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procured while iii the plaintiffs' service, which was tht:, infringernent
coir.lained of. This rival company had issued a specirnen. copy
of the proposed rival publication ; the 'Icopy " from w~hich this
xvas printed consisted of printed portions eut out of the plaintiffs'
w~ork, %vith the addition of written inatter supplied by the defend-
ants Evans, with the resuit that the specitnen copy wvas alrnost
a verbaliim reprirnt of a part of the plaintiffs' work Chitty, J.,
held that, although the plaintiffs had noa copyright in the adver-
tisenients themnselves, they had a copyright in the headings under
which they Nvere arranged, and he accordingly restrained the
diefendiatt from copying thern. He also restrained the defend-
ants from usim, blocks and advertisements obt,-ined by the
ltefndaîîts Ev'ans wvhile iii the pIaintiffc'' et ployinent.

In re Carter Medicine' Go. (I1892), 3 CI. 472, nîa perhaps be
* interesting ta saine of aur readers who do flot follow the poet's

advice and -throwv physic ta the dogs," inasmuch as an applica-
tion bw un Ai ricani niecicine company ta register " Carter*s

LittieLîverll 'asatade mark was refused by North, J.

it J> orter, Couison v. Capper (i892)A, j Ch. 481, tutus u1POn
the construction ef a forfeituire clause ini a wvill, whereby it was
provîde i that if the devisees should, within a specified periad,

kâà assign his or her expectant sharf. or any portion thereof, or
attempt ta do so, such devisee shotild forfeit ail benefit under the
testator's will. The shares of the devisees wvere by the xviii, sub-
ject ta this clause, vested interests. One of the devisees went to
Australia and married a domniciled Australian, and subsequentlv
miade a post-nuptial settiement N.wherebv she purported ta assign
her share as devisee ta trustees of the settlement. According to
the law of Australia the settliment %vas nuit and void, e.xccpt ta
the extent of the husband's irterest, and the question xvas
wblether it operated as a forfeiture of the devisee's interest under
the xvili. North, J., held that it dîd, anid that the farfeituireI clause 'vas vaiid, and that though the devisee's interest was a
vested interest under the Nvill, yet it xvas subject ta be dîvested in
the event which had happened.


