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The Boundaries of a Human-Centered Intellectual
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The attempt to designate Artificial Intelligence as an “inventor” represents one of the
most symbolic challenges to contemporary intellectual property systems. Among such cases, the
DABUS (Device for the Autonomous Bootstrapping of Unified Sentience) applications have
raised a fundamental question for the world : how should legal systems treat creations generated
by AI?

Except for South Africa-where a patent was granted solely through a formal examina-
tion—no jurisdiction, including the United States, Europe, the United Kingdom, Australia, New
Zealand, Switzerland, or Japan, has recognized Al as an inventor. The underlying rationale across
all these decisions is consistent : an inventor must be a natural person, and Al cannot be so rec-
ognized. In other words, the prevailing understanding among examination-based patent systems
is that Al cannot be the legal subject of invention.

However, the fact that in Japan, an invention titled **Probabilistic Tensor Contraction
Network for Computing Higher-Order Differential Operators”*—reportedly developed with the
aid of Al-was filed in March 2025 with a human inventor and subsequently granted as Japanese
Patent No. 7734902 in August 2025, provides a different and important implication. It demon-
strates that even when Al contributes to the creative process, a patent may validly be obtained
under the existing legal framework as long as the ultimate inventive contribution is attributed to a
human intellect exercising judgment and responsibility. This suggests that, while the intellectual
property system now faces the transformation of creative agency in the age of Al it still preserves
a human-centered legal structure capable of flexibly encompassing technological emergence
within its boundaries.

The tension surrounding the definition of “inventor” thus marks a new point of depar-
ture for the ethics and institutional design of intellectual property practice in the era of artificial
intelligence.



