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manufactured by the plaintiffs, and solicited the custorn of the
plaintifs'custorners. The plaintiffs applied for an interimi injunc-
tion, %vhich was resisted on the ground that the covenant wvas
void, being unlinited as to space. Chitty, J., grarited the in-
junctioli, and thus states the resuit of the authorities - IlWhen
the restraint is general-that is, without qualification-it is bad
as b.eing unreasonable and conitrary to public policy; wvhen it is
partial-that is, subject to sanie qualification as to tirne or space-
then the question is whether it is reasonable, and if it is reason-
able it i,; good in iaw." Applying this rule to the case in hand,
hie finds that the plaintiffs' trade is confined, flot to ail, but to a
special class of chemnical products, and that the area of that trade
,vas world-wide ; that the agreement, being limited as to tirne,
was Ilot invalid if reasoriablt, and hie finds it was reasonable, and
tnt mnore than Nvas necessary for lie protection of the plaintiffs'
trade, in being unlimited as to, space; but hie points out that
restrictions of this kind depend on the particular circuinstances
of eàclh case, and that what %vould be a valid restriction in the
case of a mercantile business of wovrld-wid& extent would be quite
uinreasonable for the protection of a bv~.aess of a merely local
character.
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lit Laiib v. Eivans (1892), 3 Ch. 462, Chitty, J., granted an
interimn injuniction to restrain the infringement of a copyrigh-t.
l'li circumstances of this case were somnewhat peculiar. The
plaintiffs' book in question wvas called a commercial directory.
It consisted of a series of advertisements, arranged under suitable
headings, indicating the varions trades or manufactures carried
un bv' the advertisers. These advertisemients had been procured
by thie defendants Evans ai-d the plaint iffs' travellers, who %vere
paid therefor by comm-ission, they on their part procuring not
only the ad vert isemients, but also the necessary hlocks for print-
ing theni, together wvith translations of the advertisements inito
otherlanguages. The defendants Evans becanie associated with
a rival company (their co-defendants), who proposed to issue a
sitnilar directory, and the Evans proposed ta givc to this rival
companv tlie use of advertiseinent blocks, etc., which thev had


