72 HFNEURTE 8 B 2 B GEEE 13 5)

<HA>
AR IC BT %
FreEME) DRIE

7 & & [EBRF R PT
It

OB

BT, —HO7 74T Fnb, HESCY L—205Hlc o> T, TTER
DTHEEHEYE] LVWOIHREWLEEL, ZORIRT TAT7 2 ME, FxrnEn
HMELZ TR TAVWERICOEDLEEEIHE LTI Lbb 5,

UL, TOLIIC L CHEE SN LET, FES ST T EZ0 . HAYER
BEIRIZ 72052 LREV, TR EZL D7 T4 T MRS D TTLRM) 2,
A ARG CHE L CEL, /I, =y A FOXEERTHEH STV D L L
L LTWDENBIEAY, o) LiexXEEEIZEEZET., (VAT 477
AT TVEMES, VAT 4T I7A4T 4 7 ORI ITHEHEE D)
LEL, [FE OB ENEThH) XEN, LRERLETHD LTSN D,

—J. FFHMEOREIX, (T2 =2V TAT 47 ) BT D, T =h
WNT AT 47 TiE, IEREME (correct), BIfEME (Clear), fifi¥R 1% (Concise) 233K 8
Hhd, MHEICE S &, EREMEE X, SOEMICELLS, T—XIZRO RN &
T%é HFEME & 12, b0 < IIROBRBENEC RN ETH D, RN

. ARRERERREENRN L THD, INHIE, TRTOT 7 =hLT
4& DEFLRTER S ROWKIFRITH D | 8 13C) LIEEN D,

OF V) FFFIMECE O TIE, TLREEERRT A Z L X0 EREME, IR
RENMELE SN D, TRIBOARD D, Z0TEWEDIEA 9 LD K97,
i OIERICEN D EEH TSR, Lo T, EMMECHEEZHRT 57

W2, BB U CRICS ARV K LEAT D 2 &k, TNz 5



Journal of Towa Nagisa Institute of Intellectual Property Vol.8, No.2 73

HOTRVIRD  Wo ZH5ITEDRNDTH D,

BRI BRI, 550 B IURE DS T O C b SUEMICERNL T 5 2 E LD T,
ENTELEN 13C) 2L 0N EiZ&kffE 360, LrL, 20bi
0D ON—)VIN KD kT HHGREICRE D T2 &, EFBESPHMGEEN I T D
ZEICREGHIZRAOL,, Lo T, EEARHBEOERE T 747 MZEHLN o0
FERICHMENSILRMZHRT 2 & R OOEHEE T L L EITIND Z LT
Do LTERoT T 0 =2NTGAT 4T & TV VAT 4T ITAT 47
DYPTEMRIENE 7 TAT v MR EKEZE LN 2 e b, FEEOEER
L2 5%,



74 HFVEURTE 8B 2 B GEEE 13 5)

< Japan >

Appropriateness of Redundancy
in Patent Specification
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Recently, we receive a request from some clients to "eliminate redundancies"
from a patent specification or claims. They even rewrite a sentence written by us for

eliminating redundancies.

From our professional point of view, however, the resulting sentence often
includes deficiencies, such as lacking a subject or object. This is because their criteria of
"redundancy" are based on sentences they write in their daily lives, or sentences used in
literary works such as novels and essays. Writing these kinds of sentences is usually
called "creative writing". In the realm of creative writing, a person who writes a sentence
that "suggests more than what is actually written" or a sentence that "stirs the imagination

of a reader" is praised as a good writer.

Writing a patent specification, on the other hand, belongs to the realm of
"technical writing". In technical writing, a sentence must be "correct", "clear", and
"concise". These are fundamental rules that all professional technical writers must adhere

to, and are abbreviated as "3C".

In other words, when writing a patent specification, ensuring the 3C precedes
eliminating redundancies. Wring a sentence on the premise that "readers should
understand the meaning even if this word is missing by reading around the context" is not
allowed. Thus, using the same word as many times as needed for ensuring correctness

and clearness is no problem, as long as not compromising conciseness.
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In the case of Japanese, a sentence that lacks an object or subject is sometimes
allowed grammatically. Thus, it is difficult to find that a sentence of one's own writing
includes a deficiency in terms of the 3C. Such deficiency becomes apparent, however,
when the sentence is translated to English. This means that merely eliminating
redundancies from a patent specification in accordance with a client's request causes a
serious problem when the specification is translated later for fining a foreign patent
application. Therefore, I believe that patiently teaching clients the critical differences
between technical writing and creative writing is one of the important missions of patent

attorneys.



