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shows that the marks are obviously identical and used on similar goods, particularly,
cigarettes. Thus, it is likely that the consumers will have the impression that these
goods originate from a single source or origin. The confusion or mistake would subsist
not only on the purchaser’s perception of goods but on the origin thereof as held by the
Supreme Court, to wit:

Callman notes two types of confusion. The first is the confusion of goods in which event
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that he was purchasing the other. In which case, defendant’s goods are then bought as
the plaintiff’'s and the poorer quality of the former reflects adversely on the plaintiff’s
reputation. The other is the confusion of business. Here, though the goods of the parties
are different, the defendant’s product is such as might reasonably be assumed to
originate with the plaintiff and the public would then be deceived either into that belief
or into belief that there is some connection between the plaintiff and defendant which, in
fact does not exist.>

Public interest therefore requires, that two marks, identical to or closely
resembling each other and used on the same and closely related goods, but utilized by
different proprietors should not be allowed to co-exist. Confusion, mistake, deception,
and even fraud, should be prevented. It is emphasized that the function of a trademark
is to point out distinctly the origin or ownership of the goods to which it is affixed; to
secure to him, who has been instrumental in bringing into the market a superior article
of merchandise, the fruit of his industry and skill; to assure the public that they are
procuring the genuine article; to prevent fraud and imposition; and to protect the
manufacturer against substitution and sale of an inferior and different article as his
product.

Succinctly, the field from which a person may select a trademark is practically
unlimited. As in all other cases of colorable imitations, the unanswered riddle is why of
the millions of terms and combinations of letters and designs available, the Respondent-
Applicant had to come up with a __ark identical or so closely similar to another’s mark
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