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ANNOTATION ON ABovE CASE FPRom 43 D.L.R.
What m~ ternied combinations fonn an important claim of inventions.

The terin "comnbination" ha no statutory foundation. Patents are granted
in Canada for sny new and use!u "i<art, macSine, manufacture or composition
o! matter." The machine or manufacture or composition of inatter ma.y be
compýsed o! a nnxnber o! sioments co-operating together, and when this
is sol the terni Ilconlbination " in often applied to it.

1Frequently the word "comnbination", is used, especially in the speciffication
of a patent to describe any invention made up of parts re or leiu complux.
Teohnicaly, however, the word is ueed to refer to, eue where there ia nom
interaction or f unctional co-operation of the parts producing a separate
entity having a resuit and characterletie different from the suni cf the. in-
dividual resutt and characteristioe of its elements. Buckiey, L.J., in Rriah
Unitud Shoe Machinery v. Fusel (1M0), 25 R.P.C. 631, 657, defined a coin-
bination as mneaning l'a collocation of intemmaunicating parts with a view
to arrive at a simple resuit." Prortor v. Bernii (1887), 36 Ch. D. 740; Wood
v. Rophaed <1896), 13 U.P.C. 730; Crane v. Prke (1M40, 1 W.P.C. 377, M8,
409; Muwcy v. Clayton (1872), L.R. 7 Ch. App. 570.

Combinations when they produce a new remult or a known resit in a new
way ane conaidered te bc patentabie inventions. (Bri<sh United SAcs Machin-
ery Co. v. Fust*, 8upra; WiWiam v. Nye (1890), 7 R.P.C. 62; Wood v.
iephrd, eiupra; t-ir Io!ncandeent Lighting Co. v. Cronlq tl9OS,
22 R.P.C. 441; Goddard v. Lyon (1894), Il R.P.C. 854; M<wconi'. BrSieh
Radio Toegiraph & Toephons Co. (1011), 28 JL.P.C. 181; Bruiah WetMigheue
Elof*c and Hfg. Co. v. Br:uUik (1910), 27 R.P.C. 2w9; lnw or " io armuewle
Co. of America v. Péaclck (1908), 25 R.P.C. 766, 777; Greinaphone and Typa.
turUr Cc. Mfr. v. Ufmann (190), 23 R.P.C. 752.)


