
Englsi'Ca ses..5.

tokep them, relying prnially on the case of Bridges v.
JLawcswriI, 2 L. . (.B. 75 In that case a parcel of

flote8 had been found in the public part of a shop, and it was

hel2d that the finder xvas entitled thereto as against the shop
keeper, on the ground that the notes were neyer in the cuistody

Of the shop keeper, or Ilwithin the protection of his house."

The Court (Lord Russell, C.j., and Wills, J.), however, distin-

guished that fromn the present case, on the grouind that in general

the Possession of the land carnies with it the possession of
'eVerything which is attached to or under that land, and in the
absence of a better titie elsewhere, the right to possess it also.

-And it makces no difference that the possessor is not aware of
the thing's existence. It might be said that this rule is

'equally applicable to the shop keeper's case, and that being on

his land, the notes as against the finder and every one but the
true Owner, were his property. The distinction based on the

Iltsbeing in the "lpublic part of the shop " seemns an over
flice One, and it, looks very much as if Bridges v. Hawki'sworthi

l'as in fact been overruled under the guise of being " dis-

IIUSBANI) ANI) W1FE-JU)GMENT AGAINST MARRIED WOMAN -SEPARATE ESTATE-

IýP-STRA1NT ON ANTICIPATION-ARREARS 0F INCOME DUE AFTER JUDGMENT-

MARRIED WOMAN'S PROPERTY.

n ' 1 Wl/c/t'y v. Edwards, (1896) 2 Q.B. 48, the Court of

.APPeai (Lord Esher, M.R., and Smith, L.J.) has determined
that, 1 Otwithstanding the decision of the House of Lords in

1ZOOd Barrs v. He(riot, (1896) A. C. 174, noted ante, p. 5 76, the

jUdglnt~~ creditor of a married woman is not entitled to the

'aPO'tnintof a receiver to receive the arrears of income of
t1l'e sparateestate of the married woman, subject toa

T'8rainlt on anticipation, which have accrued and become pay-

'ý«l t e subsequent to the recovery of the judgment. The
1f"tlcetion which the Court makes between H-ood Barrs v.

aýe;- 01 and the present case is that in the Hood Barrs case
thle arrears of income were due at the date of the judgment. In

Present case they had accrued subsequent to the date of the

.'',J"grletSmith, L.J., summarises the resuit of the cases as
1lWS: "lIf the income of the settled property is due at the


