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.adequately proteot hie interests in the entire p*ublieation, unlese
lIe owns the copyright in the varions parts, it is only reaaonable
to assume that the arrangement contemplated by him, as au
ordinarily prudent business man, was one which wotild afford
±hat protection'.

The proprietor of an encyclopoeâia who employs a perfon to
write an article for publication in that worc, cannot, without
the writer 's consent, publiali the article in a, separate forni, or
-otherwiie than in the encyclopoedia, unles. the article was written

~~ on the ternis that the copyright tho'iein should belong to the pro.
prietor of the encyclopoedia for ail purposes. This Wue holds
aithougli no special agreement lias been entered into with
r~espect to the reservation of any right of publication by the
plaintiff. The copyright being in the author except sc far as he
rnay bave parted with it, no express reservation la necessary to
eonstitute a riglit ini him4l.

lu the United States there is no special atatutory provision
concerning the copyright in articles first published in encyelo.
piedias, magazines, and other periodicals, and the special point
discussed in the English cases reviewed in thîs section cannot

18. n otes to mev editions of books provioualy eopyxigbted by
teemPI1oer.-Title to the notes or other inatter prepared for a

new edition of a book previously copyrighted may, in certain
cases, be acquired by the proprictor of a book froni an employé,

î 3 Ses the. extract f roin the judgment of Lt ndley L.J. in Lamb v. Eivang,
-~ se set out in the lait note.

In the aine case BoNven L.J. used the following words. "Froni what
~~ ~are you ta collect the ternme? Yeu nia> collect, theni f ran what passcd b.

tween the parties--that le ta say, between the pani n h e.n
whom he employed; but yau may alec collect then froin the nature of thc

'~ ~ businessm itzelf, and it seerna ta mie toi be Impossible, as a inatter of busi-
ness, to iuppose that these headings wvere composed and furnished tia the

Uî plaintiff ujpon other ternme than that he was to have the copyright ln thein,
beeause otherwlîe those ivho composed them, having furnîslhe theni ta the

k 4' plainti(f, might themselves have published theni and defeated hi lm abet.Y
Smalso the remarks of Lord Davey and Lord Halsbury, as qtuoted In

'th preoedng note.
uw Compare alan the ratio decidendi in Hat ton v. KEcn, j 10, note 2, ente.

M 4 'Byibop of Hereford v. Orifflu (1848) 10 Sim. 190 (197).
Ï2. 5 See Drone, Copyright, p. 259.


