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‘but denied to such thing as annuities payable
in the future. The latter are of as substantial
acharacter as the former, or rather more sub-
stantial, especially if secured by a trust fund.

The answer is that an annuity is a piece of |

property, and not a debt. A debt only arises
out of it when the person who has to pay it
might be sued for an instalment. In the
case of a trustee this only happens wlen he
has the money in his hands. It may be that
the process of attachment ought to be ap-
plicable to p-operty of this character, but as
yet the legislature has not so applied it. It
would be easy to create a sort of compulsory
charge on annuities, and money paid periodi-
cally.  Whether it would be expedient is
another question. At present the right to
attach is simply and clearly confined to debts,
and although the phrase “accruing debts”
is capable of meaning an embryo debt, yet
such an interpretation would lead to great
uncertainty. There would be difficulty in
drawing the line reasonably, and a very dis-
tant approach to a debt such as the negotia-
tion for a contract might be considered as
within the phrase. So far as the attachment
of debts is concerned, proper effect has, we
think, been given to the law by the decision
in question.  If property not of the tangible
kind which can be reached by a f. fa. is to
be dealt with by any similar proceeding,
another and separate definition of the thing
to be attached is necessary.— Lazw Journal.

THE vexed question for a provision for
attorney’s fees in a note was decided in favor
of the negotiability of such a note, in Adams
v. Addington, United States Circuit, Northern
District of Texas, January, 1883, 16 Feb.
Rep 89, Pardee, J.  As shown by the note
of Mr. Adelbert Hamilton to the case of
Merchants Nat. Bank v. Sevier, 14 Feb.
Rep. 662, the weight of authority is in favor
of the negotiability of instruments containing
stipulations similar to those contained in the
one sued on. And, on principle, why should
such instruments not be negotiable? The
amount to be paid at maturity is fixed and
certain.  As to what amount 1s to be paid in
case of dishonor, and after maturity, there
may be uncertainity, depending upon con-
tingencies, Is not the same true of every
promissory note negotiable by the law mer-
chant?  The simplest one in form will carry
with it an obligation to pay protest fees and
Interest in case of dishonor. The protest
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