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(d) That the oontract conititutes a "<bard bargain," that is
to say, one whieh maay proporly b. %;esoribed by snob epitheta aU
"unremanable," "unoonsclonable, "oppresive," mad the like.

If.tropolitan Eakibitioit (Io. v. EtW#. <1890> T L.R.À. 381, 24 Abb. N. Cas.
419,'42 Yod. 198. 'The. effeet oft4h... provisions," aaid thé court, "le that,

whentueclu ha execisd 1. pivIleg of reservation, no other club la
permitted to negotiate with the p ayer; ut the club which bas placéd, him
upo>n the reserved liat, and no other, is thon at liberty7 te enter into a ceou-
tract with hlm te obtain hi& services for an ensuting y.ar. Consequentiy

thérlgt o reervtio i.nohln mo, o les tan prerand exclusive
rigt, s eaint te oherclus t ener ntea cntret eoring the

plaes4h.pl.ye paotcalyor£4lest esarebly i £ itaton where
h e uotconrac wih té cub tat a. ecevedimor acethe prob-

r ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ aityfleignynggmnfothenunseon 4a prtive and
valubléte te cub.Butas hé esisferan ctio fo daages If the

player fails to contract, or "Or an action te enforce speciflo performance, it
le wvholly nugatory. In a légal sense, it ia merely à contraet 4e inake a
e<nract if thé parties can agrée.» The, court aIse held that thére wrts no
necéssity to particularise in such a contract the. conditions or characteris-

mî tics of 4he option if, when the contract was made,, the teri »reservé" hied
a well*understood définition.

À similar decision was rcnderéd with regard te a similar contract ln
Aferopefian Eoehibitien C7o. ~.Ward (1890) g) N.Y. Supp. 779, 24 Abb.
N.C. 393.

S B an apprcnticeship deed betwéén an Infant, har parent, and the
plaintif?, 4h. Inflant was beund apprentice te the plaintifs for seven yearu,
te b. taught stage dancing,, upon certain ternis, by one ci which the infant
contrs.ctéd that she wouid net aceépt sny professionai. engagement or contract
matrima 'ny during the said terin without the consent of lier master. The
deed alo eontained mutual covenants b y thé master and the parent that the
master woufld properly instruet the infant, and niake certain paymcnts te
lier fur ail dancing engagements* in this country and in foreigu -or colonial
countries, ln return for which the infant%, services were te b. éntirely at
the disposai of the master. But therc was no stipulation that the master
shocild provide engagements for the Infant or maintain lier while Unéni-
pioyéd. Thorm was aise a prodAien that the master miglit put an end te
thée apprenticeship if the Infant should b. foundi after f air tril unfit for
the work cf stage dancing, or should break any of the engagements cf the
deed, or in any way misconduet herself. Thé infant having niade a pro-
fessional engagement 'with the défendant B., 4h, plaintif? brought an action
against B., the infant, and lier parent, te enforce thé provisions cf the deed
and for damages for breach of IL. Held, that the provisions cf the decd
were unreasonable, and oould not b. enforcédl against the infant or lier
parent i and consequently that no action would lie against B, for enticing

se way f romn thé plaintiff's employmcnt. De Fýra#c#ioe v. Barnir <1890>
48 Ch. D. 105, 45 Ch. Div. 430.

In thé tiret casé reperted undér the caption, Loenicer v. Palace Theatre
(18) 9 Tine. L.R. 162, Chitty, J., grantéd an Injunction to restr.
lad y frein accepting u~n engagement as a ballet damcer, ln bréaoh of a
ulation not tô perfores for any otnér person thart thé plaintiff, her in&,.
t*r, for a perioid of six weeks. Réf erring to hie own decision in Fratio
,r. Barnu*i, eupm, the* léarnd judge eald that the '<sleavor 1 argument" had

no application to the case. He aise rfamarked that the sntarvation argu-


