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be "ite to correct the mistakes of the others.
"U the whole, however, there is no oneC me-

th0 4 Y which the good sought can be accom-
Pl1i5ed. Each should do what he cari; and the
result Whjclî one man could not attain, or to
*hici 1 ore inethod would be inadequate, May
be brought about by combined methods and
"al'Y bands.

IfOur jurisprudence makes, in the future, the
ad'vanices which ail trust it will, those who
torae after us will sec a more intelligent hiold-
Ille Of the doctrine of atare decisis than now.
.&n1d thereby many of the absurdities which
1h48te and the lack of due argument have intro-
dlUced into our adjudged law will disappear. It
h48 been fortunate in ail periods that the judges

adverse to revit3ing past decisions have
elthe least competent ories, while the will-

~'g have been largely those who could bcst do
th15 raost difficuit of judicial duties. Had it
beenl the reverse, change would less often have
beell imnprovement. So it will neeessarily be in
the future. As strong men appear, they will

4"down the rubbijsh while the weak lament,
krdereet in its place the firni and euduring.-

P. BISnOP, in Sout hern Law' Review,.

DIGEST 0F ENGLISII CASES.

[Concluded from page 370.1
GýUQranty.-The wifc of C., a retail trader,

DO88essed of property in her own riglit, gave
th" Plaintiff, with whom C. dealt, the following
e4MrantY: "luI consideration of you having, at
14Y request, agreed to supply and furnish goods
to C,) I do hereby guarantee to you the sum of

£0-This guaranty is to continue in force
lot~ the period of six years, and no longer."

11)reversing the decision of Fry, J., that the
eneraitY did flot cover sume due for goods
SlIlbPlied before its date, but ivas limited to

Rod old after its date to the value of £500.
'--forrell v. Cowan, 7 (Ch. D. 151 ;s. c. 6 Ch.

Iu8band and Wife.-Sec Guaranty; Jfarriage.
1 "flfltn.-Agreement between the appellants

arid the respondent, an infant, by which re-
8 P)o1adenit was to work for appellant for five

Yer)at certain weekly wages. There was a
I)1ovigo, that if the appellants ceased to carry
'01 their busines.s, or found it necessary to
leduce it, from their being unable to get

materials, or from accident, or strikes, or coIn-
bination of workmen. or from any cause Out Of
their control, they could terminate the contract
on fourteen days' niotice. lIn an action on this
agreement by appellants for loss of service,
the Eimployers and Workmcn Act, 1875 (38 &
39 Vict. c. 90), held, that the agreement wai
not in itself inequitable, but its character
depended upon. whether its provisions were

cOmmun in such labor contracts at tiat time,
UPOn the condition of trade, and upon whether
the wages were a fair compensation for the

infant 's services,-all which circumstances were
necessary to the construing of the contract.-

Leslie v. Fitzpatrick, 3 Q. B. D. 229.
Iliunction....See Covenant, 1.
Il8urance..... Plaintiff insured his houge,

worth £ 1,5(00, for £1,600. The Board of Works
subsequently took the property under stattitory

power; the price had been agreed, and the

abstract of titie furnished and accepted, when a

lire destroyed the houge. fleld, that the deal-

ings between the Board and the plaintiff did

not affect the contract, and the defendafits muet
pay £1,500, the value of the house.-Colling-

ridge v. Tite Royal Exchange .Asurance Cor-
poration, 3 Q. B. D. 173.

2. Two ships belonging to the same owfler

collided, and one of them sank and became a
total loge. The owner paid into court the

amount of tonnage liability in respect of the

ship lu fault, under the provisions of the

Merchant Shipping Acts. The underwriters

on the ship lost claimied to ha entitled to a

Portion of this, as they would have been had

the ships belonged to different Parties. Rleid,
that their right in such case existed only

through the owner of the ship iiisired, and not

independently, and as lie could not sue himself,

they could not recover.-~Simpson v. Thomson,

3 App. Cas. 279.
Intention.-See Domicile.
International Copyright.-See Copyright
Jurisdiction.-See VlortgaIge.
Jury.-See Bill of Lading; Negligelce.

Lease.-.Plaintiff became the owner of a lae

Of two farms, at a rent of £310 per annum.

The lease contained, inter alia, a coveniant oni

the Part of the Iessee not to mow meadow-&fld

n'ore than once a year, and not to underlet BI1y

Part of the' premises without the consent in

writing of the lessor; but such consent was not
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