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was entitled to an injuniction to resiraîn the threntened infringe-
ment, and could not be cornpëlled to acéept'daînages in lieu
thereof, and the judgmnent of Kekewich, J., was varied by direct-
ing the darnages to be confined to the injury sustained by reason
of the buildig actually erected, and awarding an injuniction
restraining any further erection b3' the defendant.,

Wiîi C!~TRo'rx~-DpiJcTioN "-NiI.ANINO oF'.

in re Bi3ckle, WYilliamns v. MlaPsoll, (1894) 1 Ch. 286, wvas a case
(of co)nstruictioni of a will. The testator, by hiis wi 11, gave several
annuities, and directed " ail the said annuities to be paid. clear
(if ail deductions whatsoever, except income lax." By a codicil,
atter varyiiig many of the legacies, hie directed as follows "That

everv legacy, and other interest as well, derivable under my vvi1l.
as uder an-y codicil thereto, shail be free of Iegacy duty and eveïy

tife ciedtdioit." Thle question %v'as wvhether the annuities given
hv\ tuie xvil were, by virtue of the codicil, to be paid free of in
çom1C tax. The Court of Appeal (Lindiley, Smnith, and Davey,
1[jj.), though conceding that incorne tax is not, ordinarily
speaking, a '' deduictioni," yet as the testator had, by his xviii,
piainiv intimiated that hie regarded it as sticb, the effect of the
codicil \vas to inale the annuities payable free from incorne tax,
alld the jutigment of North, J., to the contraryv vas reversed.

A 'ECULIAR case lias recentiv been tried in Missouri. The
action \vas broiught by an ol i negress, an ex-slave, against lier
master for $3 a miontb wages as a family domnestic for twenty-
four \-cars. during wbIich tinie -,he dlaims to bave been kept in
igimirince of bei ernancipation. Jacigmient Nvas given in hier
favoiir for $7oo. There seeins to have been an appeai fromi this
(luision, but it is îiot clear, from the reference to the case \vhich
'xc finti in the hast nuniber of the .4 mericau Law Revicuw, whether
or ;îot titis judgment bias been sustained on appeai, but we trust
it max' be. The maxini, igworatia legis nenrincin rxciisat, should
not, we think, be recognized in cases of imposition, înisrepe
sentation, or misplaced confidence, and, as stateti by the judge,
"beur ignorance of lier legai rights should not defeat her action
for snicb wvork and labour brought after she has Iearned of the
franunent suppression of the fact b 'ler emiancipation."


