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Patent Scope and Patenting of Intermediate

Results in Cumulative Innovation Race
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Abstract We discuss the effect of patent scope on the patenting of intermediate results in cu-
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mulative innovation race. The main results are as follow strong patent scope is helpful for infor-
mation disclosure. However the effect of patent scope on social welfare and pace of technological
progress shows a quasi inverted-U shape. Therefore the optimal patent scope is finite. Compared
with ex post licensing ex ante licensing can improve social welfare under the framework of an-
titrust law. Finally if the cumulative innovators have the same expectation about the result of
patent litigation they will choose settlement.
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