
RIPOR'rs A»1 NOTES 0F OABE8.

The various Comipanies Acta ini Cj&nada contain varlous regulations re-
gardlng the use of aiilar pamea. In Ontario, the Oompanlcs Act, R.S.O.
1M1. ch. 178, se. 37, provides that the propoeed naine uhafl not bc identical
with that of sny known company, or so nearly resembling the same au to
dccive, and si-ila provisions are to b. found in the Acta of the Dominion,
aud other provinces. Sec. 30 of the Ontasia Act provides for changing the
name of any company ineorporated under the Act if it in madle to appear that
uh naine li the sae s, or no similar to any exdsting oompawny, partneiuhip,
or auy naine under which any exiating business in belng carrted on no as te
deoeive. A ai milar power c"ite in Quebee, art. 6015, et. soq.

CANADIAN CABIM ON ?FRADE sAumE.-In Canada, there are several, decisionu
on this point. In Canada Publiahing Co. v. Gage, 6 O.R. OS. il A.R. 402,
Il Can. S.C.R. 306, an injunetion was granted restraining the defendants
frein using the usine Beatty's Ncw and Improved Hoadlino Copy Book,
whioh was conuidered to bo an imitation of Beatty's Hcadline Copy Book
caloulated to deceive the publie.

In Rose v. MoLeai, 24 A.R. 240, the naine "The Canadian Bookseller
and Stationer" was ondemned s an infringernent of "The Canadan Book-
seller and Library Journal," commonly known as "The Canadian Bookoefler,"
and the plaintiff wsa granted an injunction rcstraining the defendants frorn
uaing the word "Canada" or "Canadian" oonjointly with the word "Book-
seller," s a title te thefr journal.

Inuthe Mora Lii hcgraphing Co. v. Sabwsto, 3 Rev. dc Jur. 403, affirned,
(1889) A.C. 610, the plaintifsé were refused an injunction rcstraiuing the
defendant froin oarrying on business under the naine Sabiston Lfthographing
and Publishing Company. They wcre the transferees of the asmî and good
will of the dissulvcd Sabiston Lithographie and Publihig Comnpany and
claimcd that the naine adopted by the defeudauta was a coleurable imitation
of their trade-name, and oalculated ta prejudice the righta of tJLe plaintifsi.
The Court uf Quceu'B Beuch for Queý ac held that the appellanti (plaintiffs)
did not dei-ive by purohase frein the dissolved oompany any right ta -use its
corporate naine (a right which, could ouly be granted by the Crevwn) or te
continue iii buBiness. They were inoorporated and regigtcrcl, and hadamase done business under a quite difforent naine snd did not. aliege any
intention ci usiug, and had no right te use the old cempany'a nie au their
trade or finn naine. But the respondent, their Lordshipa held, had ne riglit
to repreaew' hiixself ae the suoceasor iu business to the diasolvcd oompany.
This was as far sa they would go.

SURNAME AS MRADE NqAUM.-The Use Of a eU'rnsie as a trade-mark in
Objectienable bcautae "No person can acquire the right to usc his isurnaine as
a trade-inark or trade naine, te the exclusion of othors bearing the sane
surnatne." Mattesen, J., in Bcweon .Hal1qicrd, 22 R.I. 102.

Where e suruame has enjoed extendcd and exclusive use, for a long
period of tiue, a seoondary menuing mnay bc acquired by it, the benefit of
which viRli e Supported by Courte c>f Equity. Lord Parker, lu Regrar v.
Du Cros, L&L, 83 L.J. Ch. 1, raid:--

"Indopendeut of any trade-mark legisiation, wheuever a person uses upon
or in connectior. with hie goode nome mark wbleh has heoome generally known


