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The D)ominiont Lat and hiveslment CoûmpaPy v~. Ki/roy, 14 O. R. 468, may 1c
serve as an illustration of the present muddlc in %vhich the recent decisions havc-
brought the law relating to married %vomen's rights of propcrty. In this case
the husband failcd iii business, and then, iindcr power of attorney from his wifc>,
he applied to a firmn and obtaincd a stock of goods on ber credit and responsi..
bility. She had no capital whatever at the turne the goods wcrc purchased. The
husband carricd on the business as his %vilè's agent, and it %vas held that the
goods were the goods of the wife and not of thc husband. But :the wifc had
been su'cd for the price of the goods shc would have had, according ta Pa//iser V.
Gursey, 19 Q. B. D. 5 19, a good decnce, becausc she had no separate property
at the tirne the contract for the purchase of these goods %vas made! so that the
creditors of both husband and wifé would bc effectually baulked.

A N old subscriber and correspondent takes exception ta the advertiscrncent of
a legal firm in a country town wherein they arc called " Barristcrs, etc.," thc fact
being thai the only member of the firm who is entitled to that distinction is a
Q. C., living in Toronto, his country partver being a solicitor only. This sort of
thing is wrong and unprofessional, because iii the first place it States what is not
a fact, and secondly because it tends, whether intended or not, to deceive thfý
public, and looks like an atternpt to gain an improper advantagc over other pro-.
fessional mnen iii thc saine locality. If the young man who desires to bc thought
a barri-iter cannot make a living as a solicitor on his ow'n merits, and without
the thoughftil assistance of the shadow of a Q. C. living a hundred miles or so
distant, he had bettcr turn his attention to sorne other calling. The Q. C. hum..
self would do wcell to take the hint and consider thc situation.

IN a recent case before the Divisional Court of lUatit v. Clark, a judgment wa'.
set aside and a new trial ordered upon payznent of ail) costs, on the ground that
the judgînent was entered by consent of counsel who had acted without authority.
The action was for defaination, and at the trial, in the defendarît's a~bsence, his
counsel agrced ta a compromise whereby the action wvas practically ivithdrawn, the
defendant paying aIl costs. On the settiement being communicated ta the defend-f
ant he rcpudiated it, and subsequently moved the Divisional Court ta set aside thet
judgment with the resuit above stated. This case is an instance of the way inc
which the saine state of facts sometimes receives a. diametrically différent treat- 1
ment by different Courts, for it appears that on the 28th Novemnber, just a few s
days before, the English Court of Appcal had rufused to sct aside a judgmnent
obtained under just the same circumnstances That case is Matthie-,s v, Mititrter, a
noted 84 L., T. 79, which was an action for maliciaus prosecution. 1 n the L
course of the trîNl, in the absence of the defendant, his counisel zi&re.d tipon a ce
compromise. lipon coming into court later he repudiated it, and subsequentlym
moved the Divlsional Court for a new trial. But the Divisional Court (Stephen,0
and Wills, JJ.) refused the motion, and tI'eir decision wvas affirmed by the Courtob
of Appeal, whichi court held that the client hands over to the advocate complete tr


