
TiiE MA.s-iER referred to Topping v. Everest, 2 0. W. 1
444, and cases there eited, espeeially Scott v. Niagara N-a',
gation Co., 15 IP. R. 409, -455, and contÎnUed:

1 thiik defeudaunts are entitled to have their order. I
next friend of au infant plaintiff stands in the saine positic
as any other litigaut. AuY indulgence is given to the infa.
and not to the neKt friend.

lu ail the reported c-ases the next friend wus resideý
withiin the jurisdietion. In sui an eveut seeurity for coe
was always refused. But how eau a resldeut out of the juri
dlictioni 1be said to be before the Court?

If, for an *y reâson, the infant's father does not wÏsh
give see-urity, and no other person can be fovnd in the jurn
dic-tion willing to act, then, as was aai l Taylor v. Woa
1-4 Pl. R. nt p). 456, the Court lias power to appoint the offici
guiardian te act as next frie:nd iu the case of coxumeudal
Iiigation. The ouly thing that looks~ the nther way la t
rernark of -Meredith, J., lu Scott v. Niagara Navigation C
151 P. R, at p). -155. That, however, does not s(,exu intend
te b)e at positive expression of opinion ou the point uow unrid
coiisideration....

Th1, order should go that some other next friend be a
pointed resideut in Ontario, uxileses the fà.ther gîves the uax
seculrity for costs.

The oats oi this, motion wÎll be iu the cause.


