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following day was delivered of a living child. The question was

tion whether this unborn chi]d cauld be considered as "issue living"
at the death of the testator's wife.. Chitty, J., had no difficulty

of r in deciding that question in the affirmative.

Dlis, Wu;.l.-CHAKI'I'y-POVKR 'l' AP'POINT' FOR " SOME CHIARITABILE tURPOSF "'-AN-1-.
Hier vivisECTION SOCIETY.

"ILSin the case of Poveaux, Cross v. Lonîdoit Anti-Viviscction
hp, Sociî'!y, (1895) 2 Ch. 501, it became necessary ta determine
1er.whether a society for the suppres3ion of vivisection is a " charity "

withiin the legal meaning of the term. The case arase in thîs
~SÙ. wav: A lady having power ta appoint a fund in favour af
ken charity nmade an appointinent af it in favauraf an anti-vivisectian
Ilat 8orcty, and the question was whether this was a valid executian

tore of thc power. Chitty, J., held that the saciety wvas a charity in
aild the technical sznse, and upheld the gift. The intention of sucli
the societies, hc halds, is to benefit the community ; but whether, if
rior thev- achieved their abject, the community wauld, in fact, be
leid bvtiufited wvas a question on wvhich he did nat feel called on to
il lt cxpress an opinion.

Fb eCoîvR t IL itatOI;RAI't t-' Aut t O F 't ISOTO,; RA PHt-- 'ttOtO RAII 1 M AI '
FOR " ;OOIn AND VAI.UAHI.E CONSII)ERA'IION "-FINE Airs CoîvyRînHI AcFi,

te 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr., c. 68), ss. 1, 6.*

the Melville v. MVirror of' Life Co., (189)5) 2 Ch. 5.31, wvas an
lits action for the infringenient af the copyright of ai photograph.

theAt the request of the plaititiff a Nv'ell-knowvn athiete, natned Cross-
'a(t larid, allowed the plaintiff ta take a photograph of hitn. The
r'et plaiîntiff made no charge, bttt gave Crossland somne copies. No
the agreecînent wvas mnade as to copyright, but it w~as understood that

of the pktintifi' was ta be at liberty ta seli copies. \Vhen the photo-
J.grapli was taken the plaintiff's son wvas present and performed

!hu. operatian, while the plaintiff loaked on and merely directed
('rossiand how ta look. The plaintiff was duly registered as the
proprietor of the copyright in the picture. The defendants

R. applied to the plaintiff for a copy, and for permission ta publish
iii it, but their request was flot granted. They theni obtained anc
Ase ~ of the copies giveii to Crossland and published a copy o 'f that irî

ot, their ulewspaper, and for so doîng the action was brought. It
the was contended that the soni of the plaintiff was the " authar " of
the thtc photograph, and not the plaintiff; but Kekewich, J., held
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