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In March 2025, the Supreme Court upheld the judgment of the Intellectual Property
High Court in the DWANGQO case, bringing to an end litigation that had begun in 2016. Following
the ruling, the patent community discussed how to draft patents for networks, while related

industries reviewed their service systems.

Here, I will briefly note differences between Japan and Korea regarding the
DWANGO requirement that “the act in question is deemed to have been carried out within Japan.”
The DWANGO case identified four factors :
1. The specific mode of the act ;
2. The functions and roles performed within the invention by those system components
located in Japan ;
3. The place where the invention’s effects are realized ;
4. The impact on the patent holder’s economic interests.

By contrast, Korean decisions—2019Da222782 and, later, 2025Da202970—on product
patents emphasized :
1. Domestic production of all parts or semi-finished products with major components,
exported for final assembly (linked to DWANGO’s third factor) ;
2. Final processing or assembly being extremely minor or simple (linked to the first factor) ;
3. Production of all parts or semi-finished products already enabling realization of the

invention’s effects as an integrated whole (again linked to the first factor).

Thus, Korean precedent omits DWANGO’s fourth factor concerning economic
interests. Whether this reflects case-specific backgrounds or assumptions taken for granted in

Korea remains unclear, but further development of jurisprudence can be expected.
(Translated by TIIP)



