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thomselyes to be humbugged." A doc.
trine previously enunciated in sub8tancE
by Butler:

"'De-ubties thepleasure isas great
0f beixig cheated, us te cheat."

Aud by The Spectutor.: "here is hardly
a man ini the world, one would think, so
ignorant, as not to know that the ordinary
quack doctors, Who publish their great
abilities in little brown billets, dis-
tributed to ail who pass by, are, to a
mnan, impostors and murderers; yet sucli
is the ciedulity of the vulgar, and the imi-
pudence of those professors, that tlie
affair still goo-s on, and new promises of
what was neyer done before are miade
every day."

The principle of Fetridye v. Wellg was
less dubiously illustrated in Hobbs v.
Francais, 19 llow. 567.' The plaintifi'
manufactured a cosmetic powder called
IlMeen Fun," and represented on bis
labels that it was "Ipatronized by fier
Majesty the Queen," and that the plain-
tiff's place of business was ini London. It
appearing that the article was really
manufactured in New York, a motion for
an injuction against the defendant's man-
ufacture of a similar article, by the samne
naine, was refused, the court remarking.
"i er Màajesty the Queen is probably
ignorant of its virtues or even of its ex-
istence." And again, in FoWe v. Sp)ear,
7 Penn. L. J. 176, the complainant
applied for an injunction to, restrain the
defendant froi using wrappers, labels and
bottles resembling those used by himi in
lis business of sefling IlWistar's Balsain
of Wild Cherry." It was claimed, by the
complainanv's wrappers, that his prepara-
tion wvas a specitlc for nearly every
imaginable disease. This was too miuch
for the court, who observed :"IIt is not
tbe office of chancery tè intervene, by its
summary process, in controversies like
this; 'nou itostru7n tantas componere,"'
which, being translated, we suppose must
mean It is not ours to decide about a
nostrum.",

Curtis v. Bryan, 36 fiow. 33, is au en-
tertaining case in several particulars.
Previous to 1844, Mrs. Charlotte N.
Winslow prepared a composition for
children teething, which 8he used witli
sjuccess. In that year she gave the re-
ceipt to lier sojp-in-law, the plaintiff, wlio
commenced its manufacture and sale
under the name of IlMrs. Winslow's Sooth-

ing Syrup," and, with tlie approval of
Mn. W.,Y lie made tliat lis trade-mark, and
the article lias achieved an extensive and
valuable reputation under that appelation.
In 1867, the defendant commenced the
manufacture and sale of a preparation of
siinilar appearance, put up in similav forin,
and denominated "lMrs. H. M. Winslow's
Soothing Syrup for cliildren teething."
On the petition of tlie plaintifi, the de-
fendant's conduct was enjoined, it ap-
pearing that lis dlaini to any use of the
namne of IlXVinslow " was false and fraud-
ulent. Long before the defendant coin-
menced bis manufacture, the original
mother Winslow lad passed to, the sulent
tomb, but whetlier hier passage thither
lad been, or miglit have been, in any way
soothed by the administration of lier owfl
dharmed mixture, the report does not
slow. The case i8 worthy of remark in
several particulars. To begin, it shows
the tender interest that the law takes in
infants. The chancellor and courts of
equity are the gulLrdians of infax'ts, and
the jealous protectors of their rights. fil
this case, the court declared that its wards
should not be imposed on by pseudo-Mrs.
Winslows; that their slumbers should
not be broken by any sucli frauclulent de-
vices, and that the court baving cut its
own eye-teetb, would not allow the normal
development of thc infantile teeth to be
interfered witli by Mr. 'Bryan and bis
pretended Mrs. Winslow. Again, the case
discloses the unexampled spectacle of a
mother-in-law doing something handsome
for lier son-in-law, and finally we should
note that, altliougl Mother Winslow lad
gone, as is confidently lioped, where there
is no Ilwailing or gnashing of teeth," yet
the plaintiff continued to advertise that
"lMrs. Winslow, an experienced nurse
and female physician, presents to the
attention of motliers lier soothing syrup; "
that the defendant claimed that this was
a false representation, and that the court
would not protect tlie plaintiff in a
fradulent monopoly of the naine of vIe
departed nurse ; but that the court Ield,
that tlie objection was tecînical, that
they would not look too intensely intO
tenses, and, the defendant being guilty Of
fraud, it did not lie in lis mouth to, matO
the objection. So Motlier Winslow call
rest in peace ; lier son-in-law cmn go 011
selling tlie mixture undisturbed, ani4
thousands of young mothers, when, thel
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