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a perusal of the case that the tearned judgew~as concerrned chiefiy
wihhquestion betwveen thew~ife anidt stranger, but, notwith-Y

standing this, Parker, V.-C., in Nedby v. Nedby, extended the
clecision to the case where the transaction xvas entire/y between
husband -and %vifei ini rases of apWoùa:rent, and Barron v. ivilis
h as swept away the last qualification and Iays dovi the broad
proposition that thL doctrine of Hùuguenin v. Base/ey does not apply
-to the relation of husband wife. The decision may, therefore, bec

* said to be one of first impression. It is a mnatter not devoidi of
importance that considerable doubt is throwxn upon the relation of
facts 'in GriË?;, v. Car by Lordl Tlurlo\v, wvho says the deféct iii
that case is that it cloes~ not stite the trust (p),

WVith the ý\el-accepted docrn(fH~uni aee g
;before it, and the remarks of Sir john Romilly in ('voke v. Lainothe,
decided only a vear before, stil! in its cars, it is not uiircasoiiable
to suppose that the court iii Neti/kv v, Nedby inust have liad before
it sixne element other than those mentioncd in the report that
nradle it inequitable in th-tt partîcular instance to apply the princi-

pie of Huguendn v. Base/ey. Coake v. Lamnot/w \vas not citeci, and
it înav' be that the court %vas acting upon a restricted idca of the
priticiple, a restriction \%vhich, as appears froin Cooke v. Laino/ue, did
flot exist. If necither of these suppositions bc correct, then it ks not
too inuch to say that, as argued by Hughes, Q.C., in Bairon v.
V'ffls (r), Nedib;' v. Nedbv, is inconsistent w~ith the other authorities.

m. 0na orm- o b iaie of the opinion in \vhich it was held
that Nedi», v. Nedby \vas not cited frorn 1852 until, by the
i ngenuity of counsel, it wvas madle to do dluty in i899,

In Ontario the question carne up squarcly for decibion in
AtCcaftrey v. M.Caffu'ey (s), and the conclusion would seemn to be
justified that the decision of the Ç'ourt of Appeal is more in accord-
ance Nvith the principles of equity, and more in consonance wvith
public policy, than that in ?arron v. W/i//s, In MeCaffre), v.

Alc ri:ya voluntary conveyance of his property by a husband to
his wifc, a %voman of good business ability and having great influence

* over him, executed \vithout competent and independient advice,
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