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to that cornpany, with restrictive condition as to puirchase
of sheets, in 1902, and that in April, 1906, the qalesinan
of the defendants solicited and obtained an order for -sheets
to ho usc<1 in that binder. There was discussion a.s to
the authority for supplying the shects, and the Falesmnan
said they had aettled with the plaintif1s, and it wasail1
riglit. ru~e it is that the diseun-sion may have been x'e-
specting the patents which wce ýrroneously supposed to,
cover the sheets, and not with regard tu the restrictive
clause, yet the defendant 'company, constituted as it w-as,
hiad knoNvledge'of the nianner of dealing as to the sheets
and the restrictive conditions, and had such notice , if flot
direct knowlcdge, as would iruplicate the companv in1 the
în(lucenlent to purehase sheets from the defendants in viola-
tion or' the contraet not to do so made by the IndIeendeti
Cordlage ( o. with the plaintiffs.

The like condluct is proved with regard to the Centuiry
C'o., at all evmnts as to one ledger purehased by thot coin-
pany' fromn the plaintifTs, through Mr. Trout, with restric-
tive condition in the order.

These two instances of breach ofcontract indueed,( 1) the
so-licitattion of the defendants' agents, having or affected wvith

Mnw'g of the coutract, are stillic-iently establishied, and
give, 1 think, a good cause of action.

The Iaw nay thuns be stiLted» The art of buving -shooýt,
for thelderbne by one who purchIa.sedl that bindler
lunder thie re-strictive condlition that he wudget his supply-
of sheets solely froni tho Copeland-Cliattersoni Co., w-ho
viantufacturedl and supplied the binder, would bo a brewavh
of thant contract (quioad the condition), and would ainint
to an] actionahle wrong.

'If gsuch a p)urchaiiser iii induced to buy slieets f rom afl-
other dele, ho i.s aware of the conditional contract, a.nd
thervbhy assists in the brench of the condition, for his own
gin amil to the de(triimenit of thec original vendor of the,

loge-bndrthait puirchaiser miay\ ho restratined f roin using,
suhindiieenients, and inay be mnade answerable indaag,

if any are proved. These propositions of law are laid down
in miodern cases, and were avted on by Mir. Justice Buir-
bidge in a case4ý rnueh like to the presont, viz., Copeland-

Chatersn (o. v. MIatton, 10 Ex. C. Rl. 22 1. 2 11-21If, which
MILS affirmned in the Siuemne Couirt, 37 S. GC. R. 651. Other
casles not connectud with patent law, buit as to contracts
genei(riil.y, are also rep)ortedl, to w-hich I inny shortlv refer.


