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SPLITTING RaTraAN—By Joseph Sawyer, of Royal-
ton, Mass.: I claim the employment, in combina-
tion with the cutters, for splitting off the strands, of
feed rollers or their equivalents, having grooves of
the form of an angle or certain of the sides of a po-
lygon, of which tEe edge or edges of the knife or
knives form anotherside, or other sides, substantial-
ly asdescribed.

MasHING MAzZE—By Frederick Seitz, of Easton,
Pa.: I claim the specified preparation and boiling
of the corn for brewing and distilling—boiling it
to a jelly before the malt orrye is mashed intoit,
giving a much larger than the usual yield from
cheaper material, by enabling me to use one-half to
two-thirds corn for beer, ale, and porter, and to
make 19 quarts of whiskey from 60 pounds of corn,
(including the usunal quantity of malt only, and no
rye,) and 21 quarts with rye.

PLANING MacoKINES—By G-. W. Tolhuet, of Cleve-
land, Ohio: I am aware thatthe stoclis and cutters
ot planing machines have been made to yield upon
au axle, the centre of which is in line with the cut-
ting edge of the knife. This I do not claim; but I
claim hanging the stock at a line above the edge of
the cutter, to a spring or weighted lever, in the man-
ner described, in combination with the resting of the
front part of the stock upon a fixed surface, so that
when the back part of the stock is made to rise, the
whole stock is thrown forward and upward, thus
keeping the edge of the cutter at the same level, not-
withstanding the change in its angle with the bed.

GRAIN ITaAnvVESTERS—By Thomas Van Fossen, of
Lancaster, Ohio: I claim constructing the reel with
hinged or jointed slats, having teeth projecting from
them, whereby the grain is more effectually collect-
ed, raised, and drawn into the action of the cutters,
as described.

I also claim the combination of the teeth with the
sliding platform, which tceth rise and fall at the de-
sired time, alternately arresting and releasing the
cut grain, whereby the reciprocating motion of the
platform will keep the cut grain straight and con-
stantly moving on the platform towards the trough,
substantially as described.

CaxaL Locks—By W W. Virdiu, of llavre de
Grace, Md.: I claim causing the weight of the de-
scending boat to act as a supplying power to the
higher levels, by the use of plunges or floats (any
number) fitting in suitable chambers provided with
appropriate passages, and communicating with the
higher or lower levels for operation, in the manner
esaentially as described.

MarTRESSES—By John Waters, of Southwark,
Pa.: Iclaim the method described, of securing.the
springs of spring mattresses to the frame and to each
other, so as to leave the tops of the springs free to
play or yield to any pressure—viz: by connecting
them together Ly a rivetted leather hinge, and al-
lowing the longitudinal and cross pieces of the frame
to pass through a slot in said leather hinges, the
whole being combined and arranged in the manner
set forth.

MiLL ror GRINDING QuaRTz—By Horatio Blas-
dell, of New York. N. Y.: I claim the combination
of’the chilled hollow cylinder and nut, and the
grooved chilled rings, and horizontal circular chan-
neled chilled ring plates, with the grooved concave
and runner, for breaking, pulverising and powdering

old quartz rock; the said chilled rings and plates
EeinQ arranged and operating in the manner set forth.

CHURNS—By Edwin B. Clement, ot Barnet, Vt.:
I claim the application to dashers for churns, of fioats
that shall close together at their appointed place,
when pressed downwards through the cream or milk,
torcing the cream or milk through narrow spaces,
and opening again when raised from the bottom;
claiming the right of composing the dasher of any
materials, and in any combination of the above de-
scribed parts, so assubstantially to produce the same
eftects.

DRriLLING STONE—By lleury Goulding, ol Boston,
Mass. : I claim, first, driving the drills forward and
back by adjustable wheels, between the edges of
which the drill shait is placed substantially as de-
scribed.

Second, I claim turning the drill by placing said
wheels at an angle to each other, substantially as
described.

Third, I claim feeding the drill forward as the
hole is deepened, by making the learing surface of
the wheels which drive the drill in, of greater length
than that of the other wheels.

WASHING MAcCHINES—By John JMclaughlis, of
Goshner, Ohio: I claim, first, the method of hang-
ing and operating the plunger by means of the
shackles and the heavy counterpoise handle as de-
scribed. :

TAND PRINTING FPrRESSEs—By Henry Moeser, of
Pittsburgh, Pa.: I claim the tympan plate of a print-
ing hand press, removable by hinges, and counter-
balanced, together with the manner of holding the
tympan plate in its position, (when lowered down)
for the purpose of resisting effectually the pressure
exercised from below, substantially as described.

SPINNING MACHINERY—By Oliver Pearl and Hen-
ry P. Chandler. of Lawrence, Mass.: We claim the
arrangement of the whirl at the base of the fiyer. in
combination with making the said whirl, and the
hearing on which the whirl is placed and rotates,
with a passage through them, large enough to allow
the bobbin to play within the same, and up and
down between the flyer legs, substantially as speci-
fied.

SELF-SHARPENING GRINDSTONE—By Jesse Pana-
becker, of Elizabeth Township, Pa.: I claim the
combination of agrindstone with self-acting picker,
by which the grindstone is sharpened by its motion
or power as described, or in any other manner sub-
gtantivlly the same.

Na1t Macuiyges—By Samuel G. Reynolds, of Wor-
cester, Mass. : I wish it to be distinctly understood
that my invention is susceptible of modifications;
a8, for Instance, instead of making an active pressure
on all fourfaces of the blank to give the required
form, the same thing may be accomplished, although
not so well, by making active presaite on two faces,

and simply presenting resistance to the other two
faces. '

I claim in the making of wrought nails the em-
ployment of the cutter for cutting wedge-formed
pieces from a previously rolled plate of equal, or
nearly equal thickness, substantially as described,
preparatory to, and in combination with, the mould-
ing dies which receive the cut pieces, by suitable
conveying apparatus from the cutters, and mould
them to the required form by’ pressure, substantially
as specifled, so as to give the form by spreading the
metal between the dies, instead of elongation, as
heretofore practised when making nails from cut
blanks.

I also claim the vibrating cutters §ad the faces or
dies, for confining and compressing the nails ar-
ranged on both sides of the said cutter, substantially
as described, when this is combined with the two sta-
tionary cutters, having a space between the two,
through which the rod or plate of iron is fed, sub-
stantiallyas described.

Brick KiLNs—By William Linton, of Baltimore,
Md.: I claim forming air arches or openings in the
kiln, between the fire beds, with lateral openings
therein, through which a sufficient amount of air
can be supplied equally to all parts of the fire bed at
the same time, substantially as described.

Cast AND WRrouGHT IRON BLINDS—By Robert
White, of Washington, D. C.: I do not claim the
combining cast and wrought iron, nor do I claim
to be the first to have cast metal round cold metal,
and joining the same by that means; but produ-
cing a new product or article of manufacture for
shutters, doors, &c., whereby I am enabled to use
wrought iron slats, and prevent the contraction of
the metal, in cooling, from warping the same, by
casting the top, centre, and bottom plates separately
and distinct from the side plates, and running the
side plates to the slats and plates, substantially as
set forth.

———

Great International Patent Cases.

On the first of last December, application
was made at the Vice Chancellor’s Court,
Londorn; Sir G. Turner, presiding, by a Mr.
Caldwell, for an injunction to restrain a Dutch
Compary, named the “ Amsterdam Screw
Company,” from using an improvement on a
propeller on the Dutch screw steamship na-
med “ Fyenoord.” The iniprovement was the
invention of a Mr. Lowe, and was an English
patent. The Dutch ship had the improve-
ment; it was constructed i Holland; the
owners knew nothing about Lowe’s patent,
and when it came into English waters, the
application was made to restrain the company
from using it, or to pay for the privilege. Sir
G. Turner, the Vice Chancellor took twenty
days to consider the case, and on the 20th of
December, gave the following judgment :—

“The circumstances brought before the
Court. as a defence to the application, were
stated in the affidavit of one ef the defendants
in the first cause. The aflidavit stated that
the ship referred to in that cause, the.
“ Fyenoord,” was the property of a cem-
pany in Holland, called the “ Amsterdam
Steam Screw-Schooner Company ;’ that the
company was composed of numerous partners,
all of whom were subjects of the king of Hol-
land, and none of whom were English sub-
jects; that the company was entitled by the
law of Holland to trade with steamships, built
and fitted up with the propelling power which
was the subject of the application; that the
screw-propellers in their ships were manufac-
tured and fitted by the defendants at Amster-
dam; that the defendants were, and always
had been, unacquainted with the invention of
James Lowe, and that the deponent believed
that all the said ships were built and fitted in
ignorance of the existence of any such patent ;
that no patent had been granted to secure the
alleged invention in Holland, and that accord-
ing to the laws of Holland, it was open to any
English subject to apply for and obtain a pa-.
tent in the kingdom of Holland ; that before
the vessel in question had been built and fitted
in the same manner, and had traded between
Amsterdam and Loadon,and made many voy-
ages ; -that the defendants had not, until Sep-
temper last, heard of any objectionto their
so trading on the ground of the alleged in-
fringement of the “patent; that various other
vessels had been built and fitted in Holland
with propellers on the same principle, and
with the same propelling power; and that
it would be a great loss to the compa-
ny, and to both England and Holland, if the
trade, which was proﬁ‘le to both countries,
should be restrained by the Court. This affi-
davit set forth, in clear and distinct language,
the grounds on which the case of the defen-
dants was founded. He was of opinion that
he could not withhold the injunction on the
ground stated. Upon the general principle,
foreigners were subject to the lawsof the
country in which they happened to be. If
there were any casesin which they were sub-
Ject to their own laws in another country, it
was not by force of those laws, but of the laws

of the country in which they were, adopting
their laws into their own. This was the doc-

trine laid down by Mr. Justice Story,in his
“Conflict of Laws”” The principlein this
country did not depend upon the general law.
It was the subject of special provision by sta-
tute. The statute 32nd Henry VIIL. chap. 16,
sec. 9, provided “that every alien and stran-
ger born out of the King’s obeisance, not be-
ing denizen, which now or hereafter shall
come in or to this realm or elsewhere within
the King’s dominions, shall, after the 1st day
of September next coming, be bounden by and
unto the laws and statutes of this realm, and
to all and singular the contents of the same.”
Natural justice, in fact, required that the de-
fendants, when in this country, should be sub-
ject to its laws. The question then was, what
were the rights of patentees? The crown
had, in-this kingdom, always exercised the
right of interfering with the trade of the coun-
try, and had at a former period exercised that
power very prejudicially. The abuse of this
power had been restrained by the statute of
James. . In the case of the monopolies report-
ed by Sir Edward Coke, it was held that the
Crown had power to grant an exclusiveright
of trading for a reasonable period, and this
was limited by the statute for the term of
fourteen years. The statute did not, however,
create, but control the power of the Crownto
grant patents ; but the patentées derived their
rights, not from the statute, but from the grant
of the Crown. What, then, were the words
of the patent? “The Crown thereby gave
the patentee, his executors, administrators, and
assigns, special license, full power, sole privi-
lege, and authority, that he, the said patentee,
his executors, administrators, and assigns, and
every one of them, by himself and themselves,
or by his and their deputy or deputies, ser-
vants, agents, or such others as he the said pa-
tentee, his executors, administrators, or as-
signs, should at any time agree with, and no
others, from time to time, and at all times
thereafter during the term of years therein
expressed, should and lawfully might make,
use, exercise, and vend his said invention with-
in that part of the United Kingdom of Great
Britain and Ireland called England, the domi-
nion of Wales, and town of Berwick-upon-
Tweed, in such manner as to him, the said
patentee, his executors, administrators, and
assigns, or any ot them, should in his or their
discretion seem meet.”” Now, foreigners, as
well as British subjects, were liable to actions
for injuries to the civil rights of British sub-
jects; and there was no reason why they
should not be equally liable to action for the
infringement of the right thus granted. If
that were so, there was equally no reason why
the jurisdiction of this Court, should not be
appealed to against them. The right would,
in former times, have been enforced, in aid of
the King’s grant, by proceedings in the Star
Cham®er. In the course of the argument he
had inquired whether, if a locomotive engine
on a railway, the subject of a patent in Eng-
land, but for which no patent had been ob-
tained in Scotland, were made in the latter
country, it could be allowed te run into Eng-
land without any objection on the ground of
the infringement of the English patent; or,if
the invention had been the subject of a patent
in England, but not in Ireland, the vessel
would be permitted to trade between Dublin
and Liverpool without any such objection.
The answer given to this was, that the prior
use of a patent in Scotland would be fatal to a
patent obtained in England, but that such
would not be the case if the prior use were in
a foreign country. This wasnot, however,an
answer to the observation. In one case the
result would depend on the previous know-
ledge of the invention—in the other case, on
the effect of the patent. The remarks of
Lord Eldon, in the case ot the Bibles—*“Rich-
ardson vs. the University of Oxford”—had
been referred to on the cases of necessity
which arise for allowing a user of the subject
of a patent, and it was said that this was such
a user as the Court would not restrain. There
might, no doubt, be such cases of necessity,
and perhaps the case suggested of a foreign
ship stranded on the English coast might be
such a case. It must be remembered that fo-

reigners were at liberty to apply for and ob-
tain patents in this country with the same
privileges as British subjects. If foreign in-

tion from the subjects of this country ; and, if
they were restrained from using their own in-
ventions in this country, such inventions be-
ing the subjects of patents granted to other
persons, they had nothing taken from them by
that restraint, for, if the patent were valid, the
right of using their inventions in this country
was one which they had never enjoyed. 1t
had been argued that any interposition of this
Court might be met by similar restraints on
our ships abroad ; but this question resolved
itself into one of national policy. 1t was a
proper subject for the consideration of the Le-
gislature ; but it was the duty of this Court to
administer the law, and not to makeit. He
was of opinion that the facts stated did not af-
ford a sufficient ground tor refusing the injunc-
tion.”

The injunction was granted restraining the
said company, from using the propeller in
Great Britain and Ireland, until licensed by
Lowe, the patentee. We have published all
the charge, because it is perhaps the most im-
portant case of international patent law that
has ever been presented. It will afford some
study for our patent lawyers, and to many of
them, it will be new light. It demands the
attention of all our citizens, not merely pa-
tentees. The first Mr. Collins, or some other
of our steamship owners, knows, will perhaps
be an injunction laid upon some of his steam-
ships, for some little bit of an improvement
for which some has secured a patent in Eng-
land some years.ago, and about which he
knows nothing. It may also be the case
with some English ship coming here. It is
hard to tell what will come out of this de-
cision.

This question is about becoming national
between the United States and England; a
review of this decision, with otker important
matter relating to it, will be presented next
week.

Commercial Statistics of England.

A recent work by Mr. Braithwaite Poole,
shows that therailways of Britain have cost
£240,000,000, the canals £260,000,000, and the
docks £30,000,000. The mercantile marine
consists of 35,000 vessels, 4,200,000 tons, wil
240,000 men ; and one vessel is lost onan ave-
rage every tide! The navy consists of 585
vessels, 570,000 tons, and 48,000 men. Yachts
520, and 23,000 tons. The ancient Britons
knew only six primitive ores from which
metals were produced; whereas the present
scientific generations use 50. The aggregate
yield of minerals in the country is equivalent
in value to about £25,000,000 annually. The
agricultural produce of mill, meat, eggs, but-
ter, and cheese, is 3,000,000 tons, and :£50,000,-
000. The ale, wine and spirits, consumed an-
nually exceed 3,300,000 tons and £54,000,000 ;
whilst sugar tea, and coffee scarcely reach
450,000 tons, a.d £27,000,000. The fisheries
net .£7,000,000 annually. In manufactures
the cotton, woollen, and silk, altogether,
amount to 420,000 tons, and £95,000,000 .
whilst hardware exhibit 350,000 tons, and
£20,000,000; in addition to which 1,250 tons
of pins and needles are made yearly, worth
£1,000,000. Earthenware, 160,000 tons, £,3-
500,000 ; glass, 58,000 tons, £1,680,000.

e
The Opium Trade.

A correspondent of the National Intelligen-
cer, writing from China, says there aré scarce-
1y any foreign manufactures and products con-
sumed in China. The Opium trade, and some
importations of raw cotton are the only coun-
terbalancing sources of reimbursement for all
the money left there for teas, silks, &c.—
There are American and other merchants who
speculate in Opium ; but as they have to buy
it from India their profits are contingent on
the luck ofthe venture. Ifthis Opium trade
could be suspended, the money which is now
paid for Opium might find a more legitimate
distribution in exchange for cheap cottons, and
perhaps breadstufis; and when it is con-
sidered that $30,000,000 are paid by the Chi-
nese annually for Opium, the world at large,
and the United States in particular,do lose
something by the trade.

The Great ForrestCase.
This celebrated divorce case, so well known
throughout our country, was terminated in
this city last Monday. The verdict of the

ventors did not takethis step, they, to thatex-
tent at least, withheld the use of their inven-

Jury was in favor of Mrs. Forrest. She gets
$3000 alimony per annum.

e——
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