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defendant an exclusive. license to performn the work in the prov-
inces )f the United I4ingdoni. Subsequently Joe$ýph Williams
granteôý to the plaintiffs permission to produce the operf, by cine-
matograph with instruxmental musical accempaniment. The
defendant having notified the plaintiffs and published notices
that such production by them. was an infringement of his interest
under his prier agreemuent, the action wvas brought to recover
damages and restrain him from publishing such notices. The
action was tried by Luf.S, J., who held that the defendants' licenQe
wvaE tantamount to a partial assignirent of the copyright, and
that the subsequent :Lgrcement with the plaintiffs gave them no
riglit to do anything which would amount to an infringement of
the defendants' rights;- and that it was clear that the plaintiffs'
performanc~e would constitute an infringenient, as apart from, the
representation of the opera by moving pictures, they also claimed
to perform, the music, the exclusive right te perforrn which in the
provinces the defendants had purchased. The &etion therefore
failed. The learned judge found it unnecessary to determire
whether the representation by rneving pictur2s alone would have
constituted an infringement.
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Re Ribel Bronize & Metal Co. v. Vos (1918) 1 R.B. 315. The
defenclant. in Nevember, 1915, engaged the pla:ntiff aýz manager
of theïr business fer three years at a fixed salary and a conmmission
upon thle net profits in each vear. On 2nd January, 1917, the
defendants purported te "suspend" the plaintiff pending an

rinvestigation as te bis efficiency; and conipelled him te deliver
up bis keys, and a badge lie held as a persen engaged in munition
work at a cent rolled establishmient, as being ne longer indispensable ,
and t bey appeinted another per§on te take charge of their works
in place of thle plaintiff and required hirn te deliver up all cash
belonging te them. About a week later they required the plaintiff
te appear befoe the board, which lie declined te de, claiming that
the defendants had repud*ated the contract, and he claimed
damnages for wrengful dismissal. The defendants refused te
recegnize sucli daim, and subsequently, on 29th January, ferrnally
dismiisscd huzn. The question stated by an arbitrator was whet her
the acts of the defendants on 2nd Janjiary, 1918, aniountffd te a
dismissal ef the plaintiff, or a repudiation by thern of their zon-
tract with him, se as te entitle the plaintiff te dainges as for a
wrongful disinissal on that date, and Meczirdie, J., heli that they


