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(I) 

QUESTIONS PRESENTED 

Section 101 of the Patent Act of 1952, 35 U.S.C. 1 
et seq., provides that “any new and useful process, ma-
chine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or any 
new and useful improvement thereof,” is eligible for a 
patent.  35 U.S.C. 101.  The questions presented are as 
follows: 

1. Whether claim 22 of petitioner’s patent, which 
claims a process for manufacturing an automobile 
driveshaft that simultaneously reduces two types of 
driveshaft vibration, is patent-eligible under Section 
101. 

2. Whether patent-eligibility under Section 101 is a 
question of law for the court based on the scope of the 
claims or a question of fact for the jury based on the 
state of the art at the time of the patent. 
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