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added the manufacture of that machine to bis other business,
and the eniployee had, with the consent of hMa employer, 'and
with the assistance of hie co-employees, spenta portion of hie
time in perfeeting his inventioei.

a. leul of emplojé t. diseos tb e uità of disevries aue by
hlm, wbmu <eomed to b. a brueh of duty,-An employer 's enjoy-
ment of sueh specifle benefits as he may be entitied, ,undee the
contraet of hiring, to derive from the experiments of au em-
ployé is necessarily dependent upon hie acquiring a knowledge
of the results of those experiments. Accordingly an employé
who refuses, when requested, to disolose to hie employers the
discoveries made iu the course o! hie investigations la guilty o!
a breach ùf duty whieh wiIl justify the employer rescinding the
contract '.

OJoliet Mf g. Co..v. Dice (' ;3) 105 Ill. 649; Âff'g il 111. App. 109). It
was Urqed tha.t a provision 1x the contract, te the effeet thiat the em-
ployé "would work for the best interests of the compftny lin every way
that he can," and that such aid, ln whatever way given, "should beiong to
the oompany,-.that le, further irnprovements that he may cause to b.
made,--was broad enough to include the invention of the improvements in
the third machine. But the court was of opinion that, taken lin connection
with the context these words olearly had reference only to improvements to
b. made in the speclfied machines, and had no reference to any other. With

eset te the argument that when the employé consented to devote part
ofh.time lin superintendinK the manufacture of the third ter ihlne, and aima

to devote p art of hie time te the niaking of an impoc machine uf that
klnd, h. thereby necessarlly contracted that the invelu, when perfected,
should b. the exclusive propeutyc'f complainant, the court remdrked that
these ciroumitances might render the machine actually niade the property
of complainant and in equity might amount te a license to complainant
to use the machine made, and possibly to a license to make and use other
lîke machines. But this 'was the moit the employer ooiild claim.

'The discharge of the employé was htàld to b. proper, where the em-
ployer, lu eonsideration of giving permanent empicyment to'the employé
ant ilncreasing hie' salary from year te year, wvas te have the benefit of al
experiments and disoverles of t he employé, and the employé refused, without
extra compensation, to disclose a proues which he had diacovered. Sitcer
Spriwg Biectchiny & D. (le. v. 'Wootworth (1890) 16 R.I. 729, 19 Ati. 528.
Dlscussing the attempt of the employé te excuse himself by settlng up
that the corporation was the tiroit tbreak the contract by prevlously re-

fuslng~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ainra.f aaythcorsad heaweotecorpora-
tie i. tat t ws nlyforvauabe dscveres ha th Inrese was te
b. gven am tht te ~rvios dmeoeris wee wthot vlue ad the jury
may avedeeed hiss.nser uffciet. he rmed fo th deendant, i
ho as ot atifiel lthtii copenatin hlc howasreclvng, was te
delne o midrtae he tpeimnt îti h va salsied nt ta make
the.~primut t te epos. c th co~r~~on asttcseran, and then
refse e dsclse he esui. he efe a reuee dîcloureunies. the.


