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THE ANDERsON COMPANY

GARY, INDIANA, U.S. A.

April 20, 1945

Hon. George B. Schwabe
House Office Building
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sir:

The British apparently are moving to kick out of their
patent laws all provision for compulsory licensing because, as one
of their planning committees put it in a recent report, "it dulls
the spur to invention'.

Nevertheless, the sounding boards of propaganda in our
United States are still shivering a bit under the impact of the
subtle campaign of our would-be copyists to fasten compulsory li-
censing upon our industrial economy.

The postwar battle of our nation for continued economic
growth it seems will be sufficiently competitive to justify extreme
caution on the part of our legislators in their approach to any
suggestion that we dilute or destroy incentive to create and produce.

The vitality of every known civilization has been measured
by the stability of its obstructions to piracy. The basic catalyst
of our incentive economy is our patent system and the inducement it
offers to create new and better products.

As of possible interest, I am enclosing copies of my re-
cent correspondence with Murphy Elevator Comnany, Iouisville, Kentucky.
It seems that Murphy -- possibly flush with its war profits -- is
eager to help itself to the creations of its competitors.

President

John W. Anderson
vs
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Incorporated °
128 B, Main St.
Louisville 2, Kentucky

February 17, 1945

Senator James E. Murray
United States Senate
Washington, D. C.

Dear Scnator:

This Company is very much interested in the work of the
Senate Small Business Committee. Onz of the grsatest detriments to
all business in the United States is the working of the present
Patent System, especially as concerns the restrictive licensing
agreements induleged in by quite a number of large business enter-
prises thereby tending to create a monopoly and to restrict trade.

The Supreme Court in its opinion handed down on January g,
1945 in the Glass Industry case was a first step in the right direc-
tion.,

The report of the National Patent Planning Commission sub=-
mitted in 1943 suggests the compulsory licensing of patents pertain-
ing to national defense, public health and public safety, This is
also just a start.

A compulsory licensing system on a fair and reasonable
royalty basis would vastly stimulate both research and industry,

We have a Research Department and we are planning on
increasing the same, We are convinced that any patent in the
elevator and related field which we may secure should be licensed
to any person or firm willing to pay a reasonable royalty. We are
convinced this would be good business,

To restrict the use of a patent involving public progress
or public necessity simply creat=s 2 monopoly to the disadvantage
of the general public,
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Senator James E, Murray " e February 17, 1945

We trust your Committee will g0 into this matter with the
thought of broadening the recormendation of the National Planning
Commission to¢ provide a compulsory licensing system. Should this
prove to be too broad a program to secure passege at this time, then
certainly thers should be added to the recommendation of the Commis~
sion a fourth provision for compulsory licensing, namely, for patents
affecting public progress.

Very truly yours,
THE MURPHY ELEVATOR COMPANY

BY

Executive Viee President and
WJIG:kph Generol Counsel
ce to -

Executive Director Andrey A. Potter
Purdue University, Lafayette, Ind.

Mr. H, Fred Willkie, % Joseph Seagrems', Inec.
Louisville, Kentucky

Hon, Maury Maverick, Chairman & General Manager
Smaller War Plants Corporation, Washington, D, C.

NAM Nows, % National Assn' of Manufacturers
14 W, 49th Street, New York 20, N. Y.

Senator Claude Pepper, Chairman
Senate Commission on Patents, Wzshington, D. C.

Hon. Frank Boykin, Chairman
House Committee on Patents, Washington, D. C.

Hon. Emmet O'Neal
Washington, D. C.

Mr. Conway P, Coe, Commissioner of Patents
Washington, D. C.

Mr. Geo. E, Folks, Patent Advisor
National Association of Manufacturers, New York, N. Y.

Mr, John W. Anderson, President
The Anderson Company, Gary, Indiana




THE ANDERSON CCMPANY
Gary, Indiana

March 9, 1945

The Murphy Elevator Co.
128 East Main Street
Louisville 2, Kentucky

ATTENTION: Executive Vice President and
General Counsel

Dear Sir:

‘ I have an unsigned carbon copy of your letter of February
17 addressed to Senator James E. Murray on the subject of patents.

I understand from your letter that you would welcome an Op=
portunity to be permitted to use ~-- in competition with Otis and other
well established manufacturers of elevators =-- the creations, covered
by patents, which they own or control.

That dsfinite promise of unqualified ownership and control,
recently confirmed by the Supreme Court in the Hartford Empire deci-
sion -~ has provided the incentive which has induced the extraordin-
ary and sustained effort and the risk of capital, which has resulted
in the amazing refinement of those elevator mechanisms which have made
our skyscrapers possible and which have contributed so much to facili-
tating manufacture and commerce in general. .

I think your letter, proposing compulsory licensing of pa-
tents which you hope some cday to produce as a trade for the privilege
of pirating the refined achievements of those with whom you appear to
be ambitious to compete is very much in line with the piratical char-
acter of the inspiration sustaining attacks upon our patent system.

We started our manufacturing business in 1918 ~- against
well entrenched competition, We won our present strong position
against that competition by creating, patenting, manufacturing and dis-
tributing better merchandise providing for the public greater values.
Had compulsory licensing been in effect we could not have achieved
our present competitive position. In fact we would not have tried --
and the improvements we have made available to the public would likely
never have been crsated. There was a time when we, too, carried a
blank rating in Dun & Bradstreet, We have improved that rating ~- under




The Murphy Elevator Co. -2 - March 9, 1945

the protection of the patent system -- and stand today a sound busi-
ness enterprise providing consistent employment to hundreds of people
-- employment which could not have bzen created except for the patent
system.

May we commend to you a similar poliecy. It is the hard way.
But the shorter piratical route would do such things to our industrial
economy, we believe, as to greatly weaken our cepacity as a nation for
progress in psace and for defense in war,

I am sending copies of this letter to those to whom you sent
copies of your letter as jndicated on the second page thereof -- in the
hope thet it may have some slight influence in promoting the maintenance
of these obstructions to piracy which have contributed so much to the
development of inventive and productive muscle in this grand country of
ours.

Cordially,

Sgd/ JOHN W. ANDERSON

President

John W, Anderson
vs




THE MURPHY ELEVATOR COMPANY Incorporated

128 East Main Street
Louisville 2, Kentucky

March 21, 19%3

Mr. John W. Anderson, President
The Anderson Company
Gary, Indiana

Dear Sir:

Responding to your letter of the 9th instant it is quite disturbing
to find the Do-Do bird type of thinking still fluttering feebly.

Whenever we recall how few yesrs ago it was that the pirates of pri-
vilege —- the robber barons -- pirated against labor and against
small business and the public and in favor of special privilege for
themselves, it is truly disturbing to find at this late date the
same blugtering iype of short-szighted persons calling names more
aptly applying to themselves.

Your stated understanding is biased and obviously is in error. Ve
are not more entitled tc the use of the inventions of our competitors
than they are entitled to the use of ours. We are convinced however,
that the Patent Laws of the United States should not permit either us
or our competitors, or any other group to enter intc 2 strictly lim-
ited conspiracy of restrictive licensing agreements by which competi-
ticn is suppressed, prices mainteined at an unreasonably high level,
progress and development blocked and competitive bidding prevented
except by the members of thie closely related and restricted combina-
tion.

Concidering the personal reference in your fifth litersl paragraph,
you need not worry ebout our rating because we are moving forward rapid-
ly. Ask any Louisville bank. B plus 1 is excellent also. Doubt-
less you toc have received awards for cxcellence in the war effort.

May we commend to you a broader scale thinking. May we even suggest
that all of us should endeavor to avoid thinking tos much in terms of
personalities and of our own individual best interest and think in-
stead along the lineg of what is best for America. Maximum produc-
tion - jobs - end the public interest demend a chenge in the present
antiquated Patent Laws. Here are some evils which definitely need
correctings




Mr. John ¥, Anderson
page - ¢ -

(1) Under the present Patent System the prosecution of en application
for a patent can be delayed for many years during which the appli-
cant is protected by having a patent pending. After the patent
is finally issued a further period of seventeen years is granted.
Te are convinced thet the expiretion dute of the patent should be
fixed from the time the egpplication is filed. The President's
Netional Patent Planning Commission recommends the enesctment of a
twenty year bill in substantially the seme form us presented in
4, R. 3211 to the Seventy-Seventh Congress.

(2) Under the present System when a patent is about to expire a very
trivial cheange can be made end & new patent applied for which agein
can be delayed for ycars end then when the new petent besed on
the trivial chenge is issued this lasts for an edditionel seven-
teen years. This procedure can be carried on indefinitely so that
in effect the present system permits perpetual patents. Curely,
no one can zrgue against the proposition that the law should be
chenged so as to provide & more definite end uniform stendard as to
what is a new invention especielly when it is tacked on to a patent
already in existence.

(3) Under the present Patent System the ovner of a patent may store
same away and never use it end never permit anyone else to use it.
The patent mey be or may cover eome great new discovery in medi-
cine or in & necessary industry, &s for instence, a carburetor,
or any other invention or discovery vhich is vital or necessary
to the furtrer grovth and hapoiness of this grand country of ours.
Under the present Patent System the ovner of such an invention or
eny invention could sbsolutely eit tight and do nothing vith that
patent and could also prevent anyone elce from doing anything with
it end from securing one of a like or similar nature. Thus, the
good of America, the creation of jobs end the foruward progress of
our people would be seriously impeired.

In the Hartford-Empire Company, Et Al, ve. United States cese, 65
Supreme Court Reporter, 373, the opinion stetes as follows begin-
ning at the bottom of the first column on page 3953

"Paragraph 52 deals with the problem of suppressed or
unvorked patents. “fuch is said in the opinion below,
end in the briefs, about the practice of the appellants
in arranging for patents to "block off" or "fence in"
competing inventions. In the cooperative efforts of
certein of the &ppellants to obtain dominance in the
field of pztented glass-making machinery, meny patents
vere applied for to prevent others from obtaining patents
on improvements which might, to some extent, limit the
return in the way of royalty on originsl or fundamental
inventions."
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Is it possible to contend that the protection of the United States
Stetutes should ke given for such purposes? It seems plain that since
the present Patent System permits such actions then the Patent System
should be changed. The Supreme Court pointe out that such e chenge

is legislative in cheracter. Ve are convinced that the Congress should
so change this pert of the Patent Laws. Come provision should be put
in the law covering the situation erising when no commercial use of &
petent has been made for & limited and fixed number of years after the
application has been filed.

(4) Under the present Patent Lavs & system of restricted licensing
has been employed to suppress competition. Most governmental
egencies end many private industries end firms require bids on
different types of work from more than one firm. Often the speci-
fications are written in such & menner as to require the use of
come patented device. In order to get around the requirements
of more than one bidder, the owner of the patent issues a limited
end restricted licence to a selected group. Since the owner con-
trols end restricts the license the bidding is necessarily on &
restricted bacis.

The Supreme Court stated it tis way in the Hartford-Fmpire case
on page 3%51:

"The District Court found that inventions of glass-
making machinery hed been diccoursged, that competi-
tion in the manufecture end cele or licencing of such
machinery had been suppressed, and that the system of
restricted licensing hed been employed to suppress
competition in the menufacture of unpatented glassware
end to maintain prices of the manufactured oroduct. The
findings ere full and =dequate and are supported by evi-
dence, much of it contemporary writings of corporate ce-
fendants or their officers and agents."

Te believe that the Congress should so amend the Patent Laws ac to pre-
vent tiiis tyve of restraint of trade and creation of monopoly. We sug-
gest the amendment should provide that when the owmmer of e patent licen-
ses any other person or corporation to use the patent, then, all per-
sons and firme who are fully responeible end reliuble and who are will-
ing to pay the royalty fixed by the patent owmer should have a right

to secure from said ovner the seme privileges as granted in the original
licensing agreement, provided thet the original inventor or ouner may
license same exclusively to one manufaecturer for the purpose of develop-
ing and commercializing it.
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The present Pttent Laws have permitted e situstion to grow up in Amer-
1ca which the Supreme Court condemng on page 334 as follows!

"tt is cledr that, by cooperative arrengements
end binding agreements, the appellant corpora-
tion, over a period of years, regilated and stip-
pressed competition in the use of glassméking
machinery and employed their joint patent posi-
tion to &llocate fields of menufecture and to
meintain prices of unpatented glassware."

From your letter of the $th instant, you seem to &pprove of the Hart-
ford-Empire decision which I teke it must include your condemnation

of the practice and lew violation as set forth in said decision. CSpeak-
ing of pirating, what would you call the conduct condemned in the Hart-
ford case?

The opinion of Mr. Jjustice Black, dissenting in part, condemned the
practice and it seems to me also condemns the present Patent System
in the following language set forth on page 397:

"The District Court found thet thece defendants
started out in 1916 to acquire a monopoly on a

large segment of the glass industry. Their efforts
vere revarded by complete success. They have be-
come ebsolute masters of that domain of our public
economy. They achieved this result largely through
the manipulation of patents and licensing agreements.
They obtained patents for the express purpose of
furthering treir mononoly. They utilized various
types of restrictions in connection with leasing
those patents so as to retain their dominence in

that industry. The history of this country has per-
haps never witnessed a more completely successful
economic tyranny over any field of industry than that
accomplished by these appellants. They planned their
monopolistic program on the basis of getting and
keeping end using patents, which they dedicated to
the destruction of free compctition in the glass con-
tainer industry. Their declared ohject vas "To block
the development of machines which might be constructed
by others ®¢t " and "To secure patents on possible
improvements of competing machines, so as to 'fence
in' those and prevent their reaching an improved
state." These patents were the major weapons in the
campaign to subjugate the industry; they were also
the fruits of &ppellant's victory."
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Ome naturally wonders whose protection you really had in mind when
you said in your letter "under the protection of the patent system."
It certainly protected Hartford-Empire Comnany and their group of
co-conspirators from June 30, 1916, up to the decision in this case
on January 8, 1945, a period of nearly thirty years.

Yes sir, Mr. Anderson, under the present Patent System a type of
piracy which your letter certainly seems to avprove was continued
for nearly thirty y=2ars and in the opinion of Mr. Justice Rutledge,
dissenting in part, is still continuing. Mr, Justice Rutledge
states beginning on page 400:

"The contrary view ignores the momentum inherent

in such a combination. The power, and much of the
property, now aggregated in the combination's hands
and those of its nrincipal participants, was gather-
ed by unlawful methods, at the expense of the public
and competitors. Presumably nesither power nor prop-
erty could have been accumulated by lawful means.

Nor can they now together be transferred legally to
anothzr., The loosen=d restrictions of this Court's
revision may bz sufficient to prsvent, for the future,
further acts of the character and having the effects
of the past violations., But the pool has acquired
more than 800 patents, which control the industry,

of which Hartford alone holds more than 600. Its
members, including Hartford, are not compelled to
disgorge any of these, or prohibitzd to scquire
others. Many of the patents, and certainly the cher-
ished "patent position", were secured only by virtue
of the illegal conduct. Whatever benefits may flow
from these patents and the patsnt position thus cre-
ated are inevitably the consoquences of that conduct,
Merely to throw off the illegal practices, such as
restricted and discriminatory licensing, cannot reach
those consequences. Every dollar horeafter, as well
as heretofore, secured from licenses on the patents
illegally aggresgat=d in the combination's hands is monesy
to which the participants are not esntitled by virtue
of the patent laws or othars, It is the immediate
product of the conspiracy. To permit these vatents
to remain in the guilty hands, as sources of contin-
uing lucrative revenus, not only doés not deprive their
owners of the fruit of their misconduct, Rather it
secures to them its continued benefits., The pool may
no longer utilize illegal methods. It, and the con-
stituent members, will continue to enjoy the preferred
competitive position which their conduct has given
them and to use both that position and the illgotten
patents, togethsr with the patent position, to derive
trade advantage over rivals and gain from the publiec
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which the patent laws of themselves never contem-
plated and the enti-trust laws, in my opinion, for-
bid."

It must be clear to anycne who will consider the matter from an un-
biased viewpoint that the present Patent Laws have many serious de-
_fects which should be corrected by the Congress. Clearly, the System
tends to create monopoly and to foster restraint of trade. There can
be no doubt that the System reduced competitiocn, tends to keep prices
up, restricts use and menufacture and reduces jobs. Certainly some-

thing ought to be done about it.

The present Patent System should be changed so as to prevent the
abuses and restrictions which have grown up under it.

Do you still think that all of the suggestions for improving the Pe-
tent System spring from a piratical desire to pirate the refined
achievements of others? Perhaps there could be the desire to protect
one's self and the public from the piracy of those biding bekind the
protection of thre present defective Patent System.

Serious abuses have grown up under the present Patent System. Com-
petition can be and is being suppressed under the protection of the
present Law. Patents and licensing agreements are being used to
restrain trade end tc secure unfair adventages. The laws of the
United States should not give protection to this kind of conduct.

It is not a sufficient ansver to cleim thet the precent anti-trust
laws prohibit it., They did not prohibit it for thirty years in the
cited case. The defect is in the Patent Laws which are not sufficient-
ly specific to prevent these &buses. '

I em sending thic copy to the same gentlemen with the same object as
you mentioried except that I truct it may be “elpful in securing the
asdoption of Amendments which will stop abuses and piracy.

Cordially,

Sed/ ¥. J. GOUDWIN

Executive Vice-President



THE ANDERSON COMPANY
Gary, Indiana

April 3, 1945

Mr. W. J. Goodwin, Executive Vice-President
The Murphy Elevator Company

12€ East Main Street

Louisville 2, Kentucky

Dear Mr. Goodwin:

Your extended letter of March 21 -- which has more the appear-
ance of a legal brief than of a layman's communication -~ has served
to reflect your quite obvious sincerity -- if not a very profound un-
derstanding of our patent system, its functions and its contributions
to our national economy,

Your paragraph (2) on your paze 2 is the clearest indication
of your lack of understanding of the true character of a patent -- or
its purpose. At the expiration of 17 yzars the invention -- embody-
ing every disclosure made in the patent -- can be manufactured with
impunity by anybody. At that time it becomes public property.

If an improvement covering "a very trivial change" is mede and
is patented in a new combination, to avoid infringement it is only
necessary to avoid including that trivial improvement.

On the other hand what a competitor might like to designate as
a trivial improvement often gives to the combination of features em~
bodied in the invention vastly greater utility and capacity for ser=
vice to the public. If the invention without the improvement has
no value to a copyist, then it would seem that the improvement would
have enough value to justify its recognition and to be worthy of patent
protection.

There is no such thing as psrpetuating a patent on a given
invention by improving it. Only the use of the improvement must be
avoided ~-- and then only for the brief period of 17 years fixed by
law as the period of protection provided for the inventor as an induce-
ment to him to consecrate his time, effort and money to the chance of
serving the interests of the public so well as to have esarned for him-
self a share of the benefits.
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As to your paragraph (3) on page 2 -~ there is no middle ground.
There can be no compromise, Unless the inventor or patent owner is
given an adequate period in which to control the invention absolutely,
the inducement to invent will evaporate. One of the surest methods of
making certain that an invention will not be withheld by the patent
owner is to remove ‘all inducement so that the effort necessary to pro-
duce the invention will never be expended,

You can't have your cake and 2at it -- and the minute you turn
every hungry manufacturer loose to eat the cake produced by the inven=-
tor there will be little more cake for anybody and a sad blow indeed
will be dealt to the "further growth and happiness of this grand coun-
try of ours".

The supsr-literate thinkers and planners of Grest Britain -=-
perhaps inspired by that type of manufacturser who finds it easisr to
copy than to creste ~- decided many y2ars ago that patented inventions
not used should be texed and that licensing should be compulsory., A
certzin Rhodes scholar, quite prominent in Denartment of Justice circles,
along with his numsrous associates, has used that fact to support his
contention that we should have comnulsory licensing., In a mesting a
couple of months =2go, which I attended, the Rhodes scholar was con-
fronted with a printed copy of a report of the groun in Great Britain
commissioned to see out the weaknazsses of their vatent system and re-
store its incentives, That report recommended, without qualification,
that both texation of patents end compulsory licensing be discontinued
because they had found that =2ach "dulls the spur to invention".

I have no doubt that the British would be very happy indeed to
see us sdopt these disabling features of their present patent system =--
at least until the British can recover from their very long period in
which there has come out of Britain comparatively little in ths way of
really significant inventions.

Your paragraph (1) on page 2 presents what has been recognized
as a problem. That problem, the extension of the pariod of vrotection
by an unreasonsble pariod of pendency of the patent application, has
had serious consideration by the Patent Committee of the National Asso=~
ciation of Manufacturers, snd by many othsr bodies -- with the rzsult
that thers has been introduced in Congress = bill providing that the
patent shall expire not later than 20 y=ars after the filing of the
application -~ in spite of the fact that in many instances the delay
in the issue of the patent is in no way the fault of the owner of the
applicetion. I think you will find no substantial opposition to this
20~-year pericd,
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It is sdmitted that patents have been employsd by some in their
process of developing and meintaining monopolies in violation of Feder-
al law. For such violations there is ample recourse under other Feder-
al statutes. Toc argus that the incentives of our patent system should
be diluted dangerously by compulsory licensing as a means of preventing
such monopolies is about as reasonable as to argue that because one of
your elevators might be used by an esceping criminal the manufacture and
sale of elevators should be forbidden by law,

Has it not been your observation, Mr., Goodwin, that in the
functioning of each human institution a measure of error is unavoid-
able. And have you not also observed that there is a type of human
who -~ perhaps to salve his ego against the realization that he himself
is meking no constructive contributions to humen progress -- is in-
clined to seek and emphasize such "atrocities" as a justification for
disabling or destroying the institution itself, no matter how produc~
tive that institution may have proven itself to be,

I disagree with you completely in your statement that the pa-
tent system reduces competition and tends to keep prices up. The patent
system provides for the smaller manufacturer his best opportunity to
attain a position against the entrenched competition of the large cor-
poration. There are thousands of sxamples. The motor vehicles of today
owe their perfection largely to smaller manufacturers and free lance
inventors who have invented more than 70% of all their present func-
tional components and to whom tribute is paid either in the form of
royalty or in profits on components supplied for the assembly which the
vehicle maker completes.

In many other industries, for further example radio, a majority
of all the improvements come out of smaller laboratories and lofts,
basements and bedrooms of free lance inventors,

How many of such improvements do you think, Mr, Goodwin, would
ever be ecreated without the essurance that the improvements could be
patented and that the patents would give control of the invention for
a period adequate to refine it, to provide facilities for its manu-
facture snd to find and develop a market for it?

Except for the protection promised by our pstent system, I can
assure you that our fighting aircraft would have no serviceable wind-
shield wiper equipment -~ either for windshislds or bombardier's win-
dows. All of thet equipment originating in America we make., Prior to
the war we had spent years in developing it and it stood on our books
deep in red ink. We incurred that loss only because we were assured
that once we had produced the inventions necessary to make the equip-
ment successful that equipment could not be copied until our patents
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expired. The same has been true of other productions we have made and
which have proven widely useful to our people. Without the promise of pa-
tent protection we could never have justified our gamble in time and ef-
fort and money -~ and the same is substantially trus throughout all our
industry.

You appear to have found the other fellows creations an obstruc-
tion standing between you and profits you covet. You are not alone,
Mr. Goodwin, in that resvect. There is not a large manufacturing cor=-
poration in America but what stands constantly in dread of competition
from patented inventions offering more attractive fzatures and greater
values to their customers. Our very largest corporations no doubt would
rather rely entirely upon their mass of capital, facilities and person-
nel -~ and their entrenched distribution -~ rather than to any extent
upon our patent system, If compulsory licensing could be effected, the
little fellow would have, ordinarily, mighty small chance to grow into
the caliber of his larger competitor.

Our most acute experiences proving that truth have come out of
casual infringements of our patents by professional copyists whose
policy it is to exhaust the possibilities of invading an established
market with a deliberate infringement of the other fellow's product
and then getting out when compslled through litigation to do so ==
only to then infringe some other product and becloud some other market.
Under compulsory licensing, that piratical fraternity would so promptly
invade and murder established markets for superior patented products as
to completely discourage not only inventors but investors and skilled
managements from meking any attempt to place within reach of the public
better values in improved products. If we feel an obligation to competing
foreign nations to so discourage American inventors, investors and pro-
ducers as to sterilize American industry until it can be surpassed out
of the greater natursl resources at the commend of some of those nationms,
then we should by all means have compulsory licensing, taxation of unused
patents and every cther device which has retarded invention and industry in
other countries while ours has forged ahead.

You say patents and licensing agreements are being used tc res-
train trade and to secure unfair advantages. Any unlawful restraint of
trade can be corrected by resort to the laws violated -- and without
resort to mutilation of our patent system.

We do have a very fine country -~ a little bit confused just
now perhaps -- but nevertheless by far the best on earth,

The American Indian had at his fzet and within his reach every
natural resource we have employed, He did nothing with it. The popu-~
lation of this country otherwise has been contributed by countries and
races who have never attained elsewhere anything like the industrial
power which has ensbled us to protect ourselves and civilization against
the orgamized piracy of the Axis nations.
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The difference is that our copyright, trademark and patent laws
have erected such obstructions to piracy as to have encouraged our citi-
zens to saerificial efforts toward invention snd production as an in-
strumentality for suceess within our institution of open competitive
enterprise. :

There is normally in America no limitation on invention and pro-
duction =~ except the will and the ability of the individual or the group.

So long as these incentives remain undiluted -- and competition
remains open -~ America will continue to progress and woe be to the
nation that tries to enslave her,

Destroy her obstructions to piracy and her power to protect her
liberty must vanish,

That you seem not fully conscious of the significance of these
truths is no reflection. Entire nations have ignored them -~ and per-
ished. Were these truths obvious it would not have required the uncanny
sagacity of our fcunding fathers to give them effect for us -- and our
meny admirable and articulate super-literates would not be so loudly
proclaiming the fallacies which these truths belie,

Whatever understending I may have of the significance of the long
thoughts of Thomas Jefferson has come out of more than 40 years of con~
secration to the job of inventing and manufacturing -- and distributing -~
better products to better serve our people == products embodying patented
inventions which our company could control.

I wish you more success than we have had -~ with lesg effort --
but not at the expense of the other fellow's creations,

I am sorry you took umbrage at my letter., There could have
been nothing personzl in it because at the time I wrote you I had no
knowledge of your company except through your letter and I did not
even know your mame, Mr. Goodwin,

Cordially,
Sgd/ JOHN W. ANDERSON

President

John W. Anderson
vS.



