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ERPMERUTEEFERE
RERTEE ARG

A gepk
(B b, EIK 400044 )

BE ALy ke FHEREEERfER— A2 /MR S0 3EM, 5 E 69 3 5 e fe i = AR AR AR
WFEASERR, £EBFEARRE EFHET 2008 510 A 30 B F 44 In Re BilskiZ R T IR% A Lk
EAEAAEGEX,ZE LFER T 2008 £ 10 A 8 H F H) 49 Symbian Ltd. v. Comptroller — General of Patents
EMEARF R —FHE R LG FOTEA RS, 2EANEERE FAEBG ARY KR G ER—FF
EFTEEANTH LY ZFAERRAREREG AR @ L 5 —F @, XA REEZLBTT HENTHL
ik E A EAAEA R R EA, AARERE FHE LY, £ EREXTA LT EEFHEREARE
AR T E K E,

%4217 :In Re Bilski ;Symbian ; k7 &k E A ERM 5 H AR

& 42K S . DF523.2 XEkFRERD A N EHRS:1008-5831(2010)05-0088-07

2008 4 10 H 8 H ¥ I Y55 BE ( Court of Appeal ) 445 T %[5 7525 25 15 Bt
(High Court) 3¢ Symbian Ltd. v. Comptroller — General of Patents %% ( LA F & K
Symbian 52) VFIH . 5 2 AT R 0 J2 36 I BRI ] LR BE ( Court of Appeals
for the Federal Circuit) 7£ 2008 4= 10 H 30 H 4% T4 AJEH MY In Re Bilski 222,
P &5 90 B w5 b 7335 R 3 A PR v ) BB R AT, SX R AH 38 T Ik B 1 R R
W B 7 8 2 T L RIVE SR IBEC TRk g R, SRoBr e ke . B4R
I ST [ R b Iy 725 AT B FIPESR AE 0 B AE D A2, FFXT Symbian ZE2F1 In Re Bilski
FHATA GANVEAT, FE T4 H 5 3 5 BR 4 R b 126 W & 1) 32880 A 2 [ A BR 3™
SR J7 6 ] L R Y PR AR T B9, H bR BRI RGA T LR A RsR R .
IR AT ] FE BRSO WA By A B RIAAAE R SR 4, B ST X E . BE Tk, WA
HHTR 3 w2 AT & R R A BRI B

— E . RBEXTHUFFEETREEMEINE R E 3 E

(—)MNB AR mAFE i EB X8

TE 3 [ R B 04 T3 sh AT v, B SR Y Jy R AE T R R Y E AL —

U F H :2009 - 12 - 08

BEEWE : FER A7 2007 4R P9 HHLIX A B 3 F 5 00 H 7 (2007108816 ) 5 1 JR K2 2007 4F
LB 34 (CDSK2007 - 18) 5 F S @ A HEA BRIV 55 31 7 B B 3 H ( CDJSK100003)

BB AR (1972 - )  HIRA FRRARABERI B, BT, 3 28 SR A0k R 4% 15
W5,

(DSymbian Ltd. v. Comptroller — General of Patents, [2008 ] EWCA Civ 1066, [2009] R. P. C. 1.

@In re Bilski, 545 F.3d 943 (Fed. Cir. 2008).
http://dks.cqu.edu.cn



ZRERk 26U E Ry e RS R R S i 89

AGAS L, AR X b, — A Sy S R Bl
M7 AN @ T 56 =& R EL 101 2% ke 20 O 1
WA o SR, 3 — L DU 00 A SR VA A Bk A s s it it
ST I, 6 L Rk A B HERR B Tk T
LR, T R R S AT LAAE S R] L ) 3
EEARHE T 7 v $ 5], 1908 4F Hotel Security Chec-
king Co. v. Lorraine Co. Z& &Ik 7 7t & Fl{E
JEDU g LR AR S . FEIZ SR T, S RIS W] R
EEBEEE i e SR Y - — DD R G AR B S
TR R R, XFEM R RE A —Fh L
A7 @R E AN TR IR AE L AR AR
AMEI ( genesis of business method exception) , XA~
JEIN] 5 e L) JS VF 22 S84 P 51 L 4n 1942 41 In re
Patton & Jk B I FES 1, “ — D S5 PUTEIILAE 5
AR B T EAREL R EN T LM 8
N7 O, BRI 7 EARTE” T HLEE il
BT ) 20 437 0 B S, AT AS & | — Rl R
(arts) , NREEUS & FIA© B A1 14 3 — S I0) 2
FTRELFNILEL 101 45(35 U.S. C. §101) #lxE:
FUR W sl R BRAT: An] 37 #5111 35 FH 1% )5 ( process ) (AL
#% (machine) #il1& & ( manufacture ) | 2H -G 4 ( compo-
sition of matter) , alg o 1 38 £ T50 7 25 111 38 FH % e ik,
AT DA FEAS 1L BT84 S R RN B SR B B RIAL . {H
B 7 iR BR NI AN R 58 A HEBR Bl 7 1 Rl
iAo B AT B 02 i A5 2 09 7 5L 1 Rl & F
PEREAN A AR T, T B T Ik f oy k-
5] AR P , i 2 o A N D R BRPE L R N sl AR
WS 4 5P, 35 B LR 5 b R R A A
b A& BB A I BEASHE 58 4 BH 1k Rk T v & ) i
g PR A, B T RN i
WL AN P,

20 {20 70 AEARFD 80 AR Z0E], T S5 5E AL
AT B9 S 7= dh 18 & R Ak 10 D BE 380, 325 B 1) 1)
P A A T R EE RS, BT FE 4R AT LA & ) 4 T

J7 (T785) th™ & DX 43 AN HAT £ ) 38 A P 1 B0 i
2 7% ( mathematical algorithms ) ™ F“ $l1 22 (1) L AH ( ab-
stract idea) " & BAH S T ARG L H, HOK S 4K
A 0 & W E 43R5 BRI 22 SR iR Sy — R L4 ( ma-
chines) 5{ # % 4t (systems ) , {1 7E Paine, Webber,
Jackson & Curtis, Inc. v. Merrill Lynch, Pierce, Fen-
ner & Smith, Inc. Z&r, & ENABE L S T B
FRIBK P17 33X AR D, 3OFh a3 b 4 56 el e i T
(Supreme Court) # 5 K BN A A S R ik &
B« =%l 2244 1972 4E 19 Gottschalk v.
22® 1978 4FE Y Parker v. Flook Z2©@ 1981 4F 4 Di-
mond v. Diehr 05 Wi A7 W1 8], Bll )5 o R HA
TSR SN N T, R T 22 i DY v T R
I S — R 4

1998 4E (/) State Street Bank ZE0yk Ry 2= [E FT I
BT B R R TT IR &, B S IR 2 Y AT&T
Corp. ZERFYAMIN T Bk Jr i B Al & R vE, AT
MR E A BT EEERANE N B FE T X A5
B3 T 5 RS 7 1 7 R R 3 RIRZ T 14 ik O R
WA 2. RIEEE L F| 5455 (United States
Patent and Trademark Office, USPTO) [ 4t it, 1997
SR L RIS 974 1), #2758 120 451999
AR 7 v L R IR %8 3 020 1, $2 70 58 423 14
2000 4FH I 2230 FH % 8 058 {4, #2742 845 {4:;2007
A RS AL A R 11 378 4,2 752 1 330
B,

(=) MAE R B &R
#5 Pk 04 A

B[] 5 At RO =l SR — A%, & B 1 B R M o 2
Al A ERR A . JCIRTEDE E (L A1) (Patent
Act 1977 ) AT H 3d J& KRR PH % F) 22 24 ) (European
Patent Convention, EPC) [} rh, @b Jy ik & R H
AL FERSTE D, 3n] UGB 2 1907 4F49 In Re

Benson

EEX TRHAS HEHE

RfBEEMFEHE 10l FAFTHAEEABRELAAEEZRMIEE (ER) S 269 waih ik E £ (statutory subject matter) ; 7 % ( process ) \HL %
('machine) | %] % & ( product) &~ & 4 /it ( composition of matter) vA & L ik &F¢ 37 3t 1& A 69 B it ,

@Hotel Sec. Checking Co. v. Lorraine Co. ,
®In Re Patton, 127 F.2d 324, 328 (C. C. P. A. 1942).

160 F. 467, 469 (2d Cir. 1908).

©% B 1952 & A) kA5 B R AR 09 “ 327 (arts) — B A “ T3 (process) .
(DPaine, Webber, Jackson & Curtis, Inc. v. Merrill Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & Smith, Inc. ,564 F. Supp. 1358 (D. Del. 1983).

®Gottschalk v. Benson, 409 U.S. 63 (1972).
©@Parker v. Flook ,437 U.S. 584(1978).
(0Diamond v. Diehr, 450 U. S. 175 (1981).

State Street Bank & Trust Co. v. Signature Financial Group,Inc. , 149 F.3d 1368 (Fed. Cir. 1998).

@AT&T Corp. v. Excel Communications, Inc,. 172 F.3d 1352 (1999).

BEXREEZR A S G455 £ TH L&A P e A0 33 %3 Mok (2009 =02 —25) , http ;//www. uspto. gov/web/menu/pbmethod/ ,
Patent Law(1977),S.1(2) (¢); < European Patent Convention > , art. 52(2).

http://dks.cqu.edu.cn
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Coopers Application &, 15 JiE [ i “ /R AN B IR A3 3R
N 7 S alE TR L R FZAL, HeanAs & a3, 1k
] 5 1) WO AR A5 58 414 130, # b i A =LA T i it
K76, MRIRCERIN L FIAL) 55 52 42.(1) . Z(2¢)
ZHUE L LI o 1 AR 45K (technical field) | %
A5 FAR RS (technical problem ) 7 3¢, WA 25U H A 47
ARAFAE ( technical character ) , W 25 H A % K 57 #k
(technical contribution) . SR M YEHYSE, (ERYHNE F
INZINEE 52 452(3) HISRI AW s 3R T LARZ 7
BB A (e as such) ” {1 B b J7 1k 5 5 B AR
DA FIAL, Horp 5C = an e iy gk i 257 18 4% R BTk
B R AR R SO AL E . 7E 20 {20 70 4R
ZE 90 4FAL, ¥ E 1R AUR (Intellectual Property Of-
fice, UKIPO) . Kk ¥l % Fi] J& ( European Patent Office,
EPO) 45 7 A% $ 51 #6 K 3 75 b Oy 2 & R 3 1 o 2
KT, LR H 3 A HME SRS L AL, VICOM 28 J&RR
YL )R ERZE 51 25 ((EPO Boards of Appeal ) 2R
F AR BRI 260 7 77k 14 AT e R R T A 1
B, BRI VICOM 28 v i BUR) 225K 5
R BNASAT L R B s, AR BAT HR R AL, AR
e T L FIO, 2 ik B S 2E WS IBM 40k
mPliE . o€ B b UF R BE 7E 1989 4 1Y Merrill
Lynch’s Application 2@, 1991 4E [ Gale’ s Applica-
tion 220 1997 4F [ Fujitsu Limited’ s Application 2@
S5 = A 22 RO 2 B Jay 19 H AR STk ik,
e 73 BE1E 5 Ml 7 35 4 ] & R

T 1998 AEZEERIFE L kTR Z T2 )5, B
YH L ) Jey LA B KR 45 ] e I 2 o 1 Rl 925 % 1) H
I A IR A B H BRI (HIERETXT an
IHEIRE” P i 152 22 57, RN T 1)) 9 [ 1™ AR
B S — B A 22 5% . TER EVRTH AS A4k 52 7 Rk
kR FIECGR 20, BRI ) 5 JT if 223052
ek g7 & )7 FE 2000 4 (1 Pension Benefits
(T931/95) and Hitachi cases(T258/03) Z&rf Rk &
Ry R FH T 14 JEL B, B AS P25 2 1l 7 vk 1 & R S
s, T HUR G R A B A €3 M (Inventiveness )

@1In Re Coopers Application, 19 RPC 53 (1901).

(6Case T —208/84 , VICOM, 1987 EPOR 78 ( EPO Tech. Bd. App. 1986).

(AL B BT Lk, — 2k B BRRYN & 55 A1
e Z o ny F 2R Tk AR B /N TE 2003 42
HE TR & R JR) 2 T R DI vk B ) BESKR AT ER
“ IR L IR AR YE AR IR D, B, e
YU AR FNJE 6% e W H 5 D EPO 2 T 19 & A AL
S MR T . BIMER RN & Rl R FUFZ 5 2ok
IR i S

2005 43 [FH 75 25595 B B Peter Prescott o K] 2%
T RPN L ) Jmy 04 38T B A T i 7 %) R STk 1 25
2, (H 2 Ath 52 2 W 5 1 Y BRPE : —JR BN B ] R
RSHE— TR b e BOR TRk 3l
TR R T AR SR BUT NN A2, 2006 4F
E FUREREE S IT 5 Aerotel Lid. v. Telco Hold-
ings Ltd. Z&€F Macrossan’ s Patent Application ZZ3
PRI N T D€ [ S0 L™ AUy 19 3X PG G A =0, Al ik
CPUA IR (1) FUBEACRIEL R 5 (2) PRUH JCSEBR
TR 5 (3) X AP TTHRE A AAE T4 FIE HERR 19 25k
(A R THAEALRR T ) 5 (4) BAR HOR By sTmkig?
o A VA < B R TTHR” (R 7 1 R I I Ak 2
HEBR AT B ] F -2 N, e s, R E i
BEdE 252 B Macrossan $2 H1 (1 Eiff, X — @ 3L
RN Ry 0 7> B AL VE o BE BN, 9E [ 0 7 AR 32
BEH R B & R R 3™ K2 51 25 (EPO’ s Enlarged
Board of Appeal) %J ik k] A PEIEAT RN o ot
PRI, KM & F) JR1 1< Alison Brimelow $H 44 1 b %
3R o fHJ& Brimelow Zz - 7E 2008 4F 1 J ¥ J& 26 [ 11
LR Ty 2, AATTXS AT 45T K A ) A 2 B
ATEARTAE AL AR VGER AT LA 2 T L 4)7 o ml L,
MR FE B E R SF 0 R STk ik B AR %)
B IriE L R T bR E A & R E R
EETF RS0, B 2 SR AT SR S an /N Uk, G 5%
ok, daICINTR Z

— .In Re Bilski 3 #0 Symbian 2. RHEE T

(—) In Re Bilski %

iZE F|J2& Bernard L. Bilski 1 Rand A. Warsaw T
1997 4F 4 F 10 H Ja] 3& E € R 5hrJ/m F3E 08— R

@IBM/Data processor network ( Decision T 06/83) [1990] EPOR 91 and IBM/Computer related invention ( Decision T 115/85) [1990] EPOR 107.

@Merrill Lynch’s Application ,[1989] RPC 561.
@9Gale’ s Application ,[1991] RPC 305.
@Fujitsu Limited” s Application, [ 1997 ] RPC 608.

@DOpinion of the Economic and Social Committee on the ‘Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council on the Patentability of

Computer — Implemented Inventions, >20030. J. (C 61)154,156 - 157,

@In Re CFPH L. L. C. s Application, [2005]EWHC 1589 (Pat), [2006]R. P. C. 5.
@Aerotel Ltd. v. Telco Holdings Ltd( and others) and Macrossan’s Patent Application, [2006] EWCA Civ 1371.

http://dks.cqu.edu.cn



AR SR E Ry I R G AR VERR ) 1 2 10 3 1) 91

MV IriE£F] (No. 08/833,892) , ¥ K i i $ 435 X LA
i1 S P A A T AT T 2 XU A A B
o UL RS Ehan i TR AR A, 75 2 L
BT BT AE TR 2 s /D A REVR . I ISR 11
WACR SR, Hod 58— AR R Sy (1) —Fh AR
G A5 RS HIL R o B AL LA T S P A ST A B o 14 T
Bl RS G AS 1) T 1 < AE BT IR T A PR AR S BT IR R
WhE Z MR — R85, Hoh, Fik i 2% 35 L 3k
T DA 408 04 [ 7 A0 A5 W) S8 T 3R B 5, 1221 34018
55 T A T 2 2 4 AU DR A AR R 5 (2) B 5 JT 38 7 5 1)
T2 58 £ ik i 2% 3 B —Fh XK RE 7T 5
) FEFTR R 2t 3 S5 priR i = 58 Z M LI5S
TR [EE MRS KA — RIS Sy, UST TR T B A
Zh 1 RUEIR S,

FEL R R o A A7 b, i A N DO i R i v
T —Fp g BAR” , BRA M b Fik4s , RmoAN JR
TR AR AR WS, AN FF G 56 B 2 RIS
101 Z&r iy 5k ” Z & FIACE A, BT ok s 52 [,
L H) YR 982 5145 (Board of Patent Appeal & In-
terference , BPAD) 3 [A] FE 32 35 FIRFE . 11 AN
IR, ALY 2 58 S BT BE o i BE £ 18 e P e
AR E (en bane) #7iZ 58, 7 2008 45 1 8 H
A 1T Sk T B P BE AR LR A A (1) MR &
FIEEEE 101 25  AURIER 1 26 @ T 0] L Rl 2 %4k
(2) ML FIEEEE 101 45, U@ — Dk 2w En] &
| Z BAR R E AT 2Rk tE? (3) PR A Al pldh 42 R AR
R R LU N N R R YN W N - N
FE P55 40 B 2D R (A ASOR 22 SR AT B 8 7 A= AT & 1) 1 2%
7 (4) —Fh 7 P2 0™ A — R i ) B AL
B HE A — PSS B A RS 101 55 F 1Y
AL R Z AR (5) ARG, BT % K State Street
Bank Fil AT&TCorp. WiZRIZMIE 247 UNSE Y, H3
LT N W4 T HE T (overruled in anyrespect) ?

4> 5 E B 5 B B FIHK Paul Redmond Michel % [H]
Lourie , Schall | Bryson . Gajarsa . Linn . Dyk . Prost I
Moore 325 B 2 ¥ (14 725 Be ) P 3 UL A5 2 2 G 7 1 2 5
A TR, B AE A R AP O R A AR 101 KR AL
L P AS PE B BR 4 B R FH 03 M AR v, Al AT
NN HE FEMESL T, B 329K 14 07 5 2 A 101

FRI R B REEAETE : (1) 2k 5 5 rr e pLas uk
WA FEECAY 5 (2) 27 72 AR R4 2 W vl e 7 Ry HoAt
JEB TS, AL R AP B 1 2 pLs el
75 ¥ U k7% WE ( Machine or Transformation ) ” 14 Jy ¥ i
i, CAFC BRI 5l 75 5 7 Ho A DU A 30 b HED B
HEMW IR, W EE N State Street Bank ZEH“ A5 Y |
LK 1 B A T 14 45 5% (useful | concrete | tangible re-
sult) ” PR A5 HE S 7843 BRI 2 101 25300 F 7741
LREASVE , BOK- S BRI 7 L R PR, =
S AR F 2

(=) Symbian %

e [ 25 44 FALERAF ] 38 7 Symbian Lid. 7] 9 [F]
SR A Jr)y 42— 200 & 7E i e ML AT DLLS
(Dynamic Link Library) @9 wpgs, I3 1228 AR Al A
1HiZ R 48 TS E L PUAT B 3 (No. GB 0325145, 1)
2007 47 H 30 H 3 EHE =AU LLZ B 2 )
KAAFFEIECLRNE) 55 1 555 (2) Ay ALE B
NG L FI) 38 A PR 0T R 48 82 T & FIAL, 2007 4 12
A 12 HZE 13 B HP=AUR 2 28 5 S 28 AT
T E B S. E. Chalmers ¢ - 4EHRE T 8 & 51 (U FE 48 3%
W&, Symbian Ltd. XFIEASAR , ) T FE 45 S50 XA =
SR BEPERURIA , B PR WL E Patten ). HRFE T
Y bR B ZE 2006 4F H# B Aerotel Lid v Telco
Holdings Lid. oy 37 (4 ) 5 85 Ml 7 2 vl % Rl 1
PO BRI o A SR S AU AN K AT
L ) 32 R HE B 7 R 8 R 9z . ek, s AR R
B HE BT [ NPT AUR B E L A 5 EUA HR
EE T ITTRALEE B A b, 288 T DLLS F2)7 315
HLER RS 2l v, 16 RE A% B PR B ] SE b s A7, PRt X i gk
AT LA T2 R, I o 2 3 e ™ ARy 5 RO
LR JRy AE ) R (RPN & IS 29) 58 52 2558 (3) Wit I
AEH BT S, SEEAPU=BURS A IR A P, [
Pe[H FUREpedRE FiF, 2008 4E 10 J1 8 H,HkEHA
L I 4 Y B 375 B David Edmond Neuberger il
1= E Jacob, Maurice Kay L. JJ fi ) B ok, gk — 0 Jq 75
TEHRTTHR I E 1A P A R Ik (L[]
Bf4E H UKIPO AR ad TR ik, H L David Ed-
mond Neuberger {2 &[4 2 58 1 g 722 UL A5 v i 42 5
R % F) J= 1987 4F & F Vicom/Computer — related

@DAppendix of Re. Bernard L. Bilski and Rand A. Warsaw, Text of patent application serial number 08/833892, US Court of Appeals for the Federal
Circuit 2007 . (2009 —09 —01 ). http://www. uspto. gov/ go/com/sol/2007 — 1130bilski_joint_appendix. pdf.

@In re Bilski, 545 F.3d 954 (Fed. Cir. 2008).

@ H v F 5F)  Freeman — Walter — Abele test | State Street test \Technological Arts test | Physical Steps test,
@2007 49 A 5 B ,EPO # F Symbian Ltd. T R4 w355 P 6 LA L5 AR,
@Comptroller General Of Patents v. Symbian Ltd ,[2008] EWHC 518 (Pat).

http://dks.cqu.edu.cn
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2010 4E55 16 3555 5 1)

invention 2 | 1990 4 3¢ F IBM/Data processor net-
work & F1 IBM/Computer related invention Z& it =%
TARE B TTHR 4 D 00 L R B ] b vk o i FH KR
TR JR) 22 G 23 i ST W U ) = AN 2244, BT Merrill
Lynch’ s Application Z& Gale’ s Application %  Fujitsu
Ltd’ s Application Z&, JI R2 1% 4\ F] C AE BRI & F1) SR 3R
A IZ T RIA 2L, oL E s ik B T 2008 4F 3
A XTI 2 p Ry, 521l Fifs, BUREBE A I PRI,
TE S [ (1 BAT IR EREAE SRR, 25 Rk T vk & ) i AR
TEA RN T EAHEARTTER, Bl g2 7%
AL o

=.In Re Bilski #0 Symbian: 4> 47

(=) E® . 2ENEEMRYE vs ZEWGARY K

L ALES sl AR T v 09 52005 - 9€ X T Rk
T35 RS AR PR ) R BR 4

LRI Ry 8 R kAR ik Bl . 58 BB K
[ FUREEBE 1998 4F State Street Bank [ HPeFT H T
EE R N RN E Al | A r e | R TN PN
FIUY AR T T W R a T . R ER
MY 5k IRz i © 28 S N URY 48 5 & % we b
IR IAE & FEAS VE A E BRI N 5872 . 3 #5 1k
IR AR SRS AW 1 1 Sy NI S A o R i B = ]
Mk 5k L FIACR) X & Rk i 8575, I AT Rk as
B LRI AMR (patent thicket) ” | % Fl HE 3k ( patent
troll) ” AU L1 , TRAT AT AT Ml A0 — 2 Y 5 B
o5 w0 DO R IR, 35 vk e Fn 5 B & B RTAR R
W RS2 HHE , I B i AR A AT X T Ml Uy i R R i
POFEHTH AL . A 2005 AETT AR, S8 S Bh it at L
FIAE U O, SIF8 HHT L B R bR R #5277 1 AR 0T 4 11
B J5 k% Rl 7E In Re Bilski 28, 5 102 76 i o
i F T 1998 4 State Street Bank %€ rVif ~7 (14 4 2
Al R R A 0 CBARN CEIE S R R,
G T KT 1972 4E Y Gottschalk v. Benson %€
Jfi2 T Diamond v. Diehr Z&0% “ HLAF 84 557487 i
W), DT — 28 AR B SEAA PR UE . 5E B 156 I 5 e 4 4
#rZE State Street Bank 2 rf iR 12 , 2 BB R Y
J7 7 R A PR BE 1143, MO B LR AS R 35 by %
LR B, ™ HE S U234 AR 25 R AL

2. UL IR R A RS - S E A A R IR

2006 FFL[FE | UL BE7E S B Aerotel/Macrossan
Zzrhi )34 T Aerotel/Macrossan Il 3L, B« pU 253%™

25,122 M 5 Sk A 98 B AR PP AR AE 2007 4F 1
H 2 HFI2008 422 H 7 HLL“#H” IR IEF7 45
Fo 7 S BEAE H B Symbian ST HE HY, 9% [E HIR
PR R FE Y HZ T A R PR S PR A T T Y
UL PR RN RS A SE R H R BTk . B Dy 2 [ iR
TR 3 i R T A DLAE G A =D R R B I 48
T4 BT R O 8T N SRSl ) TS AR T e mE , T LR
P OF RS AR VLR, BV Patten J. IANIXFER
W R AT ALY, fib 48 H Q2R Aerotel/Macrossan 8
PF 0 PR e AE SRR AR BE R 5 T, SRR 1 3 R 5
2RI R R P E M G, JC e anqA] 5 DU 25 PR AR
WA o B FE] bR E SRR DU R Ik
BEXE Hiz Hitkig . IREATIA I h i s —
A5 BRI A WA S (7] 33X — A4 TR T, R A TSR AL
ATEIEDY ik R R SR AL T — ORIk, AEAT
xR T e A R e B S R Ty
R EE AR S B H R BTk, anitk, A nT ek
BT BRAL, 750, A2l 2 0 R STk sl
T 7R 04 BT ERAS W RE KA L FIAL . 2008 4 12
H 8 B, T E A= AU AR5 5 [ Rk BEXT Sym-
bian Z& R P & AT T 80 M H AL T R 7 v
] L R Y o A, VR R T A LU E ] L R
PEHT A el iz FH S DU 2B 3R v R A i 7 v kB R
HAHAR LA TTE”, iR LA T I Rl 7 ik
KU EAA XA ER F AR IR A X R AR AS 1
HEBRAEPT £ R 2 A, 7] LI — o5 i 4R b LA A
T KD,

(=) AFR & BARM A TIRF B L5 &4 A
iE A& 0 B3R A R

DRV T i i3 A0 22 R 80 Dy i B, TE i
S FE A MR HAS I ok v [ 45, ERAS S DA — 71T
EM o 25 EXF PR TR RS T LRI SE D T —
AR AR o X P RIAR (R E D AR R B T A
NIRRT S B X AR AR RIS B, AR A4S
XA BE ] R AR TR AE T SRR I L,
A 1 FEHRRI RN 55 WA 3 f 3 e o) RE 5 T A8
15 & R (disfunction) ” . S E R H A FERAFH AR
P52 ok )Tz 0 5, AR B E N R E UE
FNAS B e J5 1) 2 5K 30 A 56 1] e i ¥k B 7E 1980 4F —
P AR ) 2 NN [0 38 [ R R AR R N T, BER

292007 Patent Act Reform, 2007 Patent Reform, 2009 Patent Reform. 425% 2009 Patent Reform 2R R &) % B AL E fe R LA B 7L 2 BT

Fe B ARRE, T2k F AR,

@0Patents Act 1977 ; Patentability of computer program. (2009 —04 -02). http://www. ipo. gov. uk/pro — types/pro — patent/p — law/p — pn/p — pn —

computer. htm.

http://dks.cqu.edu.cn
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g T M T AR S AL AT B R T vk R
TR HUF 23T 20 AF R R PT & R, 55 1 I
FIK ] b Rk Bt — i T, W T 28 [ L R B AR )R
MET 2T Rl 7 i L FIR T T S o 76 1999 4E %]
2000 4E[A], 2 [ (1 7 Mk 7 24 A B (RIk J7 i
i 2 8 F2 E S0 705 258) — T}, B 3 ik 5
POKZ WA HLAE . SR, M 2000 4ETF 46, 2 5L 5255
SR K k23 4% ) e 207 S BN, 0 2 A B
“HAR AT A2 FE AR E B A R B AR, DL
SRR AR B Bk =, G B3 [ R 4% [ ) 52 [ G T
Rib Ty 8 AR TR B FE R B BE AN PN . T
S PR 40 R M J7 32 L R 3 R e 1 I R D e e, 14
FAMIR AL, [ 2005 AETF4G , S B o 2 Be T 4R
T — 6 52 v K T T TR WL AT L ] S A ) i1
IR R [ 32 5 AR A g SE BT HAR AT A FH 4,
FRAEF S EHEBR AN REHZ T & PRI BTk J7 35 , I T
S LA B AR TR SR, B 4 843 B b 7 12 3R B
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Divergence or Convergence

to the Patent-Eligibility of Business Method in US and UK
LI Xiao-qiu
(College of Law, Chongqing University, Chongqing 400044, P. R. China)

Abstract: Qualified business method patent issues in the United States and the United Kingdom is a very con-
troversial topic, the United States and the United Kingdom Intellectual Property Office of the Court are actively ex-
ploring. October, 30, 2008 from the U. S. Federal Circuit Court of Appeals concluded to take the limit Re Bilski
reduce business method patent right of the model grid, October 8, 2008 the British Court of Appeal handed down
the Symbian cases indicates that further relaxation of the UK business methods will be the theme of the scope of the
patent. America’ s “moderate shrinkage limit” and the United Kingdom “limited expansion” of the practice of States
on the one hand, shows the relevance of patents for business methods for the grid of the different standards in re-
sponse to questioning; on the other hand, this really reveals the different paths the two countries for business meth-
od patent qualified dissection of the common border with achieving the same similar. It is necessary for China to
draw attention on legislations and practices in US and UK.
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