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there ia no'differezice between the righta of persona working for
the Government and 'for other employers.

.It bau been laid down that any patentable device, whioh sug-
geata- itaeif with- respect to au article, -during the progrem , of
experiments miade by the employer with a view to its improve-
ment wil be presuxned to have been conceived by the employer,
and that it la ineumbent on the employee to overoome this pre-
sumption by aatisfactory proof 4. But it is diffleuit to admit
that a simple presumption eau ever furniali an adequate basis
for an adjustment of the rights between two persona. A coin-
iiaouer of patents would not issue a patent to any one 'who

Was unable te show by positive and specifie evideuce, that he
was the inventer, or the assignee of the inventer, and there
seema to be no valid reaaon why a court ahould, in a controversy
between a master and bis servant, proceed upon a different
prineiple.

(b) Employé4 subjected to duress-Ou general principles it
is manifeet that an employer cannet as againat bis employé,
retain the benefit of letters patent which the latter has been
prevented froni applying for by coercive conduet of isa superior,
whieh amounta to actual duress. But dureas will not be inferred
front the inere faet that the employé feared lie would lose his
employment if lie asaerted lisa rightsl.

(c) Patent ta1ken ou&t byî employé in violation of Ais fiduci-
art, obligativns.-Two English decisions proceed upon the prin-
ciple that an employé may be declared a trustee for bis em-
ployer, in respect te any patent, which lie could net, under the
cireunistanea, take out iu bis own name without violating bis

I "The government has no more power to appropriate a man'S property
invested in a patent than It has to take his property iavested -,*n real egiate,
nor does the mere iact that an inventor is at the Urne of hie invention in
the employ of the government transfer to it any title to, or interest in It.

Anem1oâ,peri orrning ail th uisassigeto him in hi% departnt
with the assuranee that whatever inv'ention he may ths oonceive ana per.
tact la. hie individual property." Bolomons v. United Staztea (1890) 137
.S.. 342.

4 Miller v. Kallet, <1901) 18 App. '. 163.
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