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boýund1 to assigii their copyright to the University, or to whom it
mnight direct; and the University having aaaigned its rights to,
the plaintiff company, the plaintiff company was equitably en-
titled to the copyright; and two of the examii'ers having been
joined as co-plaintiffa, it was held that the plaintiff company was
entitled to an injunetion t0 restrain the infringement of the papers
set by the two examniers who were co-plaintiffs: the defendant8
hav ing failed to bring themselves within the protection of s. 2,
sub-s. 1 (i).

lAFE ASSURANCE POLI cy-As8iGNMENT SUBJECT TO CONDITION 3F

ASSIGNOL PREDECEASINO ASSIGNFE-NO CONSIDERATION-

TESTA.MENTARY DISPOSITION-INVALIDfl'Y.

'n re Wliliins, Williains v. Bail (1917) 1 Ch. 1, In this case
the facts were that an owner of a life assurance policy on his own
life, gave if to bis housekeeper with the following signed indorse-
ment thervon, "I1 authorise " (naming her) "nîy housekeeper and
no other person to draw titis insurance in the event of xny pre-
dvle(asing ber. this being my sole desire and intention at time of,
taking titis policy ouf. and this is xny signature," The as:ilgnor
paid t he preiniums unf il bis death, which took place in the life-
time of the assignee. There was no consideration for the assigu-
ment, and the question was therefore whether, in the eircumi-
stance:, if. was a vali1 gift. and Ashbury, J., who tried the action,
heki thaï îhe gift was inoperative, on the ground that the assign-
ment contained no present words of gift., and being without
consi(leraf ion. and conditionial, did lot pasls the chose in action,
Tfle C'ourt of Appeal (Lord Cozens-Ilardy, M.It, and Warring-
ton, and Scruttoîî, L.JJ.) affirmed his decision, but on the grounci
t bat 'the a.,signment was an incemple ,'e gifi,, and was either a
revocable mnandate, revoked by the death of the assignor; or if
ifitendIQ( iUo fake effert on bis death, it w"s a testanentary docu-
ument nii<) validly execuited(.

R EAL ENý'TA T'e-('ONVEHiSIOýN-OPTION TO PURCHASý- --EXERCISE
OF' OI'TION--DRATH 0F PURCHASER INSOLVENT-INABILITY

TO~ CARRHY OUT PUR(IJASE PUItSUANT TO OPTION-IIE-ENTRY

OF VE:NDI.

In re Blake, <,aivthoreie v. Blake (1-917) 1 Ch. 18, Titis wiL4 a
case tb deierin;ne whether or not, therc had been a conversion
of reaif ' into persoîîality in flic following circuinstances. At
ftic date of hle lestalor's deatb iii 1897 he waq owner in fee of
c;rta1in real esinte whichi was the subject of a building agreen'ent


