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r ing clerk, and expreesly agi'eed that he would flot, on the expira-
r tion of hie service, either alone or jointly with anyone cisc.
t directly or indirectf, "be cngaged, or maniage, or conenî'ned in

the office, profession, or business of a solicitor within a radius of
sever -ies of the Town Hall of Tamworth." The question in .
dispute was whether or flot this agreement was unreasonable and
therefore invalid on the ground that it wvas unrc'strictedl as to
time. Eve. J., held that it ivas not, and the Cour't oi Appeal (Lord
Sterndale, M.R., and Warrington and Younger, L.JJ.) affirmed
hie decision; but Younger, L.J., cails attention to, Townscnd v.
Farmatè 1900, 2 Ch. 698, f£rom whieh it would appear that if the

business of a solicitor, carried on by the plaintiff or his succes-sor,

PROTECTIOM OF~ TRAllE lItEEST-PFACFFILII, rUTAS!ON-

C0ERCION-I1ESTRAINT OF ThAllE. 1
Pav'ies v. Thomas (1920) 2 Ch. 189, This %vas an action

against the defendants for procvring the plainti1f's dismi-ssal
froni hise crployrnent b.y illegal coorcion of hie employer. The p
facte of the case were that the defendants and other person@ wvere
yeast dealers in a certain district, who had fornîed thellielves
into an association for trade protection, and the plaintif %vas
cînployed as a traveller at first by one Williams, a tiwmheî' of the
Ussociation, whosc eînployrncnt he lcft and cntered the serviev
of another meniber of the association, nanicd Hopkinis, and pro-
eeeder], on behaif of Hlopkins, to canvass the custoniers he hl-
previously secured while in Williams' employ. Williams objeeted
to this, and brought the niatter before the association and eni-
deavourcd to induce Hlopkins to give the plaintiff notice of dis-
muissai. This Hopkins at flrst rofused to do, but subsequentiy at
a private interview he consented, and in faet did it. Lawrence,
J., who ti-ied the action, h.ýld that what wvas doue gave the
plaintiff no eause of tction, t2eause by the terms of hiiecmplov-
mient îvith Hlop.kis thc latter hiad a eontraettual rnght to terminate
hie employnit, and he had flot beeti in aay way illegaly.indued
t() exercise that right;*anid the Court of Appeal (Lard Sterludale.

dLP., and Warrington and Younger, L.JJ.) affricd bis decisiov.

V'ENDOIt AND PURCHA.SLR-CONDITIONS OF SAbE-HONrsT inîv
RESENTATION-P5SSESION-RUHT 'rO RESIND-('0 TS

.1ferrett v. Schwster (1920) 2 Mh 24L0. This w8N an aetion
by a pureliaser for specifle performance of a toixtrac.t foi' the
aile of land, the defenee heing that the contract had been re-


