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him sanie of the winnings, shail I say, that
,corne from the discovery whicb bie bas made.
And so, througb -aîl the yeaa's and I think in
all countries, tbe ides ai granting a patent is
ta preserve to tbe individual -the benefits that
go witb the -disoov'ery that bas been made.
As time bas passed and as industrial devedop-
ment bas become more complex and on a
muah wider scale tbe~n was perbaps true of
yeamau ga, the value of patents bas become
less according ta tbe ability of tbe individual
ta press forward tbe merits of bis disoovery
oo tobring itinto general use. I think ith-as
become increasingly difficuit for individuals
ta get the full merit of patents. Ver often
large corporations will purcbase for a corn-
paratively smail figure the rigbts of a patent,
put it awsy and neyer use it because the new
device is sucb that it migbt conflict witb sorne
article a.lready on the market and well
established in their induatry. In dealing wibh
matteTs of patenta I tbink tbe major duty of
parliament is to preserve tbe interests of the
indlividual prirnarily responsible.

The article bere dealt with is a certain type
of glass, a new type of glass. This is some-
thing wbicb is very generally used and whicb
is needed or required by a large num-ber of
industries. It is alleged tbat a patent attorney
in France made an errar or committed an
oversighit wben dealing with a patent attorney
in New York and instructing bim ta take out
patents in Amerîca. Because the patent
attorney in New York did nat safeguard the
interests of bis clients in Canada, it is argued
that this group of individuals have a right ta
corne ta parliament and ask for tbe special
legislation now before us. It is very difficult
for me ta believe that a patent attorney in
France would ha so, ignorant of wbat is neces-
sary ta establisb bis rigbts in variaus parts of
the world that hie wauld overlook a place like
Canada. I arn quite certain that -a patent
attorney in Canada wauld not advise ani
attorney in Paris ta look after bis interests
in other European countries, and then pay no
more attention ta tbe niatter. I arn quite
certain that wben tbe patent attorney in Paris
got bis returna from the patent attorney in
New York hie at once recognized that bie bad
received protection in but one country,
namely, the United States. In addition ta
the United States, tbere is Mexico on the one
side and Canada on tbe other. It is difflcult
ta conceive that such an error could be made,
and it certainly does not appeal to mie as the
reason why parliarnent shauld pas a special
act ta vest this patent in the applicants.

The suggestion is made that -the granting
of tbis patent will possibly result in the estab-

lishment of a new industry in Canada. I cer-
tainly would like to see a new industry estab-
lished in Canada but I cannot conceive why
the f allure ta obtain -these patent rigbts would
deter a bona fide industry fTorn entering upon
the manufacture of this class of glass. I arn
not at the moment farniliar with the rate of
duty upon this article, but -that rate would be
the same whetber or not there was a patent
granted. Sa far as the particuler industry is
concerned, the -protection would be precisely
what the tariff provides. Ini my opinion there
is no argument in that contention. The only
additional advantage to the applicants would
be ta obtain the exclusive right of manufacture
in Canada, and that exclusive righ.t of manu-
facture would mean the cbarging of royalties
ta those who desired ei'ther ta make or use
this glass. The adva.ntage ta a-nyone who
wisbed ta manufacture this glass in Canada
of securing this special bill autborizing the
issue of this patent woulId be that bie could
charge higlier prices for the glass because bie
had a patent. I cannot follow rny bon. f riend
in bis argument in that respect. My bon.
friend said that it would likely result in the
cutting af the price of glass, but here again
I find it difficult to f ollow him because the
only difference ini the price of glass would be
the amaunt of the royalty. and that could be
cut only if the individual securing the patent
rights we-re ta niake the price of glass sa mucb
higber than otberwise would be necessary.

For a great rnany years I have raised rny
voice in this house in apposition to this
class of bill.' I feel it is unwise and very
often improvident for this bouse to give these
special rights. Very often we are asked ta
revive a patent which bas completely expired.
If I remember rigbtly, a patent right expires
in Canada after eighteen years, wbicb is twa
years longer tban in 'Great Britain. We are
frequently asked ta extend this rigbt because
an article bas not been rnanufactured or for
some other reasan. I tbink parliament should
be exceedingly careful in tbese matters. I
reiterate wbat 1 said a moment aga. In the
first place, the abject of a patent rigbt is ta
protect the interests af the individual wbo
makes tbe discovery. The assumption is that
if the individual does nat take advantage of
bis patent rigbt witbin a reasonable tirne-I
have forgotten tbe exact time, but I tbink it is
twa or tbree years-the right then expires and
it becarnes, as tbe Secretary of State (Mr
Caban) bas so well defined, part of the public
domain. I arn sarry that I must differ with
the ban. member who is sponsoring this bill
but I take very strong exception ta its passage.
I do this, first, because af tbe general principleq


