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of the father of the next of kin and they had
had the m.,nagement of, the father's estate, of
which the property in issue con8isted, up te the
dealli of the party whose administration wàs
contested. The case, therefore, forms no auther-
ity for a general proposition that the court should
permit the parties entitled to renounce in order
to make a grant te a third party who bas no
intereHt, but wbe is nominated by theni. Since
Farrell v. Brounbill the court has decided
anether csse-in the goeds of Peter Richardson,
(40 L. J, 36, P. & M. ; 25 L. T, lep. N. S. 848),
cf whieh the marginal note is, Il The court re-
fused, iu the absence cf special circum8tances,
te make a grant te the neruinee of the next cf
kmn, although she was au eld lady of eigbty, net
able te transaet business." lu refusing that
grant several cases were cited, and the court
pointed ont tliat it weuld be an inconvenient
practioe te make the grant in the manner askcd
for withont corne special circumstnoces, because
it would recuit that people who knew nothing of
tbeir nwn rights would. be induced te put themn
ini the bande of third persons, and the grant
passing te a nominee would heceme vested in
the bands cf a third persen wbo had ne iuterest
in the administration. The court, therefore,
refused te make the grant, aud refused te adopt
as a generil rule tbe proposition that if the next
cf km chooses te reneurce and tiominate a third
person te take the grant, thc ceftrt will there-
fore niake theý grant te thic third person. The
more 1 considei' the matter the more 1 amn satis-
fied that that le the way in which the court
ougbt te teok at these cases. There being ne
opecisl circutnstances bere, the grant nmust ge te
t.be next of kmn, and if thcy choose to renounce,
then te any pereen entitled. wbe cnay apply.

DIGEST.

DIGEST OF ENGLISEI LAW REP0YeTS.

FOR AITGUST, SEPTEMBER, AND OCTOBR, 1811.

A.CCOUNT.-See ExsEcIJTRoS AND AnMINesTRATORS;
PARTNER5HIP, 2 ; SET-OFF?, 1.

A&cTIOs.-See SET OFF, 2.
,ADJUDICATION.-Sec B&NKPaaCr'c, 1,

ADv.EaSE, POSSESSION.
A., entitled as tenant in tail te an estate,

held the sarne as an agent for B1. for twenty
yei ars. lleld, that B3. had acquired titie by ad-
verse possession- Williams v. Pott, L. R. 12
Eq. 149.

.AGECY.-See PRINCIPAL AND -AGENT.

-AGEEEMIEN,-See CONTRACT.
AGRICULTLRAL PuaRposgs-Sce TILLÀGE.
ASSIGYMENT. - Sc AUTHor ; 1A'KEIUPTCY, 1

ASSUaA'iC.-See CO VENANT, 2
ATTORNEY.

An attorney bas ne impliedl authority, aftcr
ju1dgmpnt lu favor of hic client, te enter into

au agreement biuding bis client te postpone
execution .- Loeyrov6 v. lVlîite, L, P. 6 C. P.
440.

AUTRfOR.

The plaintiff employed one W. te write a
play for hini, the plaintiff suggesting the sub-
ject. The play being given te him, the plain-
tiff made alterations aud additions, eue scene
being entirely new. W., on receivingý psy-
ment, gave a receipt as follows: - Recoived of
[the plaintif ] the sure of four poLnds, account
of fifteen guineas for my share, title and
iuterest as co-author with hlm in the drama
iutituled," &c., "balance to be paid on assigu-
ing rny share te him." W. died, aud the
plaintifft as joint author, sued the defendant
for infringemeut. IIeld, thiat the aboî o facto
did net constitute the plaintiff author or pro.
prietur of the play, or joint auther with W.;
and that there wac no essignmeut te the plain.
tiff.-Levy v. 1?ctley, L. R1. 6 C. P. 528.

AvEEAE.-See BILLa OP' LADING.
13AGGAG.-ScO LucGAGE.
BANKt. - Sec EXECUTOUS AND AIiMIM5ITRATORS;

PAETNE118HIP, 2; SET-OFF, 1 ; ULTRA VIRES.

BANKRUS'TCY.
1. Three persous assigued the firm property

for the benefit of creditors. Proviously, one
partner had aocepted, in the name of the firrn,
a bilt of exchange iu which the drawer's name
wAs left; blank, giving the bil te bis agent for
negotiation. After said assîgnlent, a drawer's
name was inserted in the bill, which was then
indorsed te a bona fide holder for value. The
holder obtained an adjudication of banleruptcy
againet the firm, grounded on the assignmnent.
lfcld, that the adjudication must ho reverced,
as there was ne debt on the bill unitil tlîe in-
dorsemnent to the holder, whicb wac aftr the
assignment.-Erparte Ilaytcard, L.R. 6 Ch. 546.

2. AL executed a bond te B3. as follows:
Reciting that, whereas A. had agreed te seil
B. £1100 consols assigned te B. by deed of
even date, te which A.'s wife was euititled on
the death of ber mother; and whereae; A.'s
wife migbt survive hlm, and refuse te confirm
the said assigument, it was couditioned that if
A. chould witliin six menthe aftci' bis wife's
mother'c deatb obtain the transfer of the cou-
suls, or if the trustees of said consols should
transfer the came te B., the bond was te be
void. Before breach of condition of the bond,
A. was diccharged in bankruptcy from, a
Ildobt payable on a ceutingency," sud a "llia-
bility te psy money on a contingency." JJeld,
that A. was net discbarged frem bis liabitity
on the bond.-Kent v. Thomas, L. R. 6 Ex. 812,
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