oA Soisid

2 A
2+

determination RE, Pk, BiE
determination of patent-ability &3
el g

determine A3st}, s, 2423
o}, #Fsio)
determing of the identity of the in-
ventor EHAHFE—M] T

develop pAgEsC, BEeld, ERY

‘ developing countries BE%¢& FB

development BiE, BB, ¥, B,
BR(RE), B5x

deviate RHoju}, &gsich
The claim is wholly deviating from
the subject matter of the invention,
EATHAC #epe] FEgolA "oyt
pA=

device (& %E, EE, &
trade mark “SEVEN STARS” with
device TAHEXAEIA & FEos He
]

devolution [& (B3 - ¢jF 59)) o)A

diagnostic methods #Z#7%:

dictum (HEd 2231) BAEY M
Fﬁ%ﬁ

diet B Be, e (53] B4)
The act has passed the Diet 42
REE @:ESIC

B) tt=2c), MRS,

The invention according to this ap-
plication differs with the prior art
references cited by the examiner.
AR WS EAEEC) SIES kiTh
T = =R

ol

difference [&) #5&, HiEZ;, %A
A difference of opinion has arisen
between the applicant and the in-
ventor,
HEAA ) Ao BRERVE A7
There is little if any difference &
7F dd=tE ARRg Fojtt
a characteristic difference %% ¢
FHE
essential difference AE#Hy g
minor difference 93] %< &
a substantial difference #R4sfy FEi&
different &, Aozt e
This invention is substantially differ-
ent from U.S. patent quoted by the
examiner ©| EHLS FAHAE] 3IHT £
Bt A OE thaEr),
differentiate Zystcl, Bmasheh
differentiate between two inventions
et el ’ES 7iet),
difficult HEEst, oje-&
it is difficult for the applicant to
do~
~%e HEEA Al WEgs)
It is difficult of explanation ZH&
FEgo] o),
d1ff1culty @ e %, W, ;‘?EEJ;
avoid the difficulty oj&8&& 3},
clear away all difficulties =& o3&
< A A3
an unavoidable difficulty #& % ¢l
= Wk ().

77



