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ance is good, and can be mupport.cd if the new use ivolves practical diffloultiee
wbieh the patentee bas been the £xmst to me and overcomo by smne inzenuity
of bis own. An inproved thing produced by a new and ingenious application
of a knowxn contrivance tai an old thing, la a mnanner of new manufacture
witbin the meaning of the statute."

For other cases aee Laxe-Fox v. Kensington & Kaighftabridge Electri7
Li<jhtiag Co. (1892), 9 R.P.C. 416; Losh v. Hague (1888), 1 W.P.C. 200;
Kay v. Marshall (1841), 8 Cl. & Fin. 245; Rakton v. Sinith (1865), il E.L
Cas. 223; Wills v. Dawson (1863), 1 New Rep. 234; Main v. Ashley, &, Co.
(1911), 28 R.P.C. 492; Thermos Ltd. v. Isola Ltd. (1910), 27 R.P.C. 388;
Crané v. Price (1842), 1 W.P.C. 393; Steprncy S pare Mcicr WhPel Co. v. Hall
(1911), 28 R.P.0. 881; British Liquid Air Co. v. British Oxyjgen Co. (1909),
28 P.P.C. 509, ILL.; Rlcketi v, Dick8on & Mann (1909), 26 R.P.C. 120;
Marconi v. British Radio Telograph Co. (1911), 28 R.P.C. 181.

The lesding Anier.can case of PoUg. v. Creager, 155 U.S. 597, deals with
the transter cf a device frei one branch of industry te another as follows:

"But wbere the alleged novelty consiste in transferring a device frein une
brandi cf i-adustry te another, the answer depends upon a variety cf considera-
tions. In such cases we are bound te enquirc into the remioteness cf relationi-
sbip of the two industries, what alteratiens were necessary te adapt the de-
-ice te its new use, and what the value cf suob adaptation bas been te the
new industry. If the nev use ho anisiogeus te the former one the court wili
u'ndoubtedly ho disposed te construe the patent more strictly and te require
clearer preof of the exerrise cf the inventive faculty in adapting it te the
new use pasrticularly if the deviee be ene cf miner importance in its inew field cf
usefuineas. On t.he ether band, if the transfer be to a branch of industry
but remeit ely allied te the other, and the effect cf £,uch transfer bais been te
supersede other reethods of deing the asme work, the court will look with a
loes critical eye upen the mneans employed in making the transfer. Doubtles
the patentee is entitled te every use cf which hie invention is susceptible.
whether such use be known or unknown te hini, but the persen who bas
taken bis device and by irnprovements thervon baîs adapted it te a different
industry, rnay aise draw te himseif the quality cf inventer." (Sec alec,
Pensylvania v. Locomnotive, 110 U.S. 480; Artsonia v. Electricad, 144 U,S. il;
Fi8he v. Americcn, 71 Fed. 523; Leam Co. v. Higgins, 105 U.S. 580; Topliff
v. Topliff, 145 U.S. 156; Natiomal v. Interchangeable, 106 Fed. 693.)

In Bicnell v. Peter8on (1897), 24 A.R, (Ont,) 427, it was beld that the
application te a new purpoge cf an eld neobanical de-vice eut cf the track cf
its former use and net in nature natura..y likely te suggest itself te one skilled
in the art was patentablo. The case related te the application of rolling con-
tact to an cil purnp. Rolling contact was old but its use in a pump fer the
purpose of avoiding friction waz beld te be new.

This cas waB followed in lioodward v. Oke (1906), 7 O.W.R. 881. In
the judgment it waz stated, "Ne doubt the swivel is an old mechanical. device,
but the application te a new purpoop of an eld mechanical devîce is patentable
when the new application lies me much eut cf tbe track cf its fermer use as
flot naturally'to suggest itseîf te a persan turning bis mimd te the subjeet,
but requires theught andi study." Abeil v. McPherson (1870), 17 Gr. 23,
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