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Ai,,Nr[-iRTION-FOkEIxoN WILL 0F PROPSXTY ABRlOAD-INT*CSTAr? AS TXO ENGLINI4 ESTATS.

e lit re Mfaim (i8gz), P. 293, a testatrix had miade a will expressly limited to
e he* property abroad, and had died intestate as to her estate in England. Under

ethec. circumstances, the executors assenting, a grant of administration of the
dEm.glish estate was made to the next of kin.

e AY)MINISTRATZ'>N--GRANT TO SON, PASSING OVER HUSBAZD.

lu~ i' )oe(x1), P. 299, the hutsband of the deceased, having been cited
to accept or refuae administration, and flot having appeared, a grant of admin-
istration was made to the son of the deccased, who wvas her sole next of ki.

r cNiTIRAcT oF sERv[ce-AGREE,%irNT TO GIVU WhOL!E TI.ME-IN)u nTION-SPFCItIC PERFORMANCE.

lltiicood Climnical Co. v. Hardria» (18qi), z Ch. 416, is an illustration of the
ride tlat a court of equity wvill no attempt to enforce the specific performance of
a c(mntract for personial service. In this case the defendant fiad agreed to give,
iiring a specified term, "<the whole of his tume to the cornpany's business."

1lIwr.c wvas no negative stipulation that he Nvould not during that tirne engage in
any cther business or occupation. The action was brought to cornpel the speci-
fir perfoyrmance of the agreernient, and the plaintiffs claimned ail injurictiori to re-
strain the defendant froni setting tip any business or entering into any agree-
nmunt, or niaking any engagement with any person or cormpany other than the
laintiffs by %vhich the defendant wouild cease to devote his whole tirne to the

plaintifs.-' business, etc. ; and the present decision is upon a motion for an interimn
injiinction. Kekewich, J., was of opinion that the contract of the defendant to
give bis whole turne %vas in eftect an express contract flot te give his tinie to any
01]e else than the plaintiffs, and he granted an injuinction restr'aining the defend-
ant froni giving less than his whole timne to the plaintiffs; but the Court of Ap-
p)ezi (Lindley and Kay, L.JJ.) were clearly of opinion that MVou tagite v. Flockton,
10~ Eq. i8g, in which an injunction had also been granted in the absence of an
express negative agreement, had proceeded on an erroneous view of Lord St,

Lnard's decision in the %vell-knowNv case of Luinley v. WVagner, 1 D.M. & G.-
6o4. The conclusion of the Court of Appeal wvas not only that there was no
express negative contract, but 'that there wvas not even an irnplied one whicli
could lie enforced by injuniction, The decision of Kekewich, J., %vas therefore
re\ersed.

~' MSRJI~~NTTO-POPETS-DesT NUS ?CANI-NGOEE-.RCTSLIABILITY

OP, FOR LIRR8PTA'O~ N PROSPZCTUS-COSTS,

An guls V. CIifford (1891), 2 Ch- 449, is a case against directors to ieoe
S damages against them for anisrepresenta.ions in a p.-ospectus put forth by


