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Cu VIII § 52

or states explicitly an idea which was implicit or inherent ]

in the disclosure of

“the application as filed, it is proper.’® The disclosure includes not only whatever

is explicitly shown and described in the application, but also what is fairly to be
inferred from the application taken as a whole.'” Where the application as filed
refers to “any suitable mechanism” for performing a function, and such mechan-
ism is known, the applicant will usually be permitted to insert an express dis-

closure of it.® This follows from the principle that an applicant is entitled to

tely on the prior art to sipplement his disclosiire, a3 stated i
such insertion would add inventive matter to the substance
closure, it should not be permitted. In some cases it has
suggestion that a given construction might be used does not
of a complete disclosure of such construction.1®

Py
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n Section 57. But if
of the original dis-
been held that the

warrant the addition

The Cffice, when ruling on questions of new matter, cohsiders it immarerial
thar the applicant invented the feature in question prior to the fling of his appli-
cation, if his application does not disclose it?® The fact thar the new matter
is presented prior to the first Office action on the applicatijon, even on the day

the application is filed (§ 54 hereof), is of no consequence.®?

Thete may be a faral lack of disclosure though the devic
ticn has attempted to disclose is in successful operation.??

Drawing and description may be amended to conform
the drawing may be amended to correct manifest defects

e which the applica-

o each other,®® and
r omissions,”* but a

draftsman’s error or.accidental showing of a feature not des

cribed cannot always

be availed of to introduce corresponding descriptive matter into the application.?
And the drawing will not be scaled to find a particular spatial refationship not
mentioned in the specification,®® although where such relationship was disclosed
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