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implhed by hiaw frOin the sale of suchi an article as to its

fituess foôr aniy partlcular purpose. Seeondly: On the grouu&

that assiumiug that it was net sold uuaer its patent or other

trade naine, the purchaser did not rely ou the sellers' ki<l1l

or judgminet, but relied upon the naine and reputation of

the xuakers and their guarantee staiuped upon the box.

Thirdly: If there be no warrauty inplied by law then the

only w'arrauty that eau bc implied iu faýct, lu my opinion, la

thait the goods sold by the defeudauts te the plaintiff were

the goods iaufactured by the 'Uniou [etàlc Cartridge
Copn, and sld bthm o he dfnats as38 Winches-

The following4 additional cases have been cousulted, but

while they ail have a bearing upen the general subjeet they

are nuot authoities upon which a decision lu this case eau

be founded.
Browon v. £Edgingon,~ 2 M. & G. .279; Wallis v. Rusell

[1902 2 Ir. L. R,585; Emerton v. Mathews, 7 H. & N.
586 Brsto v.Traway, [910 2 . B 83; Bo<stock v.

Nicols, [1904] 1 E. B. 7425; WVren v. Holt, [1903]1i K. lB.

6110 - George v.,Skivingilo, L. iR. 5 Ex. 1; 13ood Balia Co.

-V Copr ,20Am St. R. 324; Uhapronnier v. M4ason 21 T.

B. 6133; Frost v. AylIesbu&ry, [19051 1 K. B3. 608; Cr<w&b

v. CledniaRailwq Co.,, 19 Rettie 10,54.

Wietheaitf isnnsie it dees not folw that li

N. . 37 ( dcison enealy followed iu the States-see
PolokonTot,g8th Ed., p. 505). BodBaln opany

v. oopr, 0 muer. State RLeports 324; Dioeon v. Bell, 5 M.

& S.18; Kery v.England, 18981A LC.742, allincdlinein

that direction. Although the point would not be clear if the

dedendants were sued hiere (See WiiI$erIIotom, v. Wright, 10
M. W. 109; E~arl v. Lubock, [19051 1 K. B. 25>3.

1 hope the dlnato wll ot ask for cots Thiere wfll

4easa o 0dy oalwa pelt ctkn


