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on their business in an improper and were frandulent dealers
in stocks and shares. The defendant pleaded justification, and
gave particulars of the defence in whieh they alleged that the
plaintif!s were concerned in running "a bucktet shop" and did
not carry on the ordinary and legitimate business of stock
brokers, but were entirely dependent for their profits on the
losses made by their customers, and gave thie naines of, and ex-
tracts frein, certain pamphlets issued by the plaintiffs; but the
defendants did not give any apecifie instance of the commission
of any fraudulent or impropor ac t, or the name of any persan
alIeged ta, be defrauded. The defendants obtained fromn a Master
an order for the inspection of the books of the plaintiffs for a
certain period, which on appeal was rcversed by Pickford, J.,
whose judgment waa afflrmed by the Court of Appeal (Williamns,
F'arwell and Kennedy, L.JJ.) on the ground that no specifie acts
of fraud we.re alleged and the defendant 's application was in
the nature of a fighing proceeding to Rind out if they could find
any support for their " defence of justification."

PRACTICE--WRIT 0F StTMMoNB--SERtVIcE OUT 0F THE JURISDIC-

TION-BEACH 0F CONTRACT-CONTRÂCT FOR SALE OF GOODS
c. i. >x-RuLE 64(6)-(ONT. R=x1 162(c).>'

In Crozier v. Aucrbach (1908> 2 K.B. 161, the defendant
appealed from an order of Bigham, J., refusing to set aside au
order allowing service of notice of the writ of summons on -the
defendant out of the juriadiction. The action was.brought for
breach of a c. i. f. contract made in Germany by the defendant
who was resident there, and where the goods were shipped for
carniage ta England. The plaintiff paid the price in exehange
for the bill of lgding. On arrivai of the goodas lu England,
they were found by plaintiff ta, be nlot according ta contract.
The action was brought to, recover the price paid, or for dam-
ages. An order was made allowing notice of the wrît ta be
servedi out of the jurisdiction. The defendant in his carres-
pondence with his solicitor proteated against the jurisdietion
of the Engliah Court, but has solicitor, under a mistake, and with-
out instructions s0 ta do, entered an appearance. The defen-
dant then applied ta Bighani, J., ta set aside the Rppearance
and the order allowing service out of the jurisdictian, who ne-
fused the application on the ground that -the defendant's let-
ters after service amounted ta a waiver of his objection to, the
jurisdiction cf the Eng1i:ih court. The Court of Appeal (Wil-


