment of an extraterritorial court, comprehensive consid⁃
eration shall be given to the following elements, that are, the
impact of the respondent’s enforcement of a foreign court’s
judgment on the actions in China, whether it is necessary to
grant behaviour preservation, whether the damage due to
the absence of behaviour preservation to the applicant ex⁃
ceeds the damage caused by behaviour preservation to
the respondent, whether behaviour preservation impairs the
public interest, and whether behaviour preservation is in
line with the international comity principle. In response to
Conversant’s grounds of review, the Supreme People’s
Court further elaborated on the above five elements in the
Review Ruling.

(1) The impact of the respondent’s application for en⁃
forcement of a judgment made by an extraterritorial court
on actions in China

This element is of the utmost importance and consid⁃
ered as a prerequisite. The Supreme People’s Court ana⁃
lyzed in the Anti⁃Suit Injunction Ruling the impact of the re⁃
spondent’s extraterritorial acts on litigation in China from
three aspects: 1) judging from the subjects of litigation, the
parties in the Chinese lawsuits are substantially the same
as those in the foreign lawsuit. 2) Judging from the objects
of trial, the objects of trial in the Chinese proceedings par⁃
tially overlap with those in the German case. In the Chinese
lawsuits, Huawei requested the court to determine the royal⁃
ty rates for Conversant’s Chinese SEPs; while in German,
Conversant claimed that Huawei infringed its German SEPs
and requested the court to order Huawei to cease infringe⁃
ment. The order for the cessation of infringement was made
on the premise that the Conversant’s royalty rate proposed
during negotiations with Huawei complied with the FRAND
principle. Since all the lawsuits involve the issue of SEP roy⁃
alty rate, the objects of trial partially overlap. 3) Judging
from the effect, the extraterritorial actions that Conversant
will or may initiate will interfere with the trial and handling of
the Chinese lawsuits, have a substantial negative impact,
and likely render the trial and judgment of the Chinese law⁃
suits meaningless. If Conversant applies for temporary en⁃
forcement of the Düsseldorf Judgment, Huawei will be com⁃
pelled to either leave the German market or accept a royal⁃
ty rate that is much higher than that determined in the First⁃
Instance Judgments in the Chinese cases, in such a way
that the subsequent trial and royalty rate to be determined
would become pointless. The elaboration made in the Re⁃
view Ruling takes into account the negative impact of the re⁃
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spondent’s extraterritorial actions on the Chinese proceed⁃
ings, and lays a foundation for the resolution of issues con⁃
cerning anti⁃suit injunctions.

(2) Whether it is necessary to grant behaviour preserva⁃
tion

This element intends to delve into the necessity of
grant of an anti⁃suit injunction from an applicant’s perspec⁃
tive. The Anti ⁃ Suit Injunction Ruling indicated that as for
whether it is necessary to grant an anti ⁃ suit injunction, it
shall be evaluated whether, without an anti ⁃ suit injunction,
the applicant will face irreparable damage to its legitimate
rights and interests. In the Review Ruling, the Supreme Peo⁃
ple’s Court further elaborated on the applicant’s potential
damage in the absence of the anti ⁃ suit injunction, holding
that“this damage encompasses not only tangible but also
intangible damage such as business opportunities and mar⁃
ket interests; damage to both economic interests and litiga⁃
tion interests; and damage to the interests in an extraterrito⁃
rial jurisdiction and China.”7 In the present cases, if the
Düsseldorf Judgment is enforced, Huawei will either be
forced to leave the German market and suffer the loss of
market share and business opportunities, or be compelled
to accept Conversant’s terms for a settlement and de⁃
prived of opportunities to seek judicial remedies in China.
The damage suffered by Huawei under the above two cir⁃
cumstances is irreparable.

The Review Ruling also further clarified the standards
of proof for“irreparable damage”, stating that an anti ⁃ suit
injunction is a type of interim preservation, and thus the pre⁃
ponderance of evidence standard, instead of the high de⁃
gree of probability standard, shall be applied in associated
fact⁃finding. Huawei submitted the First⁃Instance Judgment
issued by the Düsseldorf court and reasonably explained
the potential damage brought by the provisional execution
of the said Judgment. The explanation conforms to the gen⁃
eral business logic and current commercial practices and
can preliminarily prove irreparable damage as asserted.

(3) Reasonable balance of relevant interests between
an applicant and a respondent

The grant of an anti⁃suit injunction will have a great im⁃
pact on the interests of both parties. Thus, when judging
whether or not to grant an anti⁃suit injunction, the court shall
take account of the applicant’s damage in the absence of
an anti ⁃ suit injunction and the respondent’s damage that
may be caused by the anti⁃suit injunction for the sake of bal⁃
ancing the interests of both parties. The grant of an anti⁃suit

injunction is appropriate when the applicant’s damage
caused by no grant of an anti⁃suit injunction is greater than
the respondent’s damage caused by the grant of the anti⁃
suit injunction. The more the former exceeds the latter, the
less questionable it is to grant an anti⁃suit injunction. In the
present cases, in the absence of an anti⁃suit injunction that
restrains Conversant from applying for enforcement of the
Düsseldorf Judgment, Huawei will face irreparable dam⁃
age, i.e., being expelled from German market or accepting
the unfavorable license terms. On the contrary, if an anti ⁃
suit injunction is granted, damage suffered by Conversant
is no more than suspension of the execution of the first ⁃ in⁃
stance judgment on monetary compensation issued by the
German court. Through comparison, it can be seen that
Huawei’s damage caused by no grant of the anti ⁃ suit in⁃
junction obviously exceeds Conversant’s damage caused
by the grant of the anti⁃suit injunction. Thus, the grant of an
anti⁃suit injunction is reasonable. The Review Ruling specifi⁃
cally pointed out that the scope of the balanced interests
discussed previously has no direct relation to a party’s liti⁃
gation claims. The behaviour preservation ruling is different
from the judgment of a case. Applicants for behaviour pres⁃
ervation are not confined to plaintiffs, and the impaired inter⁃
ests that should be considered are not confined to the plain⁃
tiff’s claims. In an examination of an application for behav⁃
iour preservation, the scope and extent of the balanced in⁃
terests depend on the scope and extent of impact of the ac⁃
tions, which are covered by behaviour preservation, on the
applicant and the respondent.

(4) Whether the grant of an anti ⁃ suit injunction will im⁃
pair the public interest

The Supreme People’s Court held that in determining
whether an anti⁃suit injunction can be granted, examination
shall be conducted on whether the grant of an anti ⁃suit in⁃
junction will impair the public interest. As a matter of fact, is⁃
sues concerning the public interest are generally not in⁃
volved in the scenario where an anti⁃suit injunction is grant⁃
ed. The main reason why the public interest shall be consid⁃
ered is that under the legislative framework of behaviour
preservation, it has been a common practice to examine
this factor when determining behaviour preservation in cas⁃
es on intellectual property disputes.8

(5) International comity
Although an anti ⁃ suit injunction is nominally granted

against a litigant, restraining the litigants from filing suits in
other countries or applying for enforcement of court judg⁃
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ments therein will inevitably interfere with a foreign court’s
jurisdiction, limit the enforcement of its judgment, or even
may affect normal international communications and nation⁃
al relations. 9 In order to avoid direct confrontations over ju⁃
risdiction between courts of different countries, account
shall be usually taken of the international comity factor
when appraising an anti ⁃suit injunction. The Supreme Peo⁃
ple’s Court also took the impact on comity as an important
factor in its rulings. In the Anti⁃Suit Injunction Ruling, the Su⁃
preme People’s Court provided clear guidelines on how to
analyze the international comity issue, stating that consider⁃
ation may be given to the case⁃acceptance time, appropri⁃
ateness of jurisdiction and whether the impact of an anti ⁃
suit injunction on trial and adjudication of a foreign court is
moderate. Of course, these three aspects are factors that
can be considered optionally and there is no need to con⁃
sider all of them in every case. In the present cases, judg⁃
ing from the case⁃acceptance time, the lawsuits initiated in
China were earlier than that in Germany. As to the jurisdic⁃
tion, there is sufficient support proving the Chinese court’s
jurisdiction over this case, and the parties concerned have
never challenged the Chinese court’s jurisdiction. Regard⁃
ing the impact of an anti ⁃suit injunction on actions in a for⁃
eign court, the anti⁃suit injunction only serves to enjoin Con⁃
versant from applying for enforcement of the Düsseldorf
judgment before the issuance of final judgments of the pres⁃
ent cases, which neither affects the subsequent trial pro⁃
cess of the German lawsuit, nor derogates the effect of the
German judgment, but only suspends its enforcement.
Hence, the Supreme People’s Court concluded that the im⁃
pact of the anti ⁃suit injunction on the trial and adjudication
of the German case is within an appropriate range.

III. Supporting systems for
anti⁃suit injunction

For the sake of effective compliance and enforcement
of an anti⁃suit injunction, courts of many countries impose a
daily penalty fine on any party who violates the anti⁃suit in⁃
junction. The courts of the United Kingdom, the United
States, Germany and France all announced in previous cas⁃
es involving anti ⁃ suit injunctions and anti ⁃ anti ⁃ suit injunc⁃
tions that a party whoever violates the injunction will be
charged a high daily penalty. For instance, in IPCom v.
Lenovo, the Paris Court of Appeal granted an anti⁃anti⁃suit

injunction against Lenovo under a penalty of EUR 200,000
(more than RMB 1,600,000) per violation and per day of non
⁃compliance. In comparison with hundreds of millions of liti⁃
gation interests and fierce fight for international judicial juris⁃
diction, only severe penalties can urge the party concerned
to comply with the anti⁃suit injunction.

While issuing the Anti ⁃ Suit Injunction Ruling, the Su⁃
preme People’s Court set the daily penalty for non⁃compli⁃
ance as follows:“a daily penalty of RMB 1 million will be
charged per day of non⁃compliance from the date of viola⁃
tion of this ruling”. 10 In the Review Ruling, the Supreme Peo⁃
ple’s Court clarified the legality and appropriateness of the
daily penalty for violation of the anti ⁃ suit injunction in re⁃
sponse to Conversant’s challenge against the daily penalty
on account of violation of legal provisions.

First of all, violation of an anti⁃suit injunction is in the na⁃
ture of deliberate and repeated law violation. The specialty
of an anti ⁃ suit injunction that prohibits a respondent from
performing certain acts lies in that, it focuses on the respon⁃
dent’s future acts by restraining the respondent from per⁃
forming certain acts to maintain the existing state illegally. If
the respondent refuses to fulfill its obligation determined in
the court ruling and still changes the current state, its con⁃
duct shall be considered as an active and willful violation of
law. The respondent’s willful violation of law constitutes
continuous violation of the court ruling and constant change
of the status, which is obviously different from the violation
of law committed once and for all, and shall be regarded as
the violation of law committed separately by the respondent
on a daily basis. A daily penalty fine shall be imposed for
such kind of continuous obstructive conducts in civil litiga⁃
tion. The rationality of this interpretation of the Supreme Peo⁃
ple’s Court has also been confirmed in relevant laws. For in⁃
stance, in the light of the Environmental Protection Law of
the People’s Republic of China, where an enterprise, pub⁃
lic institution or other business operator is fined due to ille⁃
gal discharge of pollutants and ordered to make redress, if
said entity refuses to do so, the administrative authority that
made the punishment decision may impose the fine thereon
consecutively on a daily basis according to the original
amount of the fine, starting from the second day of the date
of ordered redress. 11 According to this article, the actor
who refuses to abide by the punishment decision and make
redress is deemed to commit infringement on a daily basis.
The above provision and related judicial practice laid a
practical foundation for daily penalty.
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Second, the strength of compulsory measures against
obstructive conducts in civil litigation shall accord with the
potential consequences of the acts. Daily penalties are not
only compatible with the malignancy and damage of the
willful violation of a court’s anti⁃suit injunction, but also nec⁃
essary for maintaining the effect of the anti ⁃ suit injunction.
For instance, in the present cases, if Conversant violates
the anti ⁃ suit injunction by applying for provisional enforce⁃
ment of the Düsseldorf Judgment, it will gain a significant
advantage in the subsequent license negotiations and ob⁃
tain huge benefits owing to the advantage. Only daily penal⁃
ties are sufficient to effectively prevent such conduct.

It can be said that the Supreme People’s Court’s ex⁃
ploratory imposition of daily penalties through creative inter⁃
pretation of law according to the characteristics of the anti⁃
suit injunction is of great significance, ensuring the effective
enforcement of the anti⁃suit injunction.

IV. Future trend of anti⁃suit injunction
under Chinese laws

An anti⁃suit injunction is a vital part of the modern litiga⁃
tion system and of utmost importance for safeguarding a na⁃
tion’s judicial sovereignty and guiding international litiga⁃
tion rules. The anti ⁃suit injunction demonstrates a nation’s
economic power, comprehensive national strength and in⁃
ternational discourse power, and is a crucial system in rela⁃
tion to a nation’s interests and international status. The ex⁃
pansion and internationalization of anti⁃suit injunctions pro⁃
foundly reflect the fierce competition among countries for ju⁃
risdiction over disputes and rule ⁃ making power. The Su⁃
preme People’s Court issued the anti⁃suit injunction in Hua⁃
wei v. Conversant, which is of great significance for alleviat⁃
ing the aggravated litigation burden born by the parties con⁃
cerned due to parallel litigation and avoiding contradictory
judgments, and is also an important manifestation of safe⁃
guarding China’s judicial sovereignty. Of course, the anti ⁃
suit injunction in Huawei v. Conversant is after all the first
one issued by the Chinese court in the field of intellectual
property rights, and the development of anti⁃suit injunctions
in China needs to be further studied in practice. Neverthe⁃
less, we have got some beneficial inspiration from the first
anti⁃suit injunction ruling.

First, Chinese courts will still continue to explore the ap⁃
plication of anti⁃suit injunctions in the future, but hold a cau⁃
tious and rational judicial attitude on the whole in adjudica⁃

tion. After the issuance of the first anti ⁃ suit injunction, the
Wuhan Intermediate People’s Court also granted an anti ⁃
suit injunction in Xiaomi Co. v. InterDigital, Inc., a dispute
over standard⁃essential patent royalties. It can be seen that
Chinese courts will continue to explore the application of an⁃
ti⁃suit injunctions in the future on the premise of compliance
with international treaties and practices and on the basis of
the behaviour preservation system stipulated in the Civil
Procedure Law. Meanwhile, it shall be noted that in the Anti⁃
Suit Injunction Ruling, the Supreme People’s Court specifi⁃
cally pointed out that“in principle, prohibitive preservation
measures can be taken only when it is indeed neces⁃
sary”. 12 Judging from the process of making the Anti⁃Suit In⁃
junction Ruling and the Review Ruling in the present cases,
the Supreme People’s Court followed a cautious, prudent,
rational and modest rule in evaluating anti ⁃suit injunctions,
and did not apply it as a general principle for resolving juris⁃
diction conflicts and parallel litigation regarding foreign⁃re⁃
lated civil disputes. This was crystal clear in the detailed
reasoning of the two Rulings in Huawei v. Conversant and
the three⁃hour review hearing held by a five⁃person colle⁃
giate panel.

Second, the scope of and requirements for application
of anti⁃suit injunctions will be further clarified. Clarifying the
scope of and requirements for application of anti⁃suit injunc⁃
tions is extremely crucial for giving full play to the anti ⁃suit
injunction system and avoiding unnecessary judicial con⁃
frontations, or even diplomatic conflicts. It is understood
that the anti ⁃ suit injunction in Huawei v. Conversant was
granted to enjoin the respondent from applying for the en⁃
forcement of a foreign court’s judgment, and actually be⁃
longs to a counter⁃injunction. Counter⁃injunctions, anti⁃anti⁃
suit injunctions, and normal anti ⁃suit injunctions that enjoin
respondents from instituting lawsuits abroad all belong to
anti ⁃suit injunctions in a broad sense. The above analyzed
requirements for application of counter⁃injunctions are also
applicable to other types of anti⁃suit injunctions. Of course,
due to the differences in the specific forms of anti ⁃ suit in⁃
junctions, it is necessary to adjust the above five factors or
lay emphasis on particular elements on a case ⁃ by ⁃ case
analysis. For instance, as for a normal anti ⁃ suit injunction
that restrains a respondent from filing an extraterritorial ac⁃
tion, when considering its necessity, courts may focus on
whether a respondent violates the rules concerning arbitra⁃
tion agreement and forum shopping, the reasonableness of
jurisdiction of an extraterritorial court, and whether the extra⁃
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territorial lawsuit filed or to be filed by the respondent is vex⁃
atious, oppressive or extremely unfair. It should be admit⁃
ted that although the Supreme People’s Court clarified con⁃
ditions for the grant of anti⁃suit injunctions with the counter⁃
injunction as a core, there is still room for further improve⁃
ment and exploration in the future.

Finally, more efforts shall be made to study the support⁃
ing measures, such as a daily penalty, for violation of anti ⁃
suit injunctions. The aim of the anti ⁃ suit injunction system
can be achieved only with the support of various legal mea⁃
sures. In the Anti⁃Suit Injunction Ruling in Huawei v. Conver⁃
sant, the Supreme People’s Court creatively set a daily pen⁃
alty for violation of the anti ⁃ suit injunction, which is one of
the important supporting measures for the anti ⁃ suit injunc⁃
tion. In addition, the recognition and enforcement of anti ⁃
suit injunctions against lawsuits in China issued by foreign
courts are also a vital part of the anti⁃suit injunction system
and requires further study.■

The author: J.S.D., Deputy Director of the Litigation Service
Center of the IP Court of the Supreme People’s Court
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China’s 14th Five⁃Year Plan and Long⁃
Range Objectives Through the Year
2035 Draw Global Attention

The National People’ s Congress (NPC), China’ s
top legislature, concluded its annual session on 11
March 2021. Lawmakers approved the outline of the
14th Five ⁃Year Plan (2021 ⁃2025) for national economic
and social development and the long⁃range objectives
through the year 2035.

The outline consists of 19 parts and has listed 20
main targets for economic and social development dur⁃
ing the 14th Five⁃Year Plan period. It is worth noting that
“the number of high⁃value invention patents owned by
per 10,000 people reaches 12” was set for the first time.
In addition, popular topics including advancing the high
⁃quality development of manufacturing industry, accel⁃
erating to build digital economy and promoting digital
transformation of industries have drawn widespread at⁃
tention. Eight projects, namely cloud computing, big da⁃
ta, Internet of things, industrial networks, block chain, ar⁃
tificial intelligence, virtual reality and augmented reality
are listed into important industries of digital economy.

It is worth noting that the outline puts innovation in
the first place of specific tasks, and clearly requires that
innovation must be maintained at the core in the mid of
Chinese modernization drive, and make scientific and
technological strategic force for national development.

Source: China IP News
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