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The House In Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
consideration the bill (HJJ. 8190) to fix the 
fees payable to the Patent Office, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. C h a i r m a n , I 
apprecIaTe" t h e gen t l eman from New 
York yielding to me. I cer ta in ly do n o t 
In tend to t ake t he full 5 minutes . F i r s t 
of al l I w a n t to say I t h i n k t h e commit tee 
h a s done a very excellent job In p r e p a r 
ing a n d br inging out th i s bill as well as 
In expla in ing it . Cer ta inly I do no t I n 
t e n d to go over t h e ground t h a t h a s been 
so well covered by t h e gen t l eman f rom 
Louisiana, t h e c h a i r m a n of t h e subcom
mi t t ee , a n d t h e gen t l eman from New 
York [Mr. LINDSAY] . However, as a fo r 
mer p rac t i t ioner of p a t e n t law, I would 
l ike to m a k e very clear my en thus ias t ic 
suppo r t for th i s bill. A good m a n y of t h e 
po in t s m a d e In opposit ion to t h e bill, of 
course, I a m sure a r e mot iva ted by t h e 
h ighes t possible motives, bu t If I m a y say 
so, I t h i n k f rom a n insider 's view t h a t 
they lack force in t h e face of two qua l i 
ties of t he bill t h a t I w a n t to emphasize . 

F i r s t of all Is t h e fac t t h a t t h i s is a bill 
designed to mee t t h e responsibilit ies t h a t 
are Imposed on t h e Congress to be f inan
cially responsible. Th i s is a bill wh ich 
fits In, I t h ink , wi th t h e very admi rab le 
genera l pr inciple t h a t when special b e n 
efits accrue to Identifiable recipents 1 

above a n d beyond those which accrue t o 
t h e public a t large, those recipients ough t 
to suppor t t h e services to a reasonable 
extent . Certa inly th i s bill does t h a t . I t 
raises t he level of t h e suppor t for t h e 
P a t e n t Office provided by those who r e 
ceive special benefits from the P a t e n t 
Office from about 30 percen t of opera t ing 
costs to about 75 percent . While one 
m i g h t quibble wi th t h e exact a m o u n t s of 
t h e fees Imposed, one, I th ink , Is a lmost 
compelled to recognize th i s principle and 
to recognize t h a t t h e commit tee h a s done 
a careful job in ar r iv ing a t t h e figures. 

If you w a n t to a rgue wi th t h e commi t 
tee you will get into a n u m b e r s game, but 
I t h i n k wi th very l i t t le profit. 

Second, I w a n t t o point ou t t h a t this 
business of t he relat ive posit ions of the 
small inventor a n d t h e big inventor* 
which h a s been touched upon a number 
of t imes th i s af ternoon, h a s a l ready been 
given very careful considera t ion by the 
commit tee . I t h i n k the commit tee has 
designed a fee s t ruc tu re b o t h wi th respec j 
to appl icat ion fees a n d Issuance fees as 
well as w i th respect to th is business of th< 

m a i n t e n a n c e fees wi th t h a t very m u c h . 
in mind . I t h ink It is obvious to a pe r 
son who gives it t h o u g h t t h a t w i th P a t e n t 
Office opera t ing costs hav ing gone up as 
t h e y have since 1932, a n d r e t u r n s in 
t e r m s of dollars t o those w h o acquire 
p a t e n t s hav ing gone up as surely they 
m u s t h a v e a n d obviously have since 1932, 
t h e beneficiary of a s ta t ic fee system is 
t h e la rge corpora t ion or t he weal thy i n 
ventor when 1 compared wi th t h e smal l 
business compet i tor or t he individual in
ventor . So when you ra ise fees in a c 
cordance wi th t h e r ise in costs a n d bene
fits, you a re a t t empt ing , as t h e commi t 
tee h a s obviously done , to equalize t h e 
competi t ive s i tua t ion of those two classes 
of inventors wi th respect to each o ther . 

F u r t h e r m o r e , of course, t h e difference 
be tween t h e appl ica t ion fee which Is i n 
creased a smal l a m o u n t a n d t h e issuance 
fee which is increased relatively more , 
favors t he smal l inventor , gives h i m his 
day I n cour t wi th a m i n i m u m of burden . 
So t h a t I t h i n k the commi t t ee h a s , con
t r a r y to suggest ions t h a t h a v e been m a d e , 
given careful t h o u g h t to th i s s i tua t ion . 

I w a n t to say in conclusion t h a t fees 
t rad i t iona l ly have covered t h e costs in 
t h e P a t e n t Office a n d t h e p a t e n t sys tem 
h a s flourished. All o the r costs and fees 
h a v e gone u p ; r e t u r n s have gone up . I 
t h i n k It Is a n excellent bill. I t meets our 
f inancial responsibili t ies a n d I hope i t 
will pass by a very heavy major i ty . 




