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In a latex' Cas the Uame court Carried the doctrine atili further
in the masters' favour by declaring that the pregumption of a
license will be entertained, irrespective of the consideration.
whether the property of the employer and the serviceg of bis
other employer's were or were flot utied in the experiment8 neces-
sary to develop the invention, or in the preparation of patterns

rended upon thorm, and hi. own services); Continental Windmill Co. v.
,npire Windmill Co. (1871) 8 Dlatch. 295, (nuit for infringenient held not

tu bie maintainable by the assignes cf the patent against a former employer
of the patentes who had sgaged hlm on a salary, Nwith the understanding
that hé was ta recelve $)0 for any patentable improvements he znight
make;) Magouit v. Yew England Glasa Co. (1877), 3 Bann. à Ard. Pat.
Cas. 114, Fed. Cas. 8,960 (articles constructed by or under the direction of
the servant, and at their ovn lexpense placed by bis employers in their f ie.
tories wlth hi. knowledge and consent); Dat4s v. United States (1888) 23
Ct. of CI. 329, (cent of experiments by foreinan of s. division of the Ordin-
ance Departmnent was pald by the United States: patents wers taken out
under the advice of the ýe e of the Ordnance Bureau.- after they wvere
lssued the Navy Department pald employes a sum of money ta reiniburme
hlm, for the expense lncurred in .securing thera, as a royalty 'for thé righit
to their use) ; Barry v. Crane Bras. Mfg. Co. (1884) 22 Fed. 396; (coin-
plainant, by lntroducing into hie employer'. business certain înxproveid toois
whlch hse had produced while working as a departmental foreman, was iteld
ta have llcensed or cansented ta the use of those tools by the deondant
company, not oniy for the tine that hie wvas in its empioy, but so long as
the tuais shall iast) - Beanile v. North-Western Hotrse*Yail Ca. (1886) 26
Fed. 250> (patented Improvements developed and perfected at the sole ex-
pense of an employer, by employe who received extra pay on account of
their known ability as inventors) ; Â,nerican. 'Ttube-Iork& v. Bridgeulater
Irott Ca. (1886) 26 iFed. 334 (inventer and patentes had supervised and
directcd the building of a machine for the défendant company, whî]e lie
wvas ln its employ) ; Withitagton-cooley Hf . Ca. iv. Kiliney (1895) 68 F'ed.
500, 15 C.C.A. 531, (rlght ta continue constructing machines after net-
terne ivhich an inventer had been enipioyed. upon a malary ta devise, held
not te have been terminated b y the destruction of the original patterns In
a fire); Jenek8 v. M1114 (1886) 27 l'ed. 822 (employé, while experlinent-
lng upon hi. Invention, of which hoe had several, too~k the time which be-
longed ta the defendants, *used their tools, warkmen, and materlals, and
tested the inventions in the machinery which was run by theni) ; Fttller
eto. Co. v. Bartltt <1887) 68 Wi. 7, 31 N.W. 747 <superintendent of a
nianufaeturing company, knowing its intention ta perfect and put upon the
miarket a new machine, voluntarlly disoloeed hie eonception of a device ta
b.e used ln conneetion therewlth, and, under thé direction of the coinpany
and with its material and at its expense, voluntarily %vent ta %wark ta perfect
sueh dévice and eonstruet the machines and ta aid i putting theni îapan
the mnarket.

The rule adopted la the above cases la held ta hie equally applicable in
cases where a machine is conatructed with the Inventor's knowledge and
consent, hefare hie application for a patent, by a partnership of whieh hoc
la a menîber. The machins niay hdè used by bie copartners. alter the dis-
solution of the partnership, although the greement of dissolution provides
that nothing therein eoatained shall operate so an aissent ta euch usie, or
shail lessen or impair any righte whlch they may have ta sueh use. Wade
V. Mfetcalf (1889) 129 U.S. 202. I
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