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Beginning with the Paris Convention, a number of treaties have been adopted over
time, including the Nice Agreement, the Locarno Agreement, the Patent Cooperation Treaty
(PCT), the Strasbourg Agreement, the Madrid Protocol, the TRIPs Agreement, the Trademark
Law Treaty (TLT), the Geneva Act of the Hague Agreement, the Patent Law Treaty (PLT), the
Singapore Treaty (STLT), and the Design Law Treaty (DLT). All of these can be regarded as
treaties concerning the international harmonization of intellectual property systems.

More than a century has passed since the adoption of the Paris Convention, and it may
appear that international harmonization of national intellectual property systems has been
achieved through these various treaties. However, in practical work, one encounters not only
differences among countries as described below, but also the fact that each system has evolved to
reflect national circumstances. Thus, there are trends that could be seen as running counter to
“international harmonization of intellectual property systems.”

(Patents) — Treatment of software-related inventions; handling of drawing data ;
assessment of inventive step ; foreign-language filings; maintenance fee systems ;
Accelerated examination systems (including the effectiveness of PPH programs).

(Designs) — A partial design system ; substantive examination ; drawing rules (line
thickness, shading, treatment of ridgelines, etc.) ; required items in the application form
(explanations of articles and designs).

(Trademarks) — Clarity of designated goods and services ; criteria for determining similarity
of designated goods and services.

(General) — Duration of rights ; examiner interview systems.

Despite these national differences in systems and practices, perhaps due to the
growing trend toward digitalization, books and other resources explaining the latest systems and
practices of each country have become less available. As a result, it is becoming increasingly
difficult to obtain up-to-date information on national IP systems and practices.

Accordingly, it can be said that collaboration with patent attorneys in each country
who are well-versed in local practice is becoming more important than ever for obtaining accurate

and current information on each country’s systems and operations.



