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Principals have, from time to
SPent considerable time and labour in
ring courses of lectures to those under
articles to them, But the main point of our
correspondent’s  Jetter remains unaffected.
That the first year or two of the five year’s
course is at bresent, in a great’ degree, a per-
nicious waste of time, and in some degree
compulsorily S0, can scarcely be denied ; and
we cordially support our correspondent’s con-
tention that i would be more advantageous in
C€Very way that these two years should be de-
voted to going through a regular legal course
at some legal college, where not only the
elements of law ang jurisprudence should be
taught, but also such practical subjects as
book~keeping, shorthand, etc. The Incor
porated Law Society of London, to which we
alluded in our last number, to some extent
supplies such a want in England ; but the
establishment of , regular leg,
much the same kind as our
advocates, has,

time,
delive

al college, of
correspondent
we believe, been for a long
time a favourite scheme of Lord Selborne
and other reformers. In our country, more-
over, where general education ceases at a very
early age, and men enter on the work of
Practical life much sooner than in the mother

country, such an institution would be especial-
ly beneficial.

PROMISE T0 MAKE 4 wyry._
ROBERTS v, HALL.

THE judgment of the Divisional Coyrt of
the Chancery Division, or rather of the learn-
ed Chancellor, who delivered the principal
judgment, is interesting among other things
from its reference to g SUIPTISING  dictum of
the English Court of Appeal in the cage of
Alderson v. Maddison, 1,R. 7 QB.D. 181,

where Baggallay, L.J., delivcring the judg-
ment of the Court, says :—*“It appears to us
that to give the same effect
and agreement to make

made by him in pursuance

of such promise or
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agreement, would be in direct
of the provisions of the St-atu;e C .
Wills.) In Roberts v. Hall, int red in B
first instance, Ferguson, J]‘ refer " without
judgment (suprq 177) to this dﬂ-ﬂ,l ;grova ©
expressing either approval or disap do, in#¥
it, as, indeed, it was unnecessary t0 the only
much ‘as, in his view of the case, ove
agreement which he considered pr1 and the
contrary to public policy and illega’ circum®”
Court, therefore, could not “n‘,ie.r ‘ 'an);l Courh
stance recognize it. In the DMSIO? noted in
however, Boyd, C., in the judgmen rrent
our last number, says:—*The o e effeC
authorities enabling the Court to gl: to di¥
in 2 proper case to an agreemff‘ sroperty
pose of by will, or to leave a man’s I justify
at his death, is too well established t0t Yty i
giving effect to the dictum to the con 81.”
Aldersonv. Maddison, 1.R. 7 QB.D: Iof the

In' Roberss v, Hau, the parents agree
plaintiff, in 1846, entered into a wntttnse rep”
ment with one Hall and his wife, w:'(ih they
resentatives the plaintiffs were, by W llainti ’
agreed to give their daughter, the I‘)fe who
then six years olq, to Hall and his v a,n
WEre to adopt her as their own child, The
make her sole heir to their property- lacés
evidence showed that the adoption tOOkall)w;aYs
and the plaingig thenceforward. and on hef
dischargeq a] the duties devolvlﬂg upﬁon Y
n the pew family to the entire s'atls{ac ld
the deceaseq ; that all that a child COL;ainti
for a parent was fulfilled by the RS wife-
down to the death of both Hall and hlon the
Thus all that was engaged to be doneer Paf'
part of the plaintiff and her own prop d that
ents had been done. It also ar,)peareare“ts
the adoption agreed upon between thefnq“es—
of the plaintiff and the Halls, was interests
tionably calculated to advance Fhe ‘smﬂces
of the plaintiff. Under these Cl.rcument was
the Divisional Court held the ;‘lgreef:d being
not illegal as against public policy, anceme 4
executed, so far as the plaintiff was cO ance ©
the Court could decree the p e-rfozzluld not
the rest of it in specie, although it

ntion



