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HRegistterel in accordatice with tue( Copyright Act.)

The Law Reports for November comprise : (j1896)2

PP. 389-412 ; (1896) P. pp. 2 53-287 ; î9)2 Ch., pp. 597-76-l,

and (1896) A.C., PP. 38 1-624.

None of the cases in the Queen's Bench or 1>1robate l-

510fl5 seem to eall for any notice here.

TrRA,>E MARK-- FANcy WORD.-

In re 7'rade' Mark Il Boz'ri/," (1896) 2 Ch. 66o, was, ai, ap131

cation by a rival trader to expunge the word IlB()vril " fo

the register of trade marks, on the grouind that it W,"'l ot a

"fancy word," but as applied to articles derjved fo efi

was descriptive, and as to articles not so derive(l it Wea&

deceptive. It appeared that on J<hnston in 1886 regis5

tered the word as a trade mark for substances ete h
food, or as ingredients in food, and thait he had invled tue
word, and had neyer used it-prior to registrat.of. I.l 511 >)S

quently made over his business andl trade mark to a liltîd

company. The best known of the articles so1d under th"';

mark was a fluid extract of beef, which was marke(l4 F'1lilî

Beef,ý Brand Bovril," but it having becoli-le exten,'ivelr kflO"()W

b)v the public as Il Bovril," the compafly Itdo(ptcd the afl

an(l described it as "lBovril " in their advertisem<ent 'l-

Court of Appeal çLindley, Lopes and RigbY, L.j .>flfl(

the decision of Kekewich, . rcfusing the aPP1 ic.,tiÎl

being of opinion that at the time the word was regs
trade mark it was a Ilfancy word not in 'om tered"se

therefore properly registrable as ïa trade mark, and1 tha it West

flot a descriptive word, for althotugh Il Boy " Inight sugge

the idea of an ox, the word as a whole would not at that t'nie

eonvey any meaning; "lto be a gool fancy word it l'ni. PJ

obviously meaningless as applied to the article ini qu'etlot

says Lopes, L.J., p. 6o8.
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