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ÏMANDAMUS (PREROOATIVE)-REGisTR.4Ri 0F compANiES--RFios-
TRATION 0F COMPANY-OBJECTION TO NAllE, "UNITED

DENTAL SE.RVICE"-COIÉPANY PROPOSING TO CARRY ON

DffNTISTRY 13Y UNREGISTERED PERSONS.

The King v. Regiâirar of Companies (1914) 3 K.B. 1161.
This was aù application for a prerogative mand.nmus ta the
registrar of companies to compel him to register a companN
styled "The United Dental Service Limited. " One of the objecte;
of the company was -"to carry on the practice, profession or
business of practitioiiers in dentistry in ail its branches," and it
was intended to du this by practitioners flot rzegistered under the

7 ~Dentists Act, 1878. The registrar refused registration (1) becausie
he considered that the use of the name for the purpose of carrving
on business by unregistered practitioners was a violation of the Den-
tists Act, and (2) hecause it was a narne calculatei to deceive the
public into believing that the business was carried on b), registered
practitioners. The DivisionaI Court (Lord Reading, C.J., and
Bankes and Avory, JJ.>, in viewv of the decision of the Ilouse of
Lords in Belle-rby v. Heywii (1910) A.C. 377 (noted anie vol. 46,

J p. 619), and the case of Minier v. Snoti, 74 J.P. 264, held that the
flrst ground was untenahie, and as regards the second tbey held
that the discretion of the registrar did flot extenci to enable hii
to reject registration on that ground, as he had no power to hold
a judicial inquiry on that point. The mandamus was therefore
granted.

PARTNERsHip-TRADI:-;c, FIR.M-INIPLIFD AITIIOR"rY 0F 1ARTNER

OF TRADING FJRMI TO BORROW MONET.

Higgins v. Beaueharnp (1914) 3 K.H. 1192. This was an
action to recover inoncv hurrowed hy one mnember of a firin on
the ground th'it he had an imnplied authority to hind the other
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