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NEW YORK. SATURDAY, DECEMBER 15, 1900. 

REPORT OF THE ISTHMIAN CANAL COMMISSION. 

The prelilUinary report of the Isthmian Canal Com
lUission, recently transmitted to Congress by the Presi
dent, would seem, on the face of it, to be somewhat 
self-contradictory, for the rea�()n that althoug-h its facts 
and figures show that from an engineering- point of 
view the Panama Canal is more advantageous and 
cheaper to construct., it i8 recommended that the more 
costly Nicaragua Canal be built. The estimates of the 
cost of the two canals are about fifty per cent greater 
t.han the estimat.es of the Int.ernational Commission 
which recently examined the Panama ,Canal and the. 
e"rimate put in last year by the Walker Colllmission 
fOI' the Nil'aragua scheme. This incl'ease, however; is 
/Jot due to any underestimat.e by e.ither of these com
missions, but results from a g-reat enlargement of the 
�c<)pe of the plans for both enterprises, such enlarge
ment being necessary to render them available for the 
larger vessels and greatly increased traffic of the year 
1910. which, in the case of both schemes, is the time 
estilllated for their completion. 

To secure a true comparative estimate of the cost, 
the same depths and widths of the canal and dimen
sions of the locks were adopted in each case, namely, a. 
depth of 35 feet at mean low water and a bottom width 
of 150 feet for the canals, with duplicate lock!', each 
740 feet long, 84 feet wide, and 35 feet in depth. In the 
case of Nicaragua, the canal would be 186 miles long 
from ocean to ocean, and as a preiiminary to construc
tion 98 miles of double-track railroad, costing $7,350,000, 
would have to be built. The Panama Canal, whi�h is 
about two-fifths completed, would be 43 miles in length. 
'rile total cost. of the Nicaragua Canal would be 
$200;540,000, and of the Panama Canal $143.342,579. 
'l'he time necessary to complete each canal would be 
about ten years. 

The considerations which led to the choice of the' 
Nfcaragua Canal are as follows: Although the esti
mated cost of the Nicarag'ua Canal is 80me $58,{)OO,000 
more than that of the Panama Canal, to the estimated 
cost of the hitter scheme must be added the purchase 
price of the rights and properties of the present 
Panama Canal Company, which, it is conjectured, 
would be enough to bring the total cost up to that 
of the Nicaragua scheme. Judged from the stand
point of advantages of operation, the Panama' Canal 
would be the shorter, it. would contain fewer locks, 
the summit elevation would be less, and -a Inost 
important consideration for navigation-there would 
be less curvature. The average time of the passage 
from ocean to ocean would be about twelve hours 
as compared with thil·ty-three hours for the transit of 
Nicaragua. As offsetting this advantag-e, it is pointed 
out that as far as the interests of commerce are con
cerned, the sailing flistances from port to port via 
Panama would be greater. The voyage from San 
Francisco to New York would be 377 miles long-er by 
Panama than by Nicarag-ua; from San Francisco to 
New Orleans the distance would be 579 miles greater, 
and to Liverpool 386 miles greater. These longer 
sailing distances would more thl\n offset the· shorter 
time of passage through the Panama Canal, at least 
so far as United States commerce is concerned, and the 
report states t'hat this difference would be sufficient to 
offset the greater cost of maintaining the longer canal. 

The question of the construction of the Panama 
Canal by the United States government is greatly com
pliCllted by the fact that the concession bv Colombi& 
to the present Panama Company is excluHi�e, and that 
it will be juforce for many yell.rs to come. The com
mission is of the. opinion that any concession of rights 
by the government of Colombia to the United States 
by I<greement with the new Panama Canal Company 
is, for various reasons, impracticable. Although no 
formal reply has been given by the Panama Company 
to the request of the commission for a statement of the 
terms on which it would dispose of its property to the 
United State8, t}:te report states that the company 
does not appear to be willing- to sell its franchise, but 
is ra,ther disposed to a.now tiN United Statea to b£!-
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come an owner of part of the stock, a situation which 
will scarcely commend it�elf to our government. As 
against these difficulties and objectioll!', it is to be 
noted that the governments of Nicaragua and Costa 
Rica are not hampered by any existing- concessions. 

Until the full text of the report is available, it will 
be premature to enter into any extended review. As 
it is, enough of the report has been made public to 
show that it would have been better to have awaited 
its publication before taking any such dl'finite legisla
tive action for the imm!ldiate construction of the canal 
as is contemplated by the Hepburn bill. The SCIEN
TIFIC AMERICAN has always strongly advocated a con
servative course on the part of Congl'ess with regard 
to this most important scheme; and its contention that 
the Panama route would be foulld to be, from an en
gineering standpoint, the most feasible and least 
costiy, seems to be borne out by the report. As far as 
can be judged, the failure to recoillmend the Panama 
route is due largely to the short-sighted policy of the 
new Panama Canal Company. Had they come for
ward with a reasonable proposition, one that was 
consistent with the dignity of the United States 
government, it is quite possible that the shorter 

. route, with its many obvious advantages, would have 
been adopted; but as the matter now stands, we cer
tainly think that the attitude of the French owners has 
been such as to render the recommendation of the 
Nicaragua route the only logical course open to the 
commission. 

.' ... 

THE '. RELA'J;IVE COST OF STEAMSHIP CONSTRUC
TION IN EUROPE AND AMERICA. 

Among the papers presented at the recent general 
meeting of the SOCiety of Naval Architects and Marine 

''Engineers iri th1s city was one by Mr. George Dickie, of 
the Union Iron Works, San Francisco, on the qnestion 

"Can the American Shipbuider under Present Con
ditions Compete with the British and German Ship
builders in the Production of the Largest Class of 
Ocean Passenger and Freig-ht Steamships?" 

The author of the paper recently made an extensive 
tour among the shipbuilding- yards of Europe, one of 
the objects beiQg to note what advantages foreign 
shipbuilders have over ourselves in skill, I,bor and 
materials. 'The paper was written on board the 

"Saxonht," a sister ship to the " Ivernia," which, in 
an article published in the SCIENTIFIC AMERICAN 
of November 10, was taken as the latest representative 
of the large cargo and passeng-er steamers which are 
becoming increasingly popular among the shipowners 
ofth.e present day. 

'MI'. ' Dickie's comparison between British and Ger
man and American methods is made under three heads: 
skill-in deslg-n, cost of labor, and cost of material. As 
regards the qUl'stion of skill the British designers labor 
under 'the severe restrictions of Lloyd's Register, and 
Mr; Dickie gives them full credit for a thorough un
derstanding of their profession and great skill in turn
ing out economical designs that conform to the rigid 

. requirements and restrictions of the Register. Given 
an American register of shipping that would lend 
itself more readily to the tendencies of American de
sign, Mr. Dickie believes that the American architect 
will show himself to be quite abreast of his British 
cousin. As regards the cost of labor; it is shown that 

,under"O\lr preseqt methods labor cost in the United 
States is 25 per cent greater on the hull and pI) per cent 
g-reate'r on the machinery of an average ocean-going 
freiglit'or passenger steamer. 

It is just here, in discussing the cost of marine ma
chinery, that the author brings out 3, fact which will be 
certainly vtiry astounding to those of us who have be
lieved that in eClonomy of shop management we are far 
in the lead of Great Britain. As an explanation of the 
cheapness (If British marine engine construction, he 
tells us that every part of the engine in a first-cla!'s 
establishment is made to gage, and when finished by 
the tools is sent to an expert examiner at a large surface 
table, who determines if every operation performed by 
the tools has been accurately done. If, the work is not 
perfect.ly accurate, it is returned for correction or, if not 
worth correction , it is entirely rejected. .. The pieces 
thus produced that go to �ake an engine when brought 
together, are not erected by fitting each piece to its 
place by file or chisel, but they are placed in stock 
ready to be assembled in a few hours on receipt of an 
order for an eng-ine of the size they repr!lsent." The 
author is of the opinion that the introduction of a sys
tem to insure correct tooling- on every piece entering 
into t.he construction' of our marine engines would re
duce' the cost of erection by one-half. The full text of 
this valuable paper will be found in the current issue 
of the SUPPLEMENT. 

. 
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REPORT OF THE CQMMISSION ON PATENTS AND 
TRADE MARKS. 

In our last issue we rf>ferred editorially to the fact 
that. the _Commission appointed by the President 
under act of Cong-ress to revise the laws of the United 
States concernin&: patents and trade marks, bad been 
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holding a final session in tbe city of New York, pre
liminary to presenting to Congress bills for modifying 
and harmonizing the present patent practice and 
trade-mark laws with existing conditions. Through 
the courtesy of one of the members of the CommiSSion, 
it has been our privilege to examine the report of the 
Commission and the bills. which have been most, care
fully drawn. ,It will only be possible to summarize 
briefly the gebeial scope of the bills, rather than to 
pass any criticism upon them at the present time. 

It will be remembered that the treaty of agreement 
which has been generally known as the" International 
Convention for the Protection of Industrial Property" 
was concluded at Paris in March, 1883, in which nearly 
allthe important countries of Europe, together with the 
United States, were parties, the only important excep
tions being Germany and Russia. The general object 
of the movement was to secure greater harmony between 
the patent systems of the world. The results dt'rived 
from the Convention directly and indirectly have been 
far-reaching. Many leading European countries have 
since 1883 practically rewritten their laws in the direc
tion of far greater liberality toward inventors. 

No less than seventy-one countries have patent laws • 

and the general features of these laws, with particular 
reference to the differences existing between them alld 
the United States, are clearly presented in the report. 
For instance, in many foreign coun'tries patents are 
g-ranted without investigating the question of novelty. 
Many countries require inventions to be unknown to 
the public up to the day 011 which application for 
patent is filed; many inventions, such as foods aud 
medicines, which Ilre patentable here are excluded from 
protection in most foreign countries'; patents in many 
foreign countries date from the day of application ill
stead of from the date of issue, as here; in nearly all 
foreign countries annual taxas are required to keep 
patents in force throughout the terms for which they 
are granted; patented inventions are requ\red in 
foreign countries to be manufactured on a commercial 
scale 'within a !lho�t time -after the gra�t of the patents 
on pain of forfeiture, and owners of patent rig-hts may 
be compelled to license others to make and use the 
patented inventions. 

None of these features should, in the opinion of the 
Commissioners, be incorporated into the United States 
patent system. There is no doubt, they say, as regarJ� 
its e01sential features that th�Unit.ed States patent sys
tem is the best which has been d evised up to the �s. 
ent time. But in some matters not affecting the ess��
tial principles of the system the Commissioners find 
certain features of the foreign laws desirable. These 
are, first, that foreigners who take out patents here 
should have in this country a representative on wholll 
papers may be served in any suit affecting their inter
ests ; second, to render a foreign patent, as a bar to the 
grant of patent here, the same weight as any other dis
closure-that is, if printed, the patent should be g-iven 
the effect of a printed publication; and if not printed 
(and in many foreign countries' patents are not printed 
and may even be kppt secret), it should have no othpr 
effect than that of knowledge or use of the invention 
in the country in which it was granted; third, to pro
vide that a mere appliclltion for a foreign patent shall 
not be a bar to the grant of a patent here; and fourth, 
that in case of an interferencl', if it is shown that the 
later applicant is the real inventor. the patent shall t>e 
granted only for the unexpired term of the first patent. 

Furthermore, under the present laws. caveats can be 
procured only by citizens of the Uuited States. The 
COlUmission considered that if ca\'eats are still per
mitted to be filed, foreigners as well as citizens should 
be permit.ted to file them, but they recommend. in 
view of the fact that caveats are g-enerally regarded as 
of no practical value, that the law which provides for 
them be repealed. They also recommend that the 
executors or administrat.ors of a deceased inventor. 
even though appointed abroad, be permitted to apply 
for a patent for the invention. As the law is now con
strued in such a case, auxiliary letters of administra
tion are required to be taken out in this country. This 
amendment seems to be hroad-spirited, and will do 
away with many of the formalities which now render 
it difficult and expensive for a foreig-n administrator to 
file or prosecute an application in this country. 

The report ma y properly be ,divided into two parts, 
namely, that which refers to lliodifying our present 
patent laws ,to conform with the Convention, and sec
ondly, and hy far the more important part, that which 
relates to reforming our present trade· mark practice. 
Our present practice is causing widespread discontent; 
and now that our merchants and manufacturers are 
eng-aged so extensively in foreign commerce, the im
portance of having a siniple system of trade-mark reg
istrat.ion is imperative, and it is to be hoped that this 
nil-important qnestion will receive the intelligent con
sideration of Congress and that the much-sought-after 
relief which is looked for by the industrial community 
may be found. 

THE TRADE MARK BILL. 

The Commissioners have made a .careful study oft.he 
t.rade-mark laws of the principal foreig-n connt.ries. 
Trade-ma.rk la.ws are found to Call into two genera' 
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