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Au of the elsetÈ of a Sbination may b, élit but the icombination rnay
itWsi consatet &p invention. (Liafr v. Leo*hr <185W), 8 Z. & 81. 1004,
120 E.R. 37; Repli V. rey'ora (157), 7 Ei. a 5. 72& 119 E.R. 1415;
Crane V. PW«e (184), 1 W.P.C. SU3)

The tau&*% Canadien cms of Smi*h v. Gat<U. (1882), 9 Can. S.C.R. 48,
<blsWlth tbfpoint. Tii.headot reda-

"Au invention consieted of the combination in a machine of tires parti,
or e1eneta, A, B and C, euoh of whfch wu a c, and cf whlch. A had issu
prevlow1sy coinbinsd wlth B in mu m2achine, and B aud C la another machine,
but the uaited action of whicli, in thes patented machine, producod new aud
useful romulta. HEd (Btrong& C.J., diaenting), to bc a patentable Invention."

In the judgment, Pitoble, J., said, p. S0:-"'Whmr the. patent io for a corn-
bination, the combinatlon iteuif ia the. novelty and ais the maü.tY

And Henry, J:-The resuIt in -thi ca sl produced by the conibined and
simultamoua action cf the draft upwarda om.ted by tii. fan, and the con-
tinuoua operation of the brush or brue wonke<1 by thé mâchiuery as de-
scrlbed in the speeification. It was tie simultaneous action whieh produoed
tie restùt. . . . By lhe co-operation of the constituants, a new rnn*,iine
of a "ltnet oharactei and funetion wua formed, and a beneficial romuit pro-.
duced by the. ce-operating action of lhe constituents, and flot the more adding
together of the oeparate contributions."1

For other Canadian authorities on combinationa sun Toronto Tephone
Mfg. Co. v. Bdl Tde~phona Co. of Cawada (1885), 2 Can. Ex. 495; Robe-1
MSch4 v. Randmok Ima ror Co. (1886), 2 Can. Eix. 589; GjSin v. Torani4
R. Co. (1902), 7 Cun. Ex. 411; MaUe v. Brandon Machin. Work3 (1907),
17 Man. L.R. 105; Danwa.u v. Ediemart (1889), 1e Gan. &.C.R. 180;,
B#zrnat M1cQueen v. Canadi<rn Sk.uar (1910), 13 Can. Ex. 186.

A ue coxubination may be fûmxed by the. oaianion of on element froin,
or by the. addition cf an element te, the ebements of an oid combinatiozi, pro-
vided there is a new restât praduced by a <ifferent interaction of the. elements.
(P o i c Tyre Co. v. Tubelm TV"r Co. (1897), 15 R.P.C. 74; Woiion v.
bibi (1862),?7 Exch. 88; RuuaU v. Cowi (1834), 1 W.P.C. 459; Morrie v.
Braneor (1776), 1 W.P.C. 51; Vickera v. 8<4411 (1890), 15 App. Ca.
496.) The. substitution of a new clamient in an old combination, if the. element
subatituted fa flot obviouely andi 'imonstru.bly au equivabent of the one for
ehici it wus subetiluted, rnay invo1We invention. (Unuin v. Heoa (1855),
& H.L. Cass, M0, 522, 1 W.P.C. 551; Badskhe Anilin, und Soda Febric v
L.vin.tn (1885), 2 R.P.C. 73.)

For American cases on conubination mao San Prarcwo V. Keafinq, 66 Fed.
351, 15 C.C.A. 476; Von Schmidt v. Bomein, 80 Foi. 140, 25 C.C.A. 323;
Amorican Y. iholmsteUsr, 142 Foi. 978,74 C.C.A. 240; NedionAl v. Akn, 168
Ped. 254; Hoffmait v. Young, 2 Yoed. 74; National v. Amorbzn, 38 Foi. 8639;
Grain v. Amoerwan, 78 Foi, 119, 24 C.C.A. 4i; G&U v. Wellh, 89 U.G. 1; .Tllactric
v. I.U, 114 U.& 87; Prouili v. Rug#We, (1842), 16 Pet. 886; MeCormfck v. 2'alcou,
(1857), 20 Ilow. 402; Vena v. Campff (186i), 1 Black 427; Dunbar v, Jd'ya',
04 U.S. 187.

I li nwmwcecay te diatlngui combinations freux more aggregations.
Aggegation in flot invention eitiiur ini praose, machines or manufacture.
(liale V. Van Wormoe (1873), 20 Wall 3U3.) The. elemno ici are col-
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