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BE VIE W 0P QUERENT ENGLISH CASES.
<Ilag1toe. lu mordanoe wfth the copyright Act.)

CONTRAOT - ILLEGALiTy - MABRIAGE BROKAOr, - CcNTRAÂC' T»)
BRING ABOUT INTRODUCTION WZTB3 A VIEW TO MARRIGEEx.
PEBE INOURBED IN CARBYIlqG OUT CONTRÂT-Rr--ozssIO Op~
CoNqTRACT-RCOVERY OP MONZY PÂI) UNDER MLLOGIL COX..
TRACT.

In Herm,n V. Ch*jrlosworth (1905) 2 K.B. 123 the Court cf
Appeal (Collins, M.R., and Mathew and Cozens'-Hardy, L.JJ.,)
have been unable to agree with the decision cf the Divisjenai
Court (1905) 1 K.B. 24 (noted ante, p. 361,) anid strange tu gay
although the action is essentially of a ceminon law character the
decision of the Court of Appeal is principally founded on equity
CaSeR The Divisional Court, it may be remembered, carne to the
cone.-ision that the eontract te introduce the plaintiff to persons

of the opposite sfex with the hope and expectation that onie arnong
them miglit desire to become her husband, was not a miarriage
brekage contract, which they considered was a contract directed
te preuring marriage with soine particular individual. The
Court cf Appeal, however, hold there is no greund for that
distinction, and on the authority of the equity case cf Kfiig y.
Burr, 3 Mer. 693, they held that the centract in question was
illegal and that the plaintiff was entitled te rescind it and recover
back lier money; and that the fact that the defendant had in-
ourred expense in bringing about introductions in performance
of the centract did not disentitie the plaintiff to succecd,.

COMPANY-SHARE CERTIFICATE-RlE-DELIVEftY OP~ SIIARE cEftipi-
CÂTE TO TRANSFEROP.-FRAUDULENT TRANSFEK OP' SIIRp5-
ESTOPPEL-MISTAKE 0t' COMPANY 'S SECRETARY.

Long;iaib v. Bath Befc' i0 Tr'amways (1905) 2 Ch. 646 is a
case which, forcibly illustrates the danger of relying on a share
certificate as cf itself evidence cf ewnership. In this case the
holder of shares in a limited cornpany transferrcd themn and
delivered the eertificate thereof te bis transfem'e, who forwarded
it te the cempany with the tratisfer. in order that the transfer
rnight.be regiet wed in the company s bocks. After the registra.
tien cf the transfer, the secretary cf the çomnpany by niistake
sent the certiflcatue to the transferor, who, fraudulently repre-
sented hiniseif te the plaintiffs stili te be owner cf the shares Rien-


