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commoners unless lhey are personally raised to the peerage. I
amn not aware that either case lias ever arisen, but I conceive there
is nothing to hinder a King's son, not being a peer, from voting
at an elect.ion or f rom. being chosen to the House of Commons,
and I conoeive that if he committed a crime lie would be tried by
a jury. Mere precedence and tities have nothing to do with the
matter, thougli probably a good deal of confusion arises from the
very modern fashion-one miglit almost say the modem vulgarism
-of calling ail t.he children of King or Queen 'Princes' aùd
' Princesses.' As late as the time of George Il. uncourtly English-
men were still found who eschewed the foreign innovation, and
who spoke of the Lady Caroline and the Lady Emily as their
fathers had done before them." The intimation of a desire by
Her Royal Hlighness Princess Patricia of Connaught to be known
on lier marriage as the Lady Patricia Ramsay is in itself a welcome
return to the older praetice.-The Law Times.

ARBITRAIY WVORD AS TRA DEMARK.

An interesting di-cussion on this subject appearcd ýê an
annotation in a recent number af the Dominion Law Reports
which we reproduce for aur readers as follom-s:

The questions already raised in the case there rep)ortedl (Anierkian
Drugrjiss Syndicale v. The Ceniaur *Co.) were the subjeot of annotation
in the euse of Rubberset Co. v. Boeckh Bras. Co. Lid. (1919), 49 D.L.R. 13.

The moet complote statement of the law with respect to the possibility oi
suatainlng a trademark for the naine of a new article in givon by Fry, J., in
Linoleum Mfg. Co. v. Nairs (1873), 7 CJi.D. 834, where ho said, ut p. 836.
"In the- irst place, the plaintiffs have alleged, and Mr. Waltc.n bas sworn,
that having invented a new substance, namely the solidified or oxidisod ofi, ho
gave to it the natne of 'Lnoleum,' and it dosa not apposer that any other naine
Las evor beon given ta this substance. It appears that the defendanta are
now minded to make, as iL je admtted they may mako that substance. 1
want to kraow what they'are to, cati It? This la a question I have asked but I
have roceived no answer; and for thià simple meaison that no anawer couid be
givun, exeept that they must invent a new nomne. I do not take tbat ta be
the law. I think that if 'linoleum' nieans a substance which may ho made by
the defendants, the dofendants may sali it by the name whieh that substance
bears. But thon it ls said that although tbe substance heam thus name, the
narne han always rasant the me 'iacture oftheb plaitiffé. In a certain sse
that is true. Anybody wbo knew the substance, and knew that the plaintiffs


