Abstract: Because the object of business method patent is business method and the attribute of
process patent, the business method patent is heavily favored in information era. The USA responded to this
demand actively to created a set of standardized examination methods for it and modifies the test approach
constantly. All of these have promoted the development of business method patent and related industry.
However, China is blindly conservative to business method patent. In this context, the article researches the
generation and evolution of business method patent in America, summarizes the standardized examination
methods and various test approaches to it, analyzes the reasons and functionalities of these standardized
methods, and discovers the trend of weakening the standardization in examination. At the contrast of
American experience, the paper lastly points out the necessity and urgency for us to accept business method
patent.
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