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PâftfFItB-;JOU<DER 0P PLAINIIPI.-JONT AND SEPARATE CAUSES' 0F ACTI(iN-
PRACTICE-RULIC 133-(OWr. RULB 18,5).

Oxford antd Canboidge v. Giti (z 899) 1 Ch. 5 5, was an action in
which-the LTniversities of Oxford and Cambridge were joint plain-
tiffs. The abject of the action was to restrain the defendants, who
were publishers of educational works, from pubhishing and selli1g
books bearing the tites, IlThe Oxford and Camnbridge Publicatiisz"
or " The Oxford and Cambridge Edition," so as to lead ta the bel îct
that the publications of the defendants were publications of die
plaintifis, or either of them, or issucd fram their presses. 'Pic
defendants moved ta strike out the staternent of laimn an iiie
zround that the plaintiffs could flot join as plaintiffs, but that ece h
of the plaintif«'s cause of action was separate and distinct, and
could not be joined %vithiti Rule 123 as amnended in 1896; Mit
Stirling, J., held that each plaintiff's cause of action arase out of
the same transaction or series of transactions, and that they coo'ud
properly join as plaintiffs in the same action, and he thercCire'
dismissed the defendants' application. lie %vas also of opi'fl'ot
that bath causes of action could be praperl ' tried together, ;wd
that there wvas no ground for acting under Ru'ýe 195 (Ont. Rule 2. ý)

by ordering the action ta be con lined ta ane of the causes of actiuýiî.

RESTRAINT OF MAAVWL-CODTO-ARA IEWTH CONmN.1

I re Nourse, Hampton v. Nourre (1899) 1 Ch. 63 1, discusses the
validitY of a condition attached ta a bequest contained in at wili.
The testator bequeatlied ta his son during his lire an annuity of
£2,000, "and if he shall have mnarried in my lifeétinie with iny
previaus consent in writing, or, after niy death, with the previolls
consent in %vriting of the trustees for the tirne being of my said
will, he gave ta his son a further aninuîty of xioo. The son,
bcitig uinarried, made a sunimary application for a declaratioii
that the above condition as ta consent was inioperative, he clainmiog
that it was a mere condition in terrorem, ànd in restraint of marriage,
and therefore void ; but Stirling, J., although conceding the genieral
mile ta be, that a gift of personalty on marriage with consent ivouild
take effect though the rnarriage took place without consent, wvas yct
of opinion that an ex~ception ta that rule had been established by
the cases where the condition was annexed, as in the present cas,,
to an additional gift in the event of inarriage> and that the condithi
in question %vas therefore a good condition precedent, and the gili
would not take efect unless the condition wvas cotuplied with.
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