
MAY 9, 1930 1957
Companie8 Act

Mr. RINFRET: That is true, but there is
a distinction between identical naines and
similar naines. 1 cannot recali a case that
was brought to my attention where naines
were granted which were identical. When the
question is one of similarity, it is a matter of
appreciation and if the act could be amended
to regulate the judgment of the department
I would welcome the change. This, however,
is one of the rather contentious: and flot
readily acceptable amendments which after
consideration we decided to leave over in
order flot to delay the passage of the legis-
lation.

Mr. STEVENS: With regard to such a
contention I may say we are willing to assist
in the passage of the measure.

Mr. RINFRET: I know that.

Mr. STEVENS: That is not the point at
ail. We discussed this in committre, and it
was a matter not of identical naines but of
namnes closely similar, names that mîght be
confused. The Under Secretary of State said
very frankly to the committee, inderd I tbink
to myseif on a question I addressed te him,
that it was the practice of the department to
refuse incorporation under a namne already
held by a provincial company. He went on
further to say-and a similar answer was
given by the superintendent of insurance in
regard to his departinent-that it was the
practice to keep in touch with the various
provincial governments and maintain a list
of the namnes of various ýcompanies incor-
porated under provincial legisiative powers
sO as not to allow confliet of namnes. This
is an exeeedingly important matter. Let me
take this instance, of which I have not heard
before. 1 happen to know the company in
British Columbia, the National Biscuit and
Confection Company, which has been operat-
ing for rnany years. It was incorporated in
1910, if I remember rightly, by the late
Robert Kelly.

Mr. LADNER: The naine of the British
Columbia firmn is the National Biscuit and
Confection Company, Lirnited. The naine of
the 'New York cornpany operating in this
country is -the National Biscuit Company of
Canada, Limited.

Mr. STEVENS: The British Columbia
company built up an excellent business and
invested a great deal of capital. It is entitled
ta its namne, to the benefits of that naine, te
the field that it occupies, and to the prestige
it has developed. Along cornes this mammeth
concern froin the United States, entirely a

United States concern, desiring to incorporate
in Canada. Very well; let thein come, but
certainly tbey should not be given a narne
that would so confliet with a local concerfl
as to invade that concern's good will. That
is the point. The good will of a concern is
sometimes exceedingly valuable ta it, par-
ticularly in the case of a company that deals
in goods that go out to the public and win
their confidence and approval. Many a con-
cern will spend 25, 30, 40 and sometimes 50
per cent of its capital in building up its busi-
ness, a good will for its namne and goods,
'before it reaches a position where it is able
to pay dividenils on its investments, and this
sometimes continues for years. That is true
in the case of such commodities as Wood-
bury's facial soaps, cosmetica, and ail that
sort of thing. A com.pany of this kind depends
very much upon such things as the naine of
the article it manufactures, the namne of the
company, good will eor its service to the public.
Along cornes another concern which finds a
ready made field; it steps into that field
with the advantage of large capital for
advertising, and seriously imperils the business
of the company already established. That is
something which it is -the duty of the Sec-
retary of State and his departinent ta guard
against scrupulously. I repeat that the Under
Secretary of State assured us that that was
the doctrine and practice of the departinent.
The minister did not give us much reassur-
ance to-night in either of his answers to my
honoured leader and the hion. member for
Vancouver South. The intimation hie gave
was that hie found himarîf frequently ini such
a position that it was difficult to deterinine
matters of this kind. There should flot have
bren a rnornent's hesitancy on his part in
deciding in that case. HEe should have said
ta the United States concern: We welcorne
you, but you rnust get another naine. There
need have bren no brain f ag over that. I
arn sorry indeed to hear the explanation the
minister gives because it is net very assuring.

Mr. RINFRET: The case that was brought
bef ore me was not the granting of the naine
to the United States cornpany, but the con-
flict later arising between companies with
similar naines.

Mr. LADNER: It was the granting of
the name to the agents of the United States
company, who were the parties who made
the petition here.

Mr. RINFRET:- I migbt repeat what I
said a moment ago. While these cases maY


