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,1,id ot traliscend what is allowable under the authorities: White
v. Mell [18951 AKO. 154; Hubbuck & Sons Limited v. Wilkinson

Hey* %woodt & Clark Limited, [1899] 1 Q.B. 86; Cundy v. Lerwill and
Plike (190) 99 L.T.R. 273; Spalding v. Garnage Limiîted (1915>,
-21.PC 273, 283, '28-1 (H-L.)

The two aisurgedl by the respondent Company were that
thew appellant sioul(d be restîraiîed from representing that the

repndn ompany ý had goneG out of business and that the
apl)lanlltt adi taken iu over, and from, using the formulS and
tradle secrets of tlle respondent companty.

Pringle, thie appelhanf s traveller, represented to Smith that
the respondJent coznpany had sold out; to, Parks, that the appel-
tant hiad takeni over thle business of the respondent Company;
and Io Martin, thiat the respIond(ent Company wa out of business.
Trht mily po)ssible da-mage arose out of the Smith order, which,

hoeewas giveni after an explanation that the appellant's feed
WaLý just.a good as tlle responidenit comipany's, except for one
inigreientu. Th'le Ioss W. thle respondent company on this order
-woulil hu onily>N ilie 115 lbs. whichi thia cqmnpany gave Smith
whnVIt he11 appellanit's feed was retturned, worth $5.75, and the
profi on tfhe reinaliiing 85 11)s., say S2.25.' If the rsodn

cmayCOUld rever, iiLs damnages should bie lixnited Lo $,8.
Thernirepesetatonwas ationable, provided damnage was

proved:Whio .M11in, -supra; ltaiclifTe v. Evans, [18921

The msprentinwas mnade iii the course of the agent's
emnploymne ii, iniiv he ituation1 in whlich li e wvas placed by hi$ emu-
ployer, and was part of dlie iniducenent wlmichi Ialeite contract,
ig 1w mnade. It causedl a-miage, thiougli onlY to a small extent,
a01d Ilhe prinicipal retainied the bnftreceivedl imder it. It
affordedI a cause' tif atoand the rspond(et company should
rvcoývr t1he dlatnagus suftered ilhereby: Refuge Assurance Co.
,ijiteii-l v-. Ktewl,[19091 A.C. 2-13-

Whaïî was obete o as regard, thie formnule and secrets was,
iihai i iey worq- li use by the partniersl'ip in whlilch the respond-
eutl copn' preeceso and( ihe aippellant were members;
and huai 1 laiter, hiavinig soldl out Ilis initerest thereini, was

dêaldfront inig bis koldea., such pariiier. Thie res-
pondevnt collipanY putli it il) two way'ýs -one thiat the appellant
occulpiedl aL confide9nt jal polSiiion When hie acquired knowledIge ofl
'111 formle, id 11h4 o)t th20t Ilie SOMd OUt whterrghIts Ili
baal iii thevin awi f-tuld not derogate fremIi is grantý. The (o
posit ions wvre incronsistent, Th1ai Ilhe appellant wa; flo:t using
the idolntical Iorwuheýf was etbibed bylis evýidefnve, and there


