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business only. Indeed, the argument of the plaintiffs is, tlJ
the branches are not severable or to bie severed, because in t
manufacture of whitewear resort must be had to launderi
proese-, and that the defendantý could flot manufacture wu
wear without carrying on the businiess of a laundry. It follo-
that to restrain the defendant £rom carrying on or being ei
cerned in a laundry business shuts him out o! the manufavtu
of whitewear'as wvell.

The case is, therefore, to be deaIt withi as upon an ag-recine
whereby the defendanit is restrained froin taking any part
~any buisinessý, of a similar kind to either branch of the plaintifi
busine.ss, flot only in or within a namned radius fromn the city
Toronto, wbere the plaintiffs' factory and laundry are situai
but in ariy of the provinces or territories within the limits
the Dominion. The question is, whether this extensive and fa
reaching restraint upon tie prima facie privilege of a citizen,
the Dominion to engage hinseif in that occupation wvith wii
he i4 best acqulainitedt, and upon which lic chiefly, if not wholl
relies as a means of livelihiood, was or is reiLsonably necessai
for the plaintiffs' protection in their buisiness. In eonsiderii
this question, the salutary rule, so frequently invoked in cas
like this, as to niaintaining and if need lie enforcing eontrac
deliberately entered into by persons of full age is, of courui
not to he oerlooked. Nor. ou the other hand. are the circui
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