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The following document constitutes the official EuroLinux response to the consultation on the
harmonization of software patent Law launched by the European Commission. The body is 9 pages long
and includes a proposed interpretation of article 52 of the European Patent Convention for future
regulations or directives on the community patent and on software intellectual property. Arguments
introduced in the body of this official response are sustained by a 1000+ page appendix including reports,
research articles and examples. This appendix has been sent by email to the European Commission on
2000-12-15 and a paper copy has been sent by postal mail.

Foreword

Who is EuroLinux?

The EuroLinux Alliance is an alliance of commercial software publishersand Europeannon profit
associationsvith the goalto promoteand protectthe useof OpenStandardsOpenCompetitionanc
Open Source Software such as Linux. The EuroLinux Alliance has launcheda petition to protecit
softwareinnovationin Europewhich hasreceived60,000+signaturesn 6 months.

TheEuroLinuxAlliance 200+ sponsorsnclude:

1. Commercial publishers of proprietary software (ex. Netpresenter, Phaidros, FrontBase)
2. Commercial publishers of free / open source software (ex. MySQL, Troll)

3. Commercial distributors of proprietary or free / open source software (ex. Mandrake, Re
SuSE)

4. Commercial service companies (ex. Alcove, ID-Pro, Frontsite)
5. Commercial Internet companies (ex. Fluxus, APR jobs)

6. Non profit associations (ex. AFUL, APRIL, Europe Shareware, FFII, ISOC France, LIVE,
SSLUG)

For most of these companies,even those which focus on distribution and service, creating anc
publishingsoftwareis an integralpart of their activity. Thelist of 200+ EuroLinuxsponsordgs providec
onthewebatthe URL: http://petition.eurolinux.org/sponsors

What is open source / free / proprietary / shareware / freeware?

Let us take an example:the Internetbrowsermarket. The following commercialsoftwareare currently




available:

1. Microsoft Internet Explorer (United States). This software can be downloaded for free
Internet. It is freeware. However, it is not permitted to distribute copies of this software an
source code is not disclosed. It is proprietary software.

2. Netscape Communicator 4 (United States). This software is also proprietary freeware, jt
Microsoft Internet Explorer. It can be downloaded for free but its source code is not availal

3. Mozilla a.k.a. Netscape Communicator 6.This software can be downloaded for free, tog:
with its source code. It is permitted for anyone to modify its source code and redistribute
customized versions on the the Internet. It is open source / free software.

4. iCab (Germany). This software can be dowloaded for free but in order to use it, the use
buy a license to its author. It is shareware. Its source code is not disclosed. It is proprietan
software.

5. Opera (Norway). Like iCab, this software is also proprietary shareware.

6. Konqueror (France). Like Mozilla, this software is open source / free software. Its main
developer, David Faure, is employed by Mandrake SA (France).

A definition of the termsfree/ opensource/ proprietary/ freeware/ sharewardollows:

1. Freeware is software protected by copyright which can be downloaded and used for fre

2. Shareware is software protected by copyright which can be downloaded for free and re
the user to pay for a license in order to be used beyond testing.

3. Free / open source software is software protected by copyright, which source code is a
and which license allows to use it, adapt it and redistribute it. For the purpose of this docul
there is no difference between the term "free software" and the term "open source softwa

4. Proprietary software is software protected by copyright and which is not free / open so

It isimportantto understandhatthereis no relationbetweenthe terms"commercial"and "proprietary’
or between"non commercial"and "free / open source".Some proprietarysoftware is non commercie
(ex. slab, a famous digital audio software for Linux). Some freewareis commercial (ex. Microsofi
Internet Explorer). Much open source/ free software is commercial (ex. MatraDatavision Oper
Cascade).Obviously, publishing freeware or open source/ free software has becomea commor
businessstrategyto push new standardsto challengea dominantcompetitor,to reduce marketing
costsor to mutualizedevelopmentosts.

Why is EuroLinux so much concerned about software patents?

Linux relatedcompaniesand usersare generallymuchmore awareof intellectualproperty Law than the
averagecomputeruser,just becausainderstandinghe conceptof free / opensourcesoftwarerequires
understandinghe basicprinciplesof copyright Law, patentlaw and the notion of infringement.Linux
relatedcompaniesandusersunderstandhat softwarepatentsallow_a personto_stealthe_original work
of a programmely claimingit is a patentinfringementand forcing him or herto stop publishinghis or
heroriginal work. Becausewriting softwarerequiresa lot of time andinvestmentandbecausenearly all
softwarepatentswhich havebeengrantedin Europeor in the US are simply obvious,programmerdeel
thatit is very unfairto let someonevho did not investmuch R&D in softwaretechnologyget apaten




anduse it againstprogrammersvho investeda lot of time and moneyto produceoriginal, and ofen
innovative,software.As a consequencehe Linux businessand usercommunityhasbeenvery activein
Europe against software patents. They consider that copyright is the appropriatemean to protect
softwaresince copyrightcoversthe expressiorof software- the actualinstructionsof the programm:
codedby the programmer- which representghe bulk of the investmentin software developmen
Protectionshouldgo whereinvestmenties.

Of course,companiesn the Windowsor MacOS marketshouldbe as much concernedas Linux relatec
companiesincethe effectsof softwarepatentshavelittle relationwith Linux and no relationwith the
conceptof "free / open sourcesoftware". This is for examplethe caseof Eurolinux sponsorssuchas
Netpresenteior Europe-Sharewaravhich developor market proprietary software for the Windows
andMacOSenvironmentsandhavetakenstrongpositionsagainstsoftwarepatents.However,thereis
currentlyno businessassociatiorof EuropeanindependentsoftwarepublishersbesidesEuroLinux or
EuropeSharewareMost Europearpublishersof proprietarysoftwarearenot awarethattheir product:
arelikely to infringe on hundredssoftwarepatents Many Europearsoftwarepublishers,includingin the
Linux community, are afraid to publicly expresstheir oppositionto software patentsbecauseof their
commercialties with companiessuch as IBM, Cisco or Microsoft which are agressivelysupporting
softwarepatents.As a consequenceandependenbbservershavefound it very impressivethat 100+
companiegprovidedEuroLinuxwith a public statementagainstsoftwarepatents.

A list of 100+ statements against software patents is provided at the URL:
http://petition.eurolinux.org/statements

How relevant is the EuroLinux position?

If we consideragainthe exampleof the Internetbrowsermarket,it is widely admittedthat Konqueror
iCab and Opera, three software mainly designedin Europe, are the most relevant alternativesto
Microsoft dominancein this market. Two are sharewareand oneis open source/ free software. The
three Europeansoftware both provide the most relevant, innovative, stable, standardsavvy and
compactalternativesto Microsoft Internet Explorer. In particular, Operaand Konquerorhave beer
adaptedsuccessfulyo the embeddednarket,one of the fastestgrowingandstrategicmarketsin the IT
industry.Operaalreadyprovidesa muchbetteruserexperienceon handhelddevicethanWindows CE /
InternetExplorer. Konqueror,togetherwith Qt and Linux, providesan openalternativeto Windows
CE/ InternetExploreron multimediaembeddedglatforms.

Thelnternetbrowsermarketis typical of the Europeansoftwareindustry. EuroLinuxconsidersthat the
EuropeanCommissionshould understandhat Europeanblue chips suchas Alcatel, Bull, ICL, Olivetti,
Siemensgetc., which receivedmassivesubsidiesfrom the EuropeanCommission have largely failed in
providing a relevantcommercialalternativeto the dominanceof US software players.Not only did
these companiesoften fail in marketing relevant alternatives, but they mostly became strategir
distributorsin Europefor companiessuchas Fuijitsu, Microsoft or Sun. On the other hand,companie
suchas TCX, Opera, Mandrake, SUSE, etc., which never benefitted from Europeansubsidies,are
successfulychallenging the US software dominanceon strategic markets and helping the above



Europeanblue chips to gain back their software independenceThose companieswould definitely be
harmedby the introductionof softwarepatentsin Europe.

Therefore,EuroLinux considersits point of view to be the mostrelevantif the goal of the Europeal
Commissionis to protectinnovation, protect SMEs and stimulate competitionin Europe. EuroLinux
considersthat it would be unwiseand unfair to let companiessuchas Hitachi, IBM, Microsoft or Sun
use their software patent portolio in Europe either to assimilate or to eliminate what EuroLinux
considergo be Europe'gewelsin the Informationindustry.

Scope of Harmonization

The EuroLinux Alliance considersthat harmonizationon computerrelatedinventionsshouldtake place
on the basisof a more restrictiveand clearerapproachthan the elementscontainedin the documen
"the patentability of computerrelated inventions" published by DGIM. In particular, the EuroLinux
Alliance considersthat the elementscontainedin the document'the patentabilityof computerrelatec
inventions™:

1. fail to provide an economic justification to the extension of the patent system,

2. fail to provide a clear definition for the terms "invention", "technicity” and "technique”,

3. fail to take into consideration the requirement for "industrial application” which is a the cc
patent Law,

4. fail to take into consideration the interpretation of the European Patent Convention by
national courts and their decisions to cancel software patents granted by the EPO,

5. fail to provide a distinction between "innovative methods to process digital information™
"innovative methods to use the forces of nature”,

6. fail to take into consideration the specific nature of software, and in particular the fact tl
innovative software can be the result of an automatic digital computation which is not the ¢
for traditional inventions,

7. fail to take into consideration legal constraints posed by the European Union treaties in
fields of competition, innovation, cultural diversity, consumer protection, liberties, public sect
and software interoperability.

The EuroLinux Alliance believesthat any harmonizationon computerrelatedinventionsbasedon those
elements:
1. would lead to the patenting of intellectual methods implemented through computer

programmes and extend the patent system to business, management, education and cult
information society,

2. would thus jeopardize fundamental human rights such as "freedom of speech or
communication" or "equal access to education”,

3. would generate in Europe even more juridical uncertainty than in the United States bece
the lack of clarity of concepts such as "technical contribution” and "further technical effect"

4. would harm innovation, small & medium software publishers, competition, interoperability,
consumers and cultural diversity in contradiction with juridical principles of the European Uni
industrial policies towards SMEs launched by the European Commission.



The EuroLinux harmonization approach

The EuroLinux Alliance considersthat harmonizationshould take place on the basis of element:
contained in the document "Technik, Datenverarbeitungund Patentrecht- Bermerkungen zut
Dispositionsprogramm Entscheidungdes Bundesgerichtshofsby Gert Kolle, on the basisof the
elementscontainedin the document"On the PatentExaminationof Programsfor Computers'by Dr.
Kiesewetter-Koébinge@ind on the basisof scenario0 of the document"Protégerl'innovation et la
concurrencalansla sociétéde l'information” by Dr. Smets.The EuroLinux Alliance sharesmuch of the
analysisprovidedin thesedocumentsaandhasincludedan englishtranslationsof two documents.

In particular,the EuroLinux Alliance considerghat

1. publishing original computer software on a physical media or on the Internet should nev:
considered as a patent infringement,

2. using computer software on a generic multimedia computer should never be considered
patent infringement,

3. the interoperability principle introduced in a 1991 directive on software protection shoulc
prevail over any other form of industrial property as is how the case,

4. "technical" should be defined as "pertaining to the use of natural forces to directly cause
transformation of matter without intervening operations of mental deliberation”

5. "invention" should be defined as "embodiment of a new technical teaching, i.e. a teachin
how to use natural forces in a new way to directly cause a non-obvious transformation of
serving an industrial application"”, which is the same as "a technical solution of a technical
problem", the problem consisting in "how to cause a transformation of matter" and the solt
consisting in "a teaching on how to use natural forces to solve the problem”,

6. "industrial application" should be defined as "application for the production of material go

7. "inventivity" or "inventive step" should be understood as the creative experimental activi
which leads to a non-obvious technical solution to a technical problem,

8. innovations based on computer programmes may thus be patented if and only if they a
equivalent to the combination of an "innovative method to process digital information", an
"existing technique to digitize natural forces" and an "existing digital model of matter".

The underlying principle to the EuroLinux proposedharmonizationis that only empirical activity can
produceinventive resultsin the sensethat such resultsare not predictableby meansof pure menta
activitiessuchas computation This strict definition of inventivity makesthe patentsystemlessproneto
producetrivial patentsin many fields. Distinguishing betweena technical solution and a software
solutionliesin the requirementor directcausality,alsoexpressedhn point 8.

Impact of EuroLinux proposed harmonization

Innovation in software

On the one hand,the EuroLinux restrictive harmonizationapproachdoesnot preventfrom getting a



patenton traditional inventions which include a computerprogramme,for examplein the case of
chemicalindustryor mechanicalndustry.

Onthe other handit garanteeso any authorof an original programmeaneantto be usedon a generit
multimediacomputerthe right to publishhis or her original work. The EuroLinuxharmonizationapproac|
protectssoftware authorsand publishersfrom patentdisputes.Becauseinnovationin the software
economyrequiresthe freedomto combine,within an originalwork, a few innovativeideastogetherwith

many ideasimmitated from existing programmes,the EuroLinux harmonizationapproachprovidesa
higherlevel of innovationthanany approachbasedon 20 yearslong softwarepatentsasis the casein
the United States.

However,EuroLinux recognisedhatan approachbasedon "short andweak sui generisrights" suchas
the one describedn scenario3 of Dr. Smets'report may eventuallyleadto similar or higherlevels on
innovation, although this is far from certain and needsto be carefuly reviewed. In any case
implementingthe EuroLinux harmonizatiompproachdoesnot preventfrom later introducingsui generis
rights or negociatingwithin the WTO in order to reacha global harmonizationwhich would lead for
exampleto the worlwide adoptionof "short and weeaksui generis rights" for softwareinnovation.In
particular, EuroLinux suggestthe EuropeanCommissionto_study the possibility to_protect software
innovation through "adaptedutility_models” basedon_the_forthcoming directive rather than througt
patents Theprotectionprovidedby "utility models"hasthe greatadvantagef beingflexible enoughto
adaptthe duration parameter(ex. 3 yearsratherthan 20 years),the examinationprocedure(ex. free
filing with deferredexamination),nclude compulsorylicensing,etc. which is not possiblewithin paten
Law becausef constraintgposedby the TRIPSagreements.

EuroLinux has provided the DGIM with a collection of researcharticlesrelatedto the economyof
softwareinnovationto sustainits position.

Ability of SMEs to enter the market
Two categorieof SMEsshouldbe distinguished:

1. SMEs which sell software licenses or services

2. SMEs which sell themselves

In the first case, the target market is the real world software market (license and service). The
EuroLinux harmonizationapproachgaranteeghat SMEsin this marketwil not be blockedby juridical
hurdles,asit isthe casewith SMEsin the United Stateswheretherisk of patentdisputecreatesavery
unsatisfactoryeconomicenvironement.

In the secondcase,the targetmarketis the financial market.The EuroLinuxapproachdoesnot preven
softwarepublishersfrom enteringthis marketaslong asthey can clearly exhibit intagiblesassets(ex.
original code, trademarks,databasesemploymentcontracts,know-how). However, the EuroLinux
harmonizationapproachmay causedifficulties for software companieswvhich do not publish software
anddo not makeprofits andtry to enterfinancialmarkets.



As a result, the EuroLinux harmonizationapproachrequirescompanieswhich try to enter financial
marketsto provetheir viability in the realworld marketfirst, which is probablydesirablef one consider
therecentevolutionof venturecapitalandthe Internetthis year.

Creation and dissemination of any software

The EuroLinux harmonizatiorapproachgaranteeghat any author of original softwareis free to publish
his or her originalwork. Samestandsfor any servicecompanywhich providescommerciakervicebase!
on proprietaryor opensource/ free software,including in the fast growing embeddedmarket. As a
consequencedhe disseminatiorof proprietaryor opensource/ free softwareaswell asthe commercie
activitiesbasedon the useof proprietaryor free/ opensourcesoftwareareprotected.

Creation and dissemination of free / open source software

Sameanswerasfor anysoftware.

As mentionedabove,thereis little relation betweensoftwarepatentsandfree / opensourcesoftware
Theoppositionbetweensoftwarepatentsand free/ opensourcesoftwarewas mainly inventedby _some
patentexpertsin.EuropeasapropagandagainstEuroLinux

The EuropeanCommissiorshouldrathertakeinto account:

1. the impact of software patents on the publication of source code (whatever the copyric
license on this source code). In the US, it is safer for a company to keep source code sec
rather than disclosing it in order to prevent software patent disputes. Patents in the softv
economy actually lead to more industrial secret.

2. the impact of software patents on the competitiveness of SMEs. This is the main issue
tackle according to EuroLinux. The EuroLinux Alliance has no doubt that companies with a
significant patent portfolio, such as IBM, Microsoft or Sun, will be able to disseminate their
software, be it free or proprietary. However, the EuroLinux alliance is concerned that
independent software publishers, such as most companies supporting EuroLinux, may not
to disseminate their software if software patents were legalised in Europe.

Position of the European industry in global competition

TheEuropearindustrywil benefitfrom the EuroLinuxharmonizatiompproachn the globalapproach.

Threecasesshouldbe considered

1. Traditional industry : the approach described above allows to patent traditional inventior
including the ones which are based on computer programmes. It has no effect on the tradi
industry except that this industry is guaranteed to be free from potential threats posed by
monopolisation of software and organisational methodsl]

2. Telecommunication industry : European leaders (Alcatel, Nokia, Ericsson, Siemens, etc.)
and strong enough to file patents in the United States and use patents as a strategic too
US market. Therefore, the EuroLinux harmonization approach has no effect on the
telecommunication industry. Moreover, it protects European consumers from potential
anti-competitive and anti-innovative strategies in the PABX market and could stimulate



innovation in the European telecommunication market since, like in the desktop market, sof
patents tend to slow down innovation rather than speed it up. As a consequence, there it
economic need for the European Union to allow those companies to use software patents
European market.

3. Software publishing economy : State/EC subsidised European blue chips (ex. Bull, Olive
mostly act as service companies which do not produce much software innovation and rese
of US software. Software innovation in Europe comes from small & medium software publis
which would benefit from a market in which the "freedom to publish" is garanteed, as oppo
the US market where publishing original software means taking juridical risks of patent
infringement dispute. As a consequence, the EuroLinux approach will make the European ¢
market much more competitive and innovative than its US counterpart.

EuroLinux has providedthe DGIM with a collection of researcharticlesrelatedto the economyof
softwareinnovationto sustainits position.

General development of the information society

EuroLinux believesthat the information society develops faster and better wheneverhurdles are
removed and competition stimulated. Comparing proprietary models such as Prestelin the UK,
Btx/Datex in Germanyand the Minitel in Francewith open models such as the Internet clearly
demonstratesthe economic efficiency of open models. The EuroLinux Alliance believes that the
information society should therefore not be patentedbecausepatentstend to stimulate financia
concentrationgndactasprotectionistbarriers.

The EuroLinux approachgaranteeghat the information society may not be patentedand in particulal
thatintellectualmethodsmay not be patentedevenfor thosewhich are basedon the useof compute
programmes.



Proposed interpretation of article 52 of the European Patent
Convention

Theprinciple of non patentabilityof computemprogrammesvasvery clearfor the legislatorsand author:
of the EuropeanPatentConvention.However,the brief and abstractformulationin Art 52 EPC has
led to misunderstandingsnconsistenciesand legal insecurity. In particular,new rules createdby some
organsof patentjurisdiction couldleadto undesiredsocialandeconomiceffects.

In orderto preventsucheffects,we proposethe following clarification:

1. Theterm"programsfor computers"jn short"computerprograms"refersto the programat all desigr
levelsfrom the conceptualplanto an instructionexecutabldy a humanor by a processorA compute
programis a plan and an instruction, a literary work and a virtual machine,an interface and an
implementationa problemanda solution,a processanda product,all in one.

2. A technical invention describedby meansof a computer programcan, at a conceptuallevel, be
distinguishedrom the programassuch.Likewisea "methodfor the productionof chessboardstanbe
distinguishedrom the chessgameassuch.The particle"assuch"in Art 52 (3) EPCisto be understoo
only from its syntacticfunction in the abovesentencesit serveso differentiatebetweentwo mutually
independentcategoriesby which a potentially patentableobject could be described.A "compute
program with a further technical effect" belongsto the category of computer programsand can
thereforenot be distinguishedrom a"computerprogramassuch”.

3. ComputerProgramsare not inventionsin the senseof Europeanpatentlaw. Chemicalprocesse:
tyre braking processesand other technical processescontrolled by computer programs can be
inventions,as far as they are distinguishabléfrom the computerprogramnot only at a conceptualbut
alsoat apracticallevel. I.e. the solutionof the problemmustlie in a technicalrealmbeyondthe realm of
programmingandthe exclusionrights derivedtherefrommustbe directedto materialobjectsoutsideof
the program, such as e.g. chemicalsor automobile engines.The same appliesto all categoriesof
non-patentablebjectlistedin Art 52 (2) EPC.

4. A "technical" processis one that usesnatural forcesto directly causea transformationof matter
Objectsthat contain both technicaland non-technicalfeaturesare inventionsonly if the partthat is
claimedto be new andinventive, i.e. the core of the invention, lies in the technicalrealm.A technica
processcontrolled by a computerprogramon known hardwareis an inventionif and only if it uses
naturalforcesin a new way to directly causea successn productionof materialgoodsthat could not
havebeenpredictedoy merecomputatiorbasedon prior knowledge.
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Research Articles on Economy

Sequentialnnovation,patentsandimitation. JamesBessen& Eric Maskin.
Whatis behindthe recentsurgein patenting.SamueKortum & JoshLerner.
Are weakpatentrightsabarrierto US exports?Pamelal. Smith.

Optimal patentbreadthandlenghtwith costlyimitation. DonaldJ. Wright.

The benefitsand costsof strong patentprotection:a contributionto the currentdebate.Robertc
Mazzoleni& RichardR. Nelson.

Theoptimallife of a patentwhenthe timing of innovationis stochasticVincenzoDenicolo.
Abstractionorientedpropertyof softwareandits relationto patentability. TetsuTamai.

Acceptableprotection of software intellectualproperty: a survey of software developersand lawyers
Effy Oz.

Nonobviousnesand the incentive to innovate: an economicanalysisof intellectual property reform
RobertHunt.

Patentreform:amixedblessingfor the US economy.RobertHunt.
An auctionmodelof intellectualpropertyprotection:patentversuscopyright.
Brevetset normes.PierreBreese.

SoftwareUseright:Solving Inconsistenciesf SoftwarePatentsJean-PauEmets-Solanes.

General reports

Stimulerl'innovationet la concurrencelansla sociétédel'information. Jean-PauSmets-Solanes.
Computersoftwareind Patentrecht ThomaswWinischhofer.

PatentandInnovationin the InternationalContext.OECD.

Testimony and comments

EuroLinux petition public statementgpoliticians& corporatemanagers).
SoftwarePatents A SoftwareDevelopersview. Ron Mc Quaker.
Why SoftwareShouldn'tbe coveredby patents.Tord Jansson.

Answer from the associationrSSLUG (Skane SjeellandLinux User Group) concerningthe EU-hearing
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on softwarepatents.
Commentsn "The Economiclmpactof Patentabilityof ComputerPrograms'by VOSN.

Informatikerfordern klare Grenzender Patentierbarkeitind wirksame Kontrolle des PatentwesensO
ener Brief zum "Basisvorschlagfiir die Revision des EuropaischerPatentiibereinkommensEFIl e.V.
Virtueller Ortsvereinder SPD Vereinfiir Internet-BEnutze®sterreichgVIBEIAT) SwissinternetUsers
Group (SIUG) Linux-Verband LiVe e.V. Linux User Group Switzerland (LUGS) Linux User Grouf
Austria (LUGA) Intradat AG Phaidros AG SuSE Linux AG Frontsite AG Skyrix Software AG
Oberon.netGmbH IntevationGmb.

AnregungerdesFFIl zur BMWi-Konferenz. SWPAT-AG desFFIl.
PositionspapieBoftware-PatenteDr. rer. nat. PeterGerwinski
Adobe- SoftwarePatentPolicy.

OracleCorporation- PatentPolicy.

RolandDyroff. SUSELinux AG. (NOT PUBLIC - DO NOT DISCLOSE)
GerhardHerlos.InfomatecAG. (NOT PUBLIC - DO NOT DISCLOSE)
Dr. Volker Ossenkopf.

FFIl letterto Karel Van Miert.

Law

Technik, Datenverarbeitungund Patentrecht -- Bermekungen zur Dispositionsprogramm -
EntscheidungiesBundesgerichtshof&ertKolle

Lamy Informatique- lerecoursala propriétéindustrielle.

Muddy Rulesfor Cyberspace DanL. Burk.

Needed anewsystemof intellectualproperty.LesterC. Thurrow.
Chairman'OpeningRemarksPaulHartnack.

Article 7 and8 of TRIPSagreements.

SoftwareRelatedinventions- "Up-to-date"viewsof the EuropeanCommision.

The TRIPStreatyand SoftwarePatents FFIl SWPATworking group.

Patent examination

Onthe PatentExaminationof Programgor ComputersSwenKiesewetter-Kdbinger

Examinationof "businesanethod"applicationsTrilateral Commisionof PatentOffices.
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Reporton ComparativeStudy Carried Out under Trilateral Project24.2. Trilateral Commisionof Paten
Offices.

US PatentExaminationSystemis IntellectuallyCorrupts.GregoryAharonian.
Inadequacyf PCT/ PTO/ EPO/ JPOsoftwareprior art searchesGregoryAharonian.
Trivial/obnoxiousbusinessnethodpatents GregoryAharonian.

1998softwarepatentstatistics.GregoryAharonian.

Software Patent Examples

EuropearSoftwarePatentHorror Gallery.swpat.ffii.org
EducationPatentswww.freepatents.org

L'AFUL brevéetele passageux 35 heureswww.aful.org

International Policy

A frameworkfor globalelectroniccommerceWiliam J. Clinton & Albert GoreJr.

Press Articles

PatentnonsenseThe Economist.
Patentwars.The Economist.

I'm gonnasueyour ass!How industry leadersare putting startupsthroughlegal hell - - and dampenin
innovation.ByLuc Hatlestad RedHerring.

Copyinglaw would be a mistake.LawrencelLessig.
Softwarepatentswil Europeroll overfor the multinationalsGrahamLea.
SoftwarePatents No Thanks! Anne @stergaard.

SoftwarePatentsTanglethe Web.SethShulman.

EuroLinux Press Releases

NO ePATENTSA Petitionto SaveSoftwarelnnovationin Europe.

Thank You BT! EuroLinux CongratulatedBritish Telecomfor Demonstratinghe Absurdity of Software
Patent.

EuroLinuxWarns.SoftwarePatentsStill on EC Agenda.

Massive Supportfor the EuroLinux Petition. 20,000 citizens and 50 companiescall for a Software
PatentFreeEurope.
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EuroLinuxPetitionReache$5.000.EuroLinux Callsfor EuropeanGovernmentdo Take Control of the
EuropearPatentOffice or to Leavethe EuropearPatentConvention!

EC To Researchthe Dangersof Software Patents.EuroLinux Providesa Public Forum and a Rich
KnowledgeBase.

EuropeanSoftware Patents:More Trivial than in the US. EuroLinux PublishesEuropeanSoftware
PatentHorror Gallery.

SoftwarePatentDecisionPostponedn EuropeEuropeanGovernmentdVait for a DemocraticDebate.
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