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that the first and natural inquiy of the human mind, upon
learning of the existence of a man, is:  What is his origin—whose
son is he?’ As an evidence of this, in all Hebrew historical
writings we find the laboured recitals of pedigrees, and note that
the name of each individusl carefully states his ancestry, some-
tires giving the name of his father only, as *“Solomon, the son
of David;” “Joshua, the son of Nun;"’ but not infrequently going
back through several generations. So, in Homerie times, ‘ Pelides,
the son of Pelous;”" *“ Atrides, the son of Atreus.” To the mwind
of the ancients, it is clear that individual identity was associated
with sonship or indentification with a family and eould not be
pepurated from it; and this is as trite today as in ancient timres.

By the long-settled custom of ages, thercfor:, the patronymic
becarre and was comironly relied on as a true indication of the
family origin of the individual; and enabled one, upon learning
a man's name, to form s correct conclusion as to the family or
gens from which he sprang. Thus, a Roman of classical times
could so conclude upon hearing the praenomen, nomen and
cognomen of & Roman citizen; the first name directly indicating
the individual, the second the gens, and the third tha stirps or
family. And in smali communities where men and families were
well known, this was necessarily a matter of importance and
value.

The Common Law of England permitted 8 man to change his
name at will* In Doe ex dem. Luscombe v. Yates, ('. J. Abbott
holds that & man may at any time adopt a new name and that
such new name is for all purpeses as good as if he had obtained an
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