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Where an employé contracta to aa.ign to bis employer ail
inventions made by him during hie employment, he will flot be
enjoined from. using euch inventions to the injury of hie emn-
ployer, where the evidence fails te show any invention miade by
the employé during the terni of bis employmnet.

A patentee who conveys his patent rights, in respect to a
secret chemical. preparation on condition of hie being paid a
certain royalty, anxd being employed by hie grantee at epecified
salary, so long as his services are rendered solely ixi his em-
ployer 's interests and are satisfaetory, ie justifled in terminating
the con tract, if the employer fails to perform hie obligations und) ir
the contract. A court of equit!, therefore will flot restrain him
from revealing the secret of hie preparation to persons with
whom he forma a partnership, after exercising his right of
leoving the eînployment 10

In the United States the cognizance of actions at law or bills
in er iuit> whîch involve the question of the validity of a patent,

Naturally It seaks to, protect ltaelf froin abuse cf tirese results. The pro-
tectIon sougirt lis a fa?, orne for tire interests of tire eompanyv. 1)oes tig
protection interfere wlth the iuterests of thre Public? Sales'cf secret pro-
cesses are not wlthln tire prirrelie or thre inshe of restreints of trade nit
ail. By tire i'ery transaction in sucir cases, tire public gains on tire cire
aide what lu loet or> tIre other, a nd, unleâg such a bargaîn was treated as
outoide tire doctrine ot general restraint cf trade, thre could ire ne sale of
secret processes of manufacture. Bover L.J, in Àrmtnition Co. v.
?Jordonfeit, (1893) 1 Ch. 030."

An additional point expressly decided by thre loNver court and lagreed
te incidentally by tire Court cf Appeals was,'that sucir a corrtract dos net
entitle tire employer to tihe use of un inprovement, made and perfected rit
a tinre wirer sucir emrployé lu flot ir thre emplcymnrt, without making
reasonable and just compensation.

For nnother case In whlih, a sîrnilar conclusion wvas arrlved wlth re-
gardl te a contract of the sarne general type, see 71hibodeau v. Hf ldref h
(1902> 124 Fed. 892, 8O C.C.A. 78, 03 L.R.A. 48, Aff'g (1902) 117 Fed. 146.
There it was ireld tirat unt agreemiernt by an emnployé, lIn conqideraticri of
hia employrnent. that thre einplo er mhouid have the benelit cf ail inventions
macle by hlm while se enxpîoyea, and trait ie would keep the saine forever
secret, 'if required by the employer, was net uneonscionable, fier agalnst
public pollcy, and tirat tire employé was tnt entltled te have it cancelled on
tinitground atter ire has lait tire empîcyment.

Por another Instance of an ex~press contract cf servie, providing that
thre patent cf an, emiploy4i should become thre property cf the employer, see
Muflory v. Mackays (1897) -80 Fed. 122.
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