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Apoilinaris, il8glI 2 Ch. 188, at pp. 224 & 225, tÇxe matter is put as follows:
«"The question is merely one of locu standi. ... Whe-iever ane trader,
by means of hie wrongly registered trademark narrows the area of business
open ta hie rivale, and thereby either iinmediately exoludes or, with reasonable
probability, will in the future exelude, a rival from a portion of th it trade
into which he deuires ta enter, that rival is an 'aggieved persan'."

In another leuding came, Re Powdll', Tradk Mark (1893), 10 R.P.C. 195;
il !1.P.C. 4, Lord Hersohel said, Il R.P.C. at p. 7: "1Wherever it can be
shewn, ashere, that the Applicant la in the saine trade as the person who hot
registered the Trade Mark, and wherever the Trade Mark, if reinnining on
the Register, would, or might limit the legal rights of the Applicant, so that,
by reaman of the exis! sace of the entry on the Register, lie could not lawfully
do that whieh but for the existence of the mark upon the Register, he could
lawfully do, it appears ta me hie L s locue atandi ta be heard as a persan
aWgievK]. A4 persan who has before regist1rat ion used the regiettred trade mark
is a 'persan aggrieted.'"

See aloa Rie Zonophone Trnàe-Mark (1903), 20 R.P.C. 450.
In the leading C-anadiý, case, Re V1'a Trade-Mýark (1915), 24 D.L,R.

621, 51 Catn. S.C.R. 411, affirming (1914), 22 D.L.11. 214, 15 Catn. Ex. 265,
Davies, J., said, 24 D.L.R. at p. 623: l'Any persoi) aggrievedl, used in bath
statuteg, onîbrace any one who niay possibly he injured hy the ewtît lance
of the intrk on the register in the forni and ta the extent it la su registeredi.'

Sec aise Audles Gum & Chocolaie Co. (1913), 14 Catn. Ex. 302; Iuker
b'ertiliier Co. v. Gunne Lid. (1910), 27 D.L.11. 469, 16 Cati. Ex. 520.

iions Tf> A TnADrmAI1K BETWEr, M~ANVFACTUt'ftiNiii 8FfA,INU( A,:r\.,
In the leading case af T'he Uatben Clot Co. Ltd. v. The Amcrican Leathtr

CloA Coa. Lid. (1863), 4 DeG. J. & S. 137, 46 E.h 868; (1865), Il IL.L. Cas.
523,11l EAL. 1435, ant English coînpany purchoaed the business of an American
coznpany and used the trademark. Waod, V.. C., granied injunction, WVest-
hury, L.C., revêreed the decision, and this reveisai was confirn:ed by the
Haus af Lords. Westhury, L.C., delive"ing the judgment, oaid (4 DeG. J.
& S. at pp. ! *3, 144 (46 K.R. ut p. 871): "B3ut suppose an indixitînal or a
firs tù, have gained credit for a particular manufacture . . . (there
being no secret process or invention), couid such persan or firm on eaiig
ta carry on business or'uU and a.dsign the right ta use such naine axîd n.ark

.?Suppose a tirai af A. B3. & Ca. to have been clot hiers, in Wiltshire
for tilt>' yenre and that on discontinuing business, [ qelly nfin
tntnsfer the right. ta use their nine and mark tua firni of C. 1).,& Co.. %Nhonar
clothiers in Yorkshiire, wouid thre latter be pratected b,, a Ccurt of qîin" l
their elaim to an exclusive right ta use the naine oad mari. of A. B. & Co. I ai
of opinion that no such protcction oirght ta be given. . To seli an
-irticie starnped with a faime stateinent la pro taitio an imposition on the public,
and, therefore, ia thes eue aupposed the Plaintiff and Defendant wouid he
!>oth ina pari ddliéo. Tis is coiisistent ivith m>nny decided case."

In mnother leading case --. Rie 31aynolia Meaf.e. Co.'@ Trade Jiarks (1897),
i4 Rt.P.C. 021, the Court iblot %vitî an ageriy erutrxot frorn an brmiericanr
firai to a tirt in Great Britain. 1-qe busi;i in Amnericit xas assigrnd.
The question wu whether the tradetrark 'in <rj.,i Brir.ain for thre mranu-
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