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“The objective 
and 

contemporane
ous record 

provided by the 
intrinsic 

evidence is the 
most reliable 
guide to help 

the court 
determine 

which of the 
possible 

meanings of 
the terms in 

question was 
intended by the 

inventor to 
particularly 

point out and 
distinctly claim 
the invention.” 

On October 16, 2002, the Federal Circuit, inter alia, vacated and remanded 
the district court’s entry of judgment on the jury verdict that Telegenix infringed 
U.S. Patents No. 4,845,481, No. 4,965,561, No. 4,734,619, and No. 4,804,890, 
which related to methods and devices for controlling the color of pixels in a light 
emitting diode (LED) display.  The Federal Circuit stated: 

 
Dictionaries, encyclopedias and treatises, publicly available at the time 

the patent is issued, are objective resources that serve as reliable sources 
of information on the established meanings that would have been 
attributed to the terms of the claims by those of skill in the art.  Such 
references are unbiased reflections of common understanding not 
influenced by expert testimony or events subsequent to the fixing of the 
intrinsic record by the grant of the patent, not colored by the motives of 
the parties, and not inspired by litigation.  Indeed, these materials may be 
the most meaningful sources of information to aid judges in better 
understanding both the technology and the terminology used by those 
skilled in the art to describe the technology. . . . 

Because words often have multiple dictionary definitions, some having 
no relation to the claimed invention, the intrinsic record must always be 
consulted to identify which of the different possible dictionary meanings 
of the claim terms in issue is most consistent with the use of the words by 
the inventor.  If more than one dictionary definition is consistent with the 
use of the words in the intrinsic record, the claim terms may be construed 
to encompass all such consistent meanings. . . . 

Consulting the written description and prosecution history as a 
threshold step in the claim construction process, before any effort is made 
to discern the ordinary and customary meanings attributed to the words 
themselves, invites a violation of our precedent counseling against 
importing limitations into the claims.  [I]f an invention is disclosed in the 
written description in only one exemplary form or in only one 
embodiment, the risk of starting with the intrinsic record is that the single 
form or embodiment so disclosed will be read to require that the claim 
terms be limited to that single form or embodiment.  But if the meaning of 
the words themselves would not have been understood to persons of skill 
in the art to be limited only to the examples or embodiments described in 
the specification, reading the words in such a confined way would 
mandate the wrong result and would violate our proscription of not 
reading limitations from the specification into the claims. 

By examining relevant dictionaries, encyclopedias and treatises to 
ascertain possible meanings that would have been attributed to the words 
of the claims by those skilled in the art, and by further utilizing the 
intrinsic record to select from those possible meanings the one or ones 
most consistent with the use of the words by the inventor, the full breadth 
of the limitations intended by the inventor will be more accurately 
determined and the improper importation of unintended limitations from 
the written description into the claims will be more easily avoided. 


