
~4 producing here, viz.: 1 should be very uihwilling ta extend decisions the efc
of which is to tzompel persans who are not desirous of maintaining continuaus.

î personal relations with one another ta continue 6those persanal relations. 1 have
a strong impression and a strong feeling that it ýs nat in the intereet of manki.nd

884 that the rule of specific performance shoiild be extended to such cases; 1 think
lOl the courts are bound to be jealous, lest they shouid turn contracta of service iuta
.. contracte of siavety." As against the third persans from whom damages were,...

rlaimed for enticing the chiidrek away from the plaintiff, the case aiea failed,
b)ecause, in the opinion of the judge, the terme of the apprenticeship deed were
iiot benelicial to the infants, in that it imposed extraordinary obligations on
thein without any fairly correlative benefits. Arnong other things the infants were*

A 1 N"S restraired during the stipulated term from accepting any other employment,
whereas there was no correspanding agreement that during the term the master

thê woul himself furnish thern with ernployment, and there was alsa a power ta the
hî i miaster at any tirne after fair trial -ta put an end ta the indenture if he shauld

ddlêýý fnd the apprentices unfit, and aiea, a power enabling him ta require the infants
age. to urlidertake an engagement at any theatre in England or anywhere else in the
Tlie' world. He therefore held tliat the indenture wvas one which was flot for the
hii. beinefit of, anid did iiot bind the infants, and therefore no action would lie againet
only, the third persons by %vhoîn they -were alleged ta have been enticed away from
or'sL. the~ plaintiff.
ich: 3RXACH OF TRthiT-FOLLOWING ASSEI.94-STATUTEI OF LIMITATIONS-PARTIES.

ed)p In re Bowden, A »drew v. Cooper, 45 Chy.D., 444, was an action brought by a
im, new trustee against the personal representative of a former trustee ta campel
h i him to make good a lacs occasioned by improper investments mnade by the for-

di.. mer trustee more than six years prior ta the action; and brings ta aur attention
had»," ; the fact that in England, under such circtumstances, the defendant may success-

at, füllv plead the Statute of Limitations in bar of the action, where there has been
biS tio fraud on the part of the dcceased trustee this 18 by virtue of the Trustee

bl; Act, 1888 (51 and 52 Vic. 59), s. 8, of which, we believe, no counterpart la yet'
t to be found in the Ontarir Statute Book. The paint was raised whether the
a4)plaintiff trustee sufficiently represented his cestui que trust, and the court held

ï, that lie did under Ord xvi, r. 8 (Ont. Rule 309).

~. Wi.i.-CoisTrRuCTION-ANUITY TERMINAiSY1 ON EXPIRATION OFLA1~-GFTOE ON DEATH OF

A. WITHOUT "*t.PAVTNr, " CHILI),

Ii~ i re Hei»giway1, Yaines v. Dawson, 45 Chy.D., 453, ie a derision af Kay,J.
thê on the construction of a wvi11. The testator gave ta, hîs daughter Lucy an
et annuity during her life payable out af the rente of leasehold praperty, held for

Rn n unexpired term of eixty years, and after Lucyse death he directed the annuity
ota be paid ta hier child or children; and if mare than one equaliy, who bqing

sa Bns should attain twenty-one, or being daughtere should attain that age or
r Marry; and iiu the event of the death of L.ucy "without leaving" any such child,

IoY the teetator gave the annuity toa nd aniong the survivors of the testator's child.
rj ren and grand-children. Lucy had one dhild who attained twenty.oe, but pre-,


