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her marriage ta Higson being void; aind it. was held that, the
testator having recognized ber as the wife of Higson, he must be
deerned to have intended ta benefit the chiki barn in the testa-
tor's lifetinie, notwithstanding its illegitimacy, and that, there.
fore, this child %vas entitled ta the whole of the fund. The chil.
dren born subsequently ta the death of the testator, he held,

eàý ikcould not take, because the lady might, at sanie future tit-ne, have
married and had legitimate children, and illegitiniate children
who are flot strictly wvithin the description given by the testator
could flot be admitted ta sha-re.

Gocu i1...T) II NAMTR, A M~tIN ROSS -INJU NC'ION.

44rde .R! (1894) 1 Ch. 569, wvas an action ta restraini
the defendant frorm inarking watches made by hini with the ii,~
of "John Fo>rrest.» It appeared th. t one Jo1i orsawth
mnaker, tised ta mark IlJohn Forrest, Landaui," on watches made
by himi. After ifis death, in 1871, his business and good Nvil
xvas soid by his administratrix ta Carlev &Co., xvatchrnakers, in
London. In 1874, Carley &Ca. granted ta a firin of Stuart à-
Ca., watchrnakeÉt., of Liverpool, the sole right. for seven years, to

* put the %vards l'John Forrest, London," an watches made by
theni. After the expiration ai the seven years Carley & Co,
rareyv, if ever, inscribed wvatches made by them with the words

fohn Forrest, Landau!'" In i8go ihev nmade an assignmnent for
the benefit of their creditors, and the assignee sold their business
ta one Clemence, who stili carried it an, and the sarre day he
assigned ta the plaintiff, Nwho carried an business in Coventivv,
the rîght ta use the naine, title, and gaod will of the businesr of
John Farrest, trading under the style or title of"I John Forrest,
Chronorneter-Maker ta the Admiralty, Londan, E'.C.' As a
matter of fact, John Forrest had neyer been chronomieter-iaker
ta the Admiralty. The defendant, wvho %vas alsa a watchmnakcr
iu Coventry, was; making and selling watches %vith the naine of
John Farrest inscribed thereon, and it was ta restrain hini froni
s0 doing that the action wvas brought. Ramier, J., refused the

~ ~. injunction on several grounds-a.mong others because, if the
narne l'John Farrest, '.andan," %vas originally justi-iably used by
Carley & Ca., as indicating themselves as succcssars in business
ta John Forrest, yet, by their grantiug a icense ta use the nanie

~: ~ ta persans who Iived in Liverpool and were in no way successars


