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Evolution of Patent Subject Matter in Global Patent System
YI Ji-ming WANG Fang—gin
( Institute of International Intellectual Property Peking University Beijing 100871 China)
Abstract: Patent subject matter is an important dimension for evaluating the strength of patent protection. In
global patent system the evolution of eligible patent subject matter presents a trend of graduall spreading in
the fields of natural products microorganisms plants animals human tissues and products or technology re—
lating to abstract idea. This trend is irresistible. The main reasons lie in that the development of science and
technology absolutely promotes the spreading of patent subject matter and that actualistically governments
support stronglyfavorded industries of science and technology by lowering thresholds for acquiring patent pro—
tection. These factors force theories of patent subject matter eligibility to move in the direction of meeting prac—
tical demands resulting in a utilitarian image of patent system which is made use of by realism.
Key words: global patent system; evolution of patent subject matter; strength of patent protection; global

trend; utilitarianism



