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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

The exam ner rejected the appellants’ clainms 20 and 21.

They appeal therefromunder 35 U . S.C. § 134(a). W reverse.

BACKGROUND

The invention at issue in this appeal relates to visual
feedback for a user who is mani pulating text on the screen of

a conmputer. A graphical user interface for a conputer
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typically includes a user interface wi ndow, comonly called a

“deskt op
wi ndow. Wiile operating within the desktop w ndow, a user
can mani pul ate graphi cal objects, i.e. icons, using a cursor

controller such as a nouse; the icons can be noved sinply by
poi nting, clicking, and dragging with the nouse. During these
operations, the user receives visual feedback that enhances
his feeling of physical control over the desktop w ndow and
the icons therein. For exanple, selected icons are

hi ghli ghted and, while a button of the nouse is depressed, the

sel ected icon noves with the cursor.

Unfortunately, noving text within word processing files
has not been as easy. Highlighted text could not be dragged
about a docunent as if it were an icon; a user could not
"grab" the highlighted text. As a result, he has not had the
af orenenti oned feeling of physical control during cut, copy,

and paste operations.
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In contrast, the appellants’ invention provides visual
feedback to a user who is noving selected text on the screen
of a conmputer. Wen the user selects text at a source
| ocation, the selected text is visually de-enphasi zed and a
text object resenbling the selected text is created. After
t he user noves the screen’s cursor, the text object is
“snapped” to the cursor to nove therewith. The user is then
free to nove text on the screen in search of an insertion
point. \When the user selects the insertion point, the
selected text is visually “zooned” fromthe source |ocation to
the insertion point. Consequently, the user has a feeling of

physi cal control while noving selected text within a docunent.

Claim 21, which is representative for present purposes,
fol |l ows:

21. A nethod for providing visual feedback to a
conmput er user while mani pul ati ng sel ected text
di spl ayed on a display device of a conputer system
the conmputer systemincluding a control device for
interactively positioning a visible synbol on the
di spl ay device, the control device having a button
having a first position and a second position, the
met hod conpri sing:

a) creating a text object fromthe selected text
when the button is in the second position while the
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vi sible synbol is over the selected text at the
source | ocati on;

b) zoomng froma first bounding rectangle for
the selected block of text at a source location to a
second boundi ng rectangle for the sel ected bl ock of
text at the destination |location such that the
nmovenent of the first bounding rectangle to the size

and | ocation of the second bounding rectangle at the
destination |ocation is ani mated.

(Appeal Br., App. A)

The prior art applied by the exam ner in rejecting the
clainms follows:

Peters et al. (“Peters”) 5, 157, 763 Cct.
20, 1992.

Clains 20 and 21 stand rejected under 35 U S.C. § 102(a) as

antici pated by Peters.

OPI NI ON
After considering the record, we are persuaded that the
exam ner erred in rejecting clains 20 and 21. Accordi ngly,

We reverse.
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Rat her than reiterate the positions of the exam ner or

appellants in toto, we address the main point of contention
t herebetween. First, the exam ner asserts, "Peters discloses

zooming froma first bounding rectangle for the sel ected
bl ock of text at the source location (8 in Fig. 3) to a second
boundi ng rectangle for the selected bl ock of text at the
destination |ocation (data destination |ocation in w ndow 2)

(Exam ner's Answer at 3.) The appellants argue, "the

definition of zoom ng indicates that the dinensions of both
boundi ng rectangl es nust be known before zoom ng may begin.

See Application, page 14 ...." (Reply Br. at 2.)

In deciding anticipation, “the first inquiry nmust be into
exactly what the clains define.” In re Wlder, 429 F.2d 447,
450, 166 USPQ 545, 548 (CCPA 1970). “d ains are not
interpreted in a vacuum but are part of and are read in |ight
of the specification.” Slinfold Mg. Co. v. Kinkead Indus.,
Inc., 810 F.2d 1113, 1116, 1 USPQ2d 1563, 1566 (Fed. G r
1987) (citing Hybritech Inc. v. Mnoclonal Anti-bodies, Inc.,

802 F.2d 1367, 1385, 231 USPQ 81, 94-95 (Fed. Gr. 1986); In
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re Mattison, 509 F.2d 563, 565, 184 USPQ 484, 486 (CCPA

1975)).

Here, clainms 20 and 21 specify in pertinent part the
following imtations: "zoomng froma first bounding
rectangle for the selected block of text at a source |ocation
to a second bounding rectangle for the sel ected bl ock of text
at the destination location ...." The specification describes
the zoom ng as foll ows.

[ T] he zoom starts with a bounding rectangle 100

di spl ayed near the source location. Two or nore
rectangl es are di splayed on nonitor 12 at a tine,
each successive rectangl e nore closely approaching

t he di nensions and final |ocation of bounding
rectangle 104. Figure 4C attenpts to illustrate
this idea. The dinensions of intervening rectangle
106 differ slightly fromthose boundi ng rectangle
100, just starting to approach those of boundi ng
rectangle 104. Simlarly, the dinmensions of
intervening rectangle 108 differ fromthose of

i nterveni ng rectangl e 106, approaching nore closely
t he di nensions of bounding rectangle 104. The zoons
ends with the display of bounding rectangle 104 near
t he destination | ocation.

(Spec. at 14-15.) Reading the clainms in light of the
specification, the limtations require that zoom ng begi ns
with the display of a first bounding rectangle for a sel ected

bl ock of text at a source |location and ends with the display
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of a second bounding rectangle for the selected bl ock of text

at a destination |ocation.

“[ H aving ascertai ned exactly what subject matter is
bei ng cl ai med, the next inquiry nust be into whether such

subject matter is novel.” WIlder, 429 F.2d at 450, 166 USPQ

at 548. “Aclaimis anticipated only if each and every
el enent as set forth in the claimis found, either expressly

or inherently described, in a single prior art reference.”
Verdegaal Bros., Inc. v. Union G| Co., 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2
UsP2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987) (citing Structural Rubber
Prods. Co. v. Park Rubber Co., 749 F.2d 707, 715, 223 USPQ
1264, 1270 (Fed. Cir. 1984); Connell v. Sears,

Roebuck & Co., 722 F.2d 1542, 1548, 220 USPQ 193, 198 (Fed.
Cr. 1983); Kalman v. Kinberly-Cark Corp., 713 F.2d 760, 771

218 USPQ 781, 789 (Fed. Gir. 1983)).

Here, the exam ner equates the clained zoomng to Peter’s
“data transfer operation.” Col. 4, |. 47. The reference’s

operation does begin with the display of a first bounding
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rectangle for a selected block of text at a source |ocation.
Specifically, “[s]haded area 8 in FIG 3 shows one possible
appearance of marked data and, for purposes of illustration of

the invention, represents a data source location.” |Id. at

[1. 59-62. The exam ner does not show, however, that Peters’
data transfer operation ends with the display of a second
boundi ng rectangl e for the selected block of text at a
destination |ocation. To the contrary, Figure 4 of the
reference, which “is a representation of the two wi ndows of
FIG 3 after conpletion of the transfer of data between those
two wi ndows,” col. 3, Il. 49-51, shows no boundi ng rectangl es
at all, let alone a second bounding rectangle for the sel ected

bl ock of text at a destination |ocation.

Because there is no showi ng that Peters’ data transfer
operation ends with the display of a second boundi ng rectangl e
for the selected block of text at a destination |ocation, we
are not persuaded that the applied prior art discloses the
l[imtations of "zooming froma first bounding rectangle for
t he selected bl ock of text at a source location to a second

boundi ng rectangl e for the selected block of text at the
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destination location ...." Therefore, we reverse the

rejection of clains 20 and 21 as antici pated by Peters.

CONCLUSI ON

In summary, the rejection of clainms 20 and 21 under 8§

102(a) is reversed.

REVERSED
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