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tueof a liqueur, but flot by the plaintiftz' secret procets. The
defendant had registered themmeelves au msainees of the plain-
tiffs' trade mark. The plaintifsé had removed to Spain where
they carried on their business of making liqueur by their secret
procees, and which they continued to call "Chartreuse." They

~ Y claimeci to rectify the register of trade marks by striking out tht
entry of the defendants, and also claiined an injunction tu re-
strain infringement, The Court of Appeal (Lord Alverstone,
C.J., and Buckley and Kennedy, L.JJ.) held on the evidence
that the word "Chartreuse" though originally inerely the naine
of a place, had acquired ini En gland the secondary meaning of
a liqueur muade by the monks of the Grand Chartreuse, and ivae
a good trade mark, and that the judgment of the French court
was ineffectual to transfer the property of the plaintiffs in their
English trade mark, and, the.,efore, that they were entitled to
the rectification of thre register by striking out the entry of the
defendants being assignees of the plaintiffs' trade mark, and
-ilso to an injunetion as prayed.

* ~TRADE UNO-EBROF No-IJ DUE~ TO UNION-NON-

PAYIMENT op'FY-FIETNN EIMPLOYkP. TO PROCURE DIS-
* MISSAL OP WORKMAZ FOR NON-PAYMENT op F!NzE-TRADE DIS-

PUTE-TRADE DISPUTES ACT, 1906 (6 Enw. VII. c. 41)ss. 1,
3;s. 5(3)-(R.S.C.. c. 125, s. 32).

In Co'»way v. Wade (1908) 2 K.B. 844 t1w plaintiff was a
inember of a trade union and was lu. 1900 fined 1.0s. for breach
of the union rifles. Ile did not pay the fine, and the other
mnembers of the union, who xerc. bis fellow workrnen, knew that
he had not paid it. and instigated the defendant, who was dis-
trict delegatc of the union, to represent to the foreman of thp
plaintiff'*s employor that unless the plaintiff were disniissed there

r wouild be trouble wvith flic iien. Iii conqequence of thim repre-
sentation the pl.aintiff was dismissed. At the trial the' plainitiff
reeovpred judgnient for £50. which war, afflrmed by the Divisional
Court. Thre Court of Ap1xi..al (Coxens-Hardy. NI., and Par-
well and Kennedy. L.JJJ. however, have reveraed thp decision,
holding that the dlefendatrt %wu protected hy thi' Trades Dis-
puites Act. 1906. s. 3. Whether R.S.C. c. 125. s. .12, would
equally protpet suerh a transaction seems doubtful. Farwell,

LTseerns to think that though the Act ennuot make evil good,
it has at ali eveuf s made if tiot actionable. Se p. 8.56.


