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Thank you, Joe Mullin, for that kind introduction, and thanks to CES for inviting me to
speak this morning.
Many of you in this room today may know my agency, the Federal Trade Commission, as
a small but mighty federal agency with a mandate to protect consumers and competition across a
broad swath of the economy. But many of you may not realize that the Federal Trade
Commission is one of the oldest independent federal agencies. This year represents our 100th
anniversary.
We were the brainchild of then trust-buster (and later Supreme Court Justice) Louis
Brandeis. Of course, Brandeis also was someone deeply concerned about the role of technology
in society, beginning with some high tech developments during Brandeis’ time, including what
he called “snapshot photography.” 1 Fast forward 100 plus years, we can only imagine what
someone like Louis Brandeis would be thinking if he walked the halls here at the Consumer
Electronics Show. One thing we know for sure is that Brandeis would champion the FTC
playing a central role in thinking about the most appropriate way for patents, competition law,
and consumer protection to drive the kind of innovation and enhancements to consumer welfare
we see on display here at CES. Indeed, in light of our parentage, one might say that focusing on
these issues – the intersection of patents, antitrust, and innovation – is built into the FTC’s DNA.
So it is only fitting that various aspects of the patent system, including patent assertion
entities (or patent trolls, as some call them), have caught our attention. In just the last two years,
lawsuits brought by PAEs have tripled, rising from 29 percent of all infringement suits to 62
percent. 2 Some evidence suggests that PAEs may have threatened over 100,000 companies with
patent infringement in 2012 alone. 3 Supporters of the PAE business model say that it facilitates
the transfer of patent rights, rewards inventors, and funds ongoing research and development
efforts. Critics say the PAE business model can sometimes amount to a tax on product
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development, with adverse effects on competition and innovation that ultimately hurts consumers
as well as industry.
Over the past decade, the FTC has closely examined the intersection of patent and
antitrust laws. Our extensive work has included numerous workshops and hearings, with input
from a wide spectrum of stakeholders – business representatives from large and small firms, the
independent inventor community, leading patent and antitrust organizations and practitioners,
consumer groups, and scholars. The resulting reports 4 and guidelines, 5 spanning across various
administrations, have represented the views of Commissioners of all political stripes.
Our 2003 Patent Report focused on the impact patent quality can have on innovation and
competition. We found that trivial and overbroad patents – including software and business
method patents – can undermine competition, with no offsetting benefits to consumers, by
leading a competitor to forgo research and development in an area the patent supposedly covers,
deterring follow-on innovation and new market entry. We proposed reforms to improve patent
quality to avoid these problems. 6
Our 2011 Patent Report examined the impact of patent notice and remedies on
competition, incentives to innovate, and consumer welfare. 7 These issues are especially
important to the consumer electronics industry, where interoperability is vital. Because a single
consumer electronic device can involve thousands of patent claims, 8 efficient licensing and
cross-licensing of patents are imperative, and will occur most easily where there is clear notice
about each patent and what it covers. When innovators can’t find relevant patents, or if the
4

FED. TRADE COMM’N, TO PROMOTE INNOVATION: THE PROPER BALANCE OF COMPETITION AND PATENT LAW AND POLICY (2003),
available at http://www.ftc.gov/os/2003/10/innovationrpt.pdf [hereinafter 2003 Patent Report]; U.S. DEP’T OF
JUSTICE & FED. TRADE COMM’N, ANTITRUST ENFORCEMENT AND INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY RIGHTS: PROMOTING INNOVATION AND
COMPETITION (2007), available at http://www.ftc.gov/reports/innovation/P040101PromotingInnovationand
Competitionrpt0704.pdf [hereinafter 2007 Patent Report]; FED. TRADE COMM’N, THE EVOLVING IP MARKETPLACE:
ALIGNING PATENT NOTICE AND REMEDIES WITH COMPETITION (2011), available at http://www.ftc.gov/os/2011/03/
110307patentreport.pdf [hereinafter 2011 Patent Report]. Our 2007 Patent Report was co-written with DOJ.
5

U.S. DEP ’T OF JUSTICE & FED. TRADE COMM’N, ANTITRUST GUIDELINES FOR THE LICENSING OF INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY
(1995), available at http://www.ftc.gov/bc/0558.pdf.
6

2003 Patent Report, supra note 4, at 4-18 (Executive Summary).

7

We recommended, among other things, enhancing the patent examination record to assist potential competitors
more easily interpret the scope of patent claims. 2011 Patent Report, supra note 4, at 14. We also recommended
that administrative and judicial review of patent applications incorporate more full considerations of competitors’
ability to predict the breadth of claims from their written descriptions. Id. at 15. With respect to patent remedies,
we addressed the need to align compensation to patent holders with the economic value of their patented
inventions. Id. at 17-25.
8

Some have estimated that the number of patents in a smartphone is as high as 250,000. See David Drummond,
Google Senior Vice President and Chief Legal Officer, When Patents Attack Andriod, August 3, 2011, available at
http://googleblog.blogspot.com/2011/08/when-patents-attack-andriod.html#!/2011/08/when-patents-attackandriod.html.

2

scope of a competitors’ patent is unclear, it is much more difficult to license and cross-license
patents in a manner that promotes innovation and competition. 9
Our 2011 Patent Report also began to examine PAEs and asked why they might have less
incentive to engage in the more traditional forms of licensing that foster innovation and
competition. Because PAEs do not manufacture products, they are not subject to countersuit,
and have less incentive to cross-license patents. 10 This is in contrast to the more traditional
situation involving rival makers of complex products, who each have their own patents, and thus
have an incentive to settle competing infringement cases by cross-licensing, rather than engage
in expensive legal battles. 11 Moreover, PAEs also have few of the reputational concerns that
might deter a brand-conscious company from appearing to victimize other innovators or
inadvertent infringers. 12
Some progress has been made to reform the patent system to address some of these
concerns. The Supreme Court has played an important role, by eliminating the presumption that
had led to nearly automatic injunctive relief as an infringement remedy in 2006 13 and by refining
the standards for patent “obviousness” the following year. 14 Congress’s 2011 Patent Reform
Bill, the America Invents Act, was another significant reform effort. It adopted several of our
policy recommendations 15 – most notably, incorporating a new post-grant review process that
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will provide a less expensive means short of litigation to allow third parties to challenge trivial or
overbroad patents. 16
But there is more that can and should be done. Congress is currently considering several
legislative proposals aimed at addressing other perceived flaws in the patent and litigation
systems that PAEs may be exploiting. Last month the U.S. House of Representatives
overwhelmingly passed the Innovation Act 17 with a bi-partisan vote of 325-91, and the Senate
Judiciary Committee held a hearing focusing on a similar legislative proposal put forth by Senate
Judiciary Chairman Patrick Leahy. 18 The federal bills are aimed at PAEs who assert weak or
vague patents, and are designed to make it difficult for PAEs to use the threat of costly patent
litigation to secure unjustifiable settlements.
For example, the Goodlatte bill would raise the bar for sending infringement letters by
limiting remedies when a patent complainant fails to list which patents are being infringed or
name the offending products or processes. 19 The Leahy bill, among other things, seeks to
enhance the FTC’s authority to police false or misleading PAE demand letters. 20
Of course there are many more complex issues associated with PAEs worthy of study.
PAEs argue that they serve a vital role in the patent system, whether by compensating inventors
who might not otherwise have the resources to enforce their patents or by reducing the
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investment risks associated with early stage technologies by acting as a ready buyer for the
patents of failed start-ups. 21
In October of last year, the FTC began the process of studying these more complex issues
in depth. Our 6(b) study – named after the statutory provision that gives us authority to
undertake the project 22 – will gather qualitative and quantitative information on PAE acquisition,
litigation, assertion, and licensing practices. 23 In particular, we will examine how PAE patent
assertion behavior may differ from other patent owners in the wireless industry.
We hope the eventual report that we issue based on our 6(b) study will provide a fuller
and more accurate picture of PAE activity, which we can then share with Congress, other
government agencies, academics, industry, and other stakeholders. We anticipate that, as in the
past, our study, once it is done, will be put to good use by Congress and others who examine
closely the activities of PAEs. 24 Notably, 42 State Attorneys General and the Department of
Justice Antitrust Division have expressed strong support for our study. 25
But should Congress wait for the FTC’s 6(b) study before acting on the Goodlatte bill,
the Leahy bill, and other bills currently under consideration, as some have called for? Or should
the FTC and other law enforcement agencies wait on the results of the 6(b) study before
undertaking enforcement actions against PAE activity that crosses the line? I believe the answer
to both questions is “no.” Further reforms to the patent litigation system are clearly warranted.
With regard to the legislation under consideration, various provisions in the bills may help to
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discourage frivolous lawsuits and improve patent quality, actions the FTC has long encouraged.
I believe Congress should act with deliberate speed to implement those proposed reforms that
will further these goals. 26 And if, after our PAE 6(b) study is completed, it appears that
additional reforms are warranted, Congress can consider further action at that time.
Similarly, the FTC’s study should present no barrier to appropriate law enforcement
action. If the law enforcement agencies – the FTC and DOJ, as well as the states – uncover PAE
activity that is in violation of current law, they should act expeditiously to take whatever
enforcement actions are warranted to stop inappropriate PAE abuse. In so doing, the FTC
would continue to fulfill its original mission – established 100 years ago – to use its authority to
protect competition, innovation and enhance consumer welfare.
Thank you.
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