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knowledge, the principals have, from time totime, spent considerable time and labour indelivering courses of lectures to those underarticles to thern. But the main point of ourcorrespondent's letter remains unaffected.That th_- first year or two of the five year' scourse is at present, in a great' degree, a per-nicious waste of time, and in some degreecompulsoriîy s0, can scarceîy be denied ; andwe cordialîy support our correspondeînt's con-tention that it would be more advantageous inevery way that these two years shouîd be de-voted to going through, a regular legal courseat some legal college, where flot only theelements ot law and jurisprudence should betaught, but also such practical subjects asbook-keeping, shorthand, etc. The Incor-porated Law Society of London, to which wealluded in our last number, to some extentsupplies sucb a want in England; but theestablishment of a regular legal college, ofmuch the samne kind as our correspondentadvocates, has, we believe, been for a longtime a favourite scheme of Lord Selborneand other reformers. In our country, more-over, where general education ceases at a veryearly age, and men enter on the work ofpractical life much sooner than in the mothercountry, such an institution would be especial-
ly beneficial.

-PROMISE TO MAKE A WL
ROBER-TS V HA4LL.

l'HE judgment of the Divisional Court ofthe Chancery Division, or rather of the learn-ed Chancellor, Who delivered the p)rincipaljudgment, is interesting among other thingsfrom its reference to a surprising dic/um ofthe English Court of Appeal in the case ofAlderson v. Maddisn, L.R. 7 Q.B.D. 8i,wbere Baggallay, L.J., delivering the judg-ment of the Court, says :-"1 It a,ppears to usthat to give the same effect to a mnan's promiseand agreement to make a will as to a will tmade by himn in pursuance of sucb prômnise or t
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agreement, woud be in direct contraventio
of the provisions of the statute."-c Of
Wills.) In Roberts v. Hall, in te Court O
first instance, Ferguson, J., referred~ ini is
judgment (supra 177) to this dictUln, Wvltof
expressing either approval or disapprovia oit, as, indeed, it was unnecessary to do, fl
much 'as, in is view of the case, the Oh1'y
agreement which he considered proved '0
contrary to public poicy and illegal, and the
Court, therefore, could not under- aY circ
stance recognize it. In the Divisinal Court,
however, Boyd, C., in the judgmeflnoedi
our last number, says :-" The effecnt
authorities enabling the Court to gve efc
in a proper case to an agreernent tO 'dis-
pose of by wi, or to leave a mnaW proetfY
at his death, is too well established tO Jt'tf
giving effect to the dictum» to the cotaY iAderson v. M4addison, L. R. 7 Q. B. 1 ). I'

In Roberts V. Hal, the parents 0 the
l)l i n t f f, i n 1 8 4 6 , e n te r e d in t o a w r itte fl a g e

mnt with one Hall ai-d is wif, whoSC rePý
resentatives the plaintiffs were, by wicli tey
agreeci to give their daughter, the pantifý
then six years ol, to Hall and is wife, Who
were to adopt er -as their own child, and tO

mnake er soe heir to their property. he
evidence showed that the adoption took place,
and the plaintiff thenceforward and alWaYs
discargedi ail the duties devovifg tpof er
in the pew famiîy to the entire satisfactiono
the decesed ; that ail tha a chid could do
for a parent Was fulfilled by the PlalItif
down to the death of both Hall and bis wfe.
Thus ail that was engaged to be done on1 te
part of the Plaintiff and er owf proper Par
ents had been done. It aso appeared tat
the adoption agreed upon betweefl the parents
of the plaintiff and the Halls, was uriques-
tionably calculated to advance the in'trest
Of the plaintiff. Under these circulmstan~ce
the Divisional Court held the ageernent Was
rot illegal as against public policy, and beifg

executed, 50 far as the plaintiff was conoeried,
he Court could decree 'the performance Of
he rest Of it in specie, althougb it Icould '0t


