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RECENT ENOLIsH DxcisioNN.

ported to be miade, only authorized the order
ivhen there was a personal liability on thie
part of the judgment debtor to pay the debt,
and that a judgment in Éhe forai above given
created no persoral liability. And furtber-
more, that tbe property thie defendant married
womnau had, beiug subject to a restraint against
anticipation. was not, in fact, property withiu
thie intent and mneaning of ilie Act.

LiuEL -DISC0VERY.

lu Mfarrioti v. Chmberlain, 17 Q. 1-3. D. 154,
an application w~as mnade to comipel the plain-
fiff to mnake further discovery under the follow-
ing circumstances. lu the course of au elec
tion contest the plaintiff bad publicly cbarged
thie defendant with having writtein and sent
a certain lettcî for thc purpose of gaining a
inonopoly ini his trade, and he stated that bie
had seen a copy of the letter, that bis infor-
niant was a solicitor of hmgh standing, and tbat
twvo of the letterîs existed, one in the keeping of
anî eminent banking firmn, and the other iii the
Iands of a eirm of manufaetuirer3. Subse-
quently the defendant publislied a statement
deuouncing the plaintiff's stx.teinent as untrue,
and thie letter referred to as a fabricatiau, for
which thie plaintiff brought tbe present action
of libel. The defendant pleaded that thie alleged
lîhel was -true, ànd sougbt to compel the plain-
tiff to disclose the naines and address of the
" soliitor of higb standing," and also of the
firmes alleged to hold thie lettersin qu. stion. The
plaintiff sought to evade thîs discovery on the
ground that Rie iuteuded to cali these parties

aswitnesses, but the Court of Appeal (affirm.
ing the order of Mathew, A. L. Suiith and
Field, 3.,) ficld that the defeudant was eu-
titled to the discovery.

1.AnnToD woxLN-TortT commiTUfl uv8iwG COVBUaRBa
-Lu*,BLrry 0p :usBÂND-MA5min1) WoM.àN'.i Pio-
PERTY ACT, 1684, ONT.

Seroka v. KaI.tenburg, 17 Q. B. D. 177, is one
of the numerous cases which show, Row very
difficuit it is for the legislature, when dealing
with the rights of married women, to effectuate
what niay preeumably be considered te have
heen its real intention. Formerty, as our
idaders are aware, by thei common law the
huaband by virtue of the marýiage became
the owner of bis wife's personal property, and
also, a very substantial interest in ber real
estate. By various statutes, supposed to b.in

accordance with the necessities of ;zxodern
civilixation, aIl this has been changed, and a
busband has now been virtually deprived ot

ail interest in bis wife's property, real or per.
sonal, during hýtr lifietime. The common laiy,
whil,3 giving th.- 'usband extensive rights ini
his wife's prop.urty, also imposed on him cer-
tain liabilities, and hie was answerable for heu
torts conmitted during coverture. It now ap.
pears froin this case that although the Married
Womnen's Property Acta have divested the hiis-
band of tbe rights he was formerly entitled to
in bis wife's property, tbey have nevertheless
left hiîm hnrthened %witb the -ýsponsibi1ity foi
ber torts. The action was for libel by theo
feuaaledefend(ant. HIerbiusband,mhowasimade
a co-defeudant, contended that the stateinant
of dlaimn disclosed ro cause of action against
bim, but the court (Mathew aud A. L. Smith,
33.,) field that the Act of x82, thougb relieviniz
a hiisband of Iiability for torts cornmitted b '
bis wifoe before coverture, left him responsie
for those commiitted by ber during coverture,
notwithstanding the provision enabling the
wife to be soed without her huabaud. We
cannot believe that this carries ont the resi
intention of the legislature.

RAÂCTIcE]-NOTICE OF MOTION RETVUABILE ON nIb ,NO-

In Williams v. De Boinville, 17 Q. B-. D-. îsc>

a notice of motion bad been g1-ven returnabic
on a day on -Nbicb tbe court did not sit, - oi
so soomi thereafter as counsel cculd be beard.'
The opposite party appeared at the nt
sittiug of the court and took the objection:.
but the court (Manisty and Matbew, 33.,>
allowed the notice of motion to be amerded.
See M'cGaiw v. Ponton, i i P. R. 328.

INTO COoIT-IIolPT 0F 2DE5T.

*The short point determnined by Manisty,j.
in Bzuer v. Wearing, 17 Q. B. D. t82, is that
where, in conseqneuce of a third party inter-
vening in a garaishee application, the money
attached is ordored to ha~ paid into court to
abide further order, that does not constitute a
receipt of the xnoney by the attaching creditor
as against a trustee in bankruptcy of thle
judgment debtor, even though the third party
withdrew bis u'iaini subeequent to thie appoint-
ment of the trustee
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