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205) that the agent had flot the elear and express authority
neeessary to confer the power of entering into a eontract for sale
binding upon his principal.

IHüd, affirming +he judgnient appealed froni (15 iMan. Rep.
ing off the xnortgage at any time." This eontraet wvas ini the
not be enforced against the defendant. Appeal diarnisseci with
coats.

SNesbift, , and (Joullee, K.C., for appellant. Aylestvorth.
K.C., and Afglek, for respondent.
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INDIANA MANCFACTURINO CO. V. SMITI.

Paten t for sneto-num tieataw stackcrs-Coinbin'ation
-Assigiiiii it-Riglit of assignor to impech. validity of
piaten t-RgÊt to lienit consti>'ction-Estoppel.

Held, that the a8signor of a patent, 3tiec as an infringer by
his amsignees is estopped frcm saying that the patent is not
good-, but he is not estopped froni shewing whitt it is good for,

i..,le can shew the state of the art or manufacture at the time
of the invention with a view to Iiniiiting the eonstruction of the
patent.

In an -action for infringement against the assignor of a
patent for improvernents in pneuniatie straw stackers, it ap-
peitred that an -earlier patent assigned by the detendant to the
plaintiff exclucled everything but the narrowest possible con-
struetion of the claimR ,of the second patent. In the latter
speaking generally, the combination ivas old, ecd element wn.s
old, and on new resuit wvas produeed; but in respect of one of
the elements of the combination there wRs a change of form
that was said to possess somne mnert. Beyond that there w'as
no substantial difference between the earlier and lagter patents,

Held, that while as between the plaintiff and anyone at
liberty to dispute the validity of the later patent, it inight be
impossible on these facts to sustain the patent, as against the
assigiior ivho was etopped fromn impeaching it, it mnust be taken to


