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ce ?SONTINUIN'G GUARANTEES UNDER SEAL.—The popular notion of a guaran-
sea a‘mquestlonably that it is a contract revocable, whether under .ha.nd or
Viev:, vjht‘o the future at _t.he will of the guarantor. .In contrast to this is the
fuara ich seems at one time to have prevailed that i no circumstances could a
ave tee l.ll}der segl be revoked. In Calvert v. qudon, 3 Man. and Ry. 124, we
ron ‘1deCISf0n which appears to support that view. In that case a}gtlon was
o &gl. thagamst .the executri‘x of a testator who had giver.l a bond condltlongd for
ra dinlt ’flll service of one Richard Edwa}”ds as a collecting clerk to the obhgee_s,
COnting as F e:hx Caflvert a.nd Co., from time to time and a.t all times durmg his
o lu_an_Ce in their service and employ. Edwards remained in the serv1ce.ot
on t‘; aintiffs and their co-partners as such collecting clerk, was 1n such service
ang a(;tday of the' death.of the tes’Fator, and. S0 coptinued from t'hen.cefort.h' until
paint‘f(;ra- certain notice was given. Thls notice was a notice in writing to
Suc 1, given by defendant as executrix, to the effect' that she ‘wo'uld not, as
elitexeCUt“X, remain surety to, or guarantee or indemm.fy the plaintiffs, for the
ing cly of or to and faithful performance by Edwards of his duty as such collect-
. erk,. Edwards failed to pay over certain moneys that he had collected,ar}d
the quf?“?ﬂ was whether the defendant was liable under the bond to indemnify
espsc:mtlffs to the extent of the loss sustained by .such non-p.ayment.. In
inyay of moneys received by Edwards before the giving t.he notice of discon-
eceiy C:; of the guarantee, the loss .amounted to £17 2s.; in respect of moneys
especet subsequently to such notice, the loss was £1,744 1S 8d. It wasin
ehalf of this last-n{entloned sum that the real question at issue€ arose. On
igo of the executrix it was urged that from the nature of the transaction the
“arar or his personal representative must be at liberty to discontinue the
Son duntee’ and that a contrary decisiop would bind the surety to answer for the
ontinCt of t.he clerk during the joint lives of the mas.ter and cflerk, provided they
Cichmued in that relation to one another, notwithstanding any change of
elq thStanCes or.conduct on the part of the clerk; but Lord Tenterder.x, C.J.
ole at ?he obligor in such a case must rerpain liable at .all events during th'e

& s period of the service. It woulq, h_e. said, be a hardship upon tbe rr}aster if
fect f:ety could put an end to his liability by giving a notice which is to ta{ee
to the om the very day on which it is given. 1n reply to the argument of hardship
inge th?“ret}f. l}ls lordship thought it was the‘ intention gf the testator to enter
e dis lﬁ unlimited engagment, and that he might have stipulated that }.le sh.ould
Iy pocharged from all future liability after a specified time, after notice given.
e’:”ges§ v. Eve, L.R. 13 Eq. 459, the question was again raised. There a
on 5 ’ bemg desirous of obtaining advances for his son from a bank, gave the
With tl‘:romlssory note for £2,000, and 'entert?d into an agreem.ent unc?er seal
Note foe bank to the ef.fect that, in -con51deratlon of the bank dl_scountmg the
epositr £2',000 for his son, certain deec.is and documents Wl’?lch the father
ent o?d with the bank should remain With the bank as security for the pay-
Ccount all money due or to become due from the son to the bank, onany .
one whatsoever, and that he would pay the bank upon demand alt such
¥, and he thereby charged the property comprised in such documents with



