
waa brought aat. $nioe, t'le oÉ1ginal leum. and CornUa, his
iunder lessée. $ne had not been ià"ed with the wcit, but
upen Coih bif4ig served ho -tondeÉed the arsears of ront, and

cofswhieh was refused by the plaintif, Oornish thereupon
uppied-iu=der -Ci L.- P. -e-1 22,(,,>. -~25~ yto stay-
the proceedings. The plaintiff rensted the-application on the
ground that Corniah had failed to, prove hi& title as urider loquee
and Ridley, 4., diamisaed it; but the Court of Appeu (Cozens-
Hardy and Burikley, L.JJ.) reversed hi% deoision, being of the
opinion that on such an application it is nlot necesmary for the
applieant to deduco a regular chain of titie, but it is suffloient if
he shews he is de facto tenant in poosesion.

:1PRACTXE-HUSBAND AND WIFE-PRMÂNEZT LMN ORE
FOR PAYYMNT 0P ÂUIMONY-ARREÂMS 0P AIJIMONY, ACTION
TG REOOVIIR.

Robins v. Robins (1907) 2 K.B. 13 seeme w~ shew that the
decision of the Divisional Court in Aldrich/ v. AldrichL, 24 Ont.
124, was erroneous. The action was brought to yecover arrears

,- of alimony payable under an order of the Probate and Divorce
Division, and Joyce, J., held that the order sued on was not a
fInal or conclusive judgment upon which an action of debt could
be maintained, because such a judgment or order is always sub-

jtto the control of the Divorce Division, which niay vary it
froin time to time in its discretion even as to arrears. Since
Aldrich v. Aldrich was decided we may note sucli actions as that
are expressly prohibited by 61 Vict. e. 15, s. 9 (0.).

Disc0vERy-SEDuOTioN-DiscL05UraE 0F 1<MEs.

Hooton v. Dolbyj (1907) 2 K.B. 18 was an action for seduc-
tion of the plaintif 's daughter. The defendant by hi% defence
traversed the allegation that he was the father of the daughter 's
child. The plaintiff for the purpose of discovery claimned an
answer to the interrogatory-whether the defendant alleged that
carnai knowledge had taken place between the daughter and any
other maie person, and if so asking for' the naine and address of
such person. Ridley, J. disallowed it, and thie Court of Appeal
(Cozens-Hardy and Buckley, L.JJ.) held that it had been pro-
perly dialowed as being a flahing interrogatory for the purpose
of flnding out the naines of the defendant's witnesses.


