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On the question of infringement, the case seems so clearly favorable
to the complainant, so far as claim 2 is concerned, that we do not
deem it necessary to enlarge upon it. The only pretense of variance
lies in the proposition of the respondents that in the complainant's
patent the nonconducting material placed between the adjacent lay-
ers of the coil is no part of the insulating substance,-that is, no
part of the cylindrical core; while in the respondents' construction
the core and the nonconducting material between the adjacent layers
of the coil are built solidly as one piece. Nothing either in the letter
or the substance of the complainant's claim sustains this proposition.
The case was originally brought against two corporations and sev-

eral individuals, alleged to be officers of one or more of the corpora-
tions. Discontinuance has been entered as against the individuals
concerned, and no respondent now remains except the two corpora-
tions. In order to maintain the bilI, it must be alleged and proven
that the two corporations are guilty of joint infringement. It may
be that both are guilty severally, one for manufacturing and selling,
and the other for using. But the only proof in the record is that one
manufactured and sold, and the other used, without showing any
co-operation between them. This, of course, does not prove joint in-
fringement. Therefore. as the case now stands, the bill must be
dismissed. If, however, the complainant desires to dismiss the bilI
against one of the remaining respondents, it may do so on payment
of costs. As a matter. of course, the question of costs arising out of
our finding that the first claim is invalid must abide the final decree.
Ordered, the complainant has leave to dismiss without prejudice as
against one of the respondent corporations, with costs, on or before
the 4th day of September next; and, unless it so dismisses, the bilI
will be dismissed, with costs; if it so dismisses, there will be a de·
cree as provided in rule 21, adjudging claim 1 void, and for an ac-
counting and injunction as to claim 2.
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