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HUmsBAti AîO wiFz-TENANCY IIY rhN»I IFrI5b--1)V'ORCIC, FFVFEl'I , AS TO I'kQp-

ERTY VILUTZ1) IN IIUSiA-ND AND WIVF.-JOIN4T 7<N-MRI.lWOMFN'S

PROPERTY AcT, z882 (&46 VICT., C. 75)-(R.S.O,, C. 132)-

In Tlsorilley v. ThornlY, (1893) 2, Ch. 229, a new aspect of the
Marrieci Women's Property Act is discusseâ. By conveyances
made both before and after 1882, real pronerLy %vas conveyed to
a married womnan and her husband. They wvere subsequently
divoreed, and the question Rorner, J., had to decide was as to
the effect of the divorce tipori the relative rights of thc divorcees in
the property so conveyed to them. As to the property conveyed
before the Married Women's Act of 1882, the Iearned judge held
that the grantees took as tenants by entireties, and that the effeet
of the divorce was to convert thern into joint tenants. And as to
the property conveyed after 188-2 he held that the grantees took
as joint tenants, and continued so to hold after they had b 'Cn
divorced. The suit was by the ex-Nvife for an account of rents î

and profits under the statuIte 4 & 5 Anne, r, 3, S. 27, and 'the
account wvas accordingly ordered, as to the property conveyed
prior to the year 1882, from the date of the decree absolute for
divorce ; and as to the property cotnveyed. in and subsequent to
1882 frotn the date of the husband having had sole possession,
which wvas three years prior to the date of the divorce.

CO%î IAN V-UNI.IMII lED .IABII,11'Y-NIEORANI)tV M ANI) ARTICLE4 011 AISSOCIATI0N

-- \\I-1HDRPANAL OF ?«NIBERS FROM LA[[V

In re Borougli Connrcial and Building SocietY, (1893) 2 Ch. 242,
wvas an application by the liquidator of a company being wvound
up to compel the respondents to pay calls. The application wvas

resisted on the ground that, by the ternis of the articles of associa-

tion, the respondents had ceased to be memnbers of the society,
and were therefore [lot liable as contributories. This raised the

question wvhether such provisions could be legally mnade in the

articles of association, under the Companies Act, in the case off
an unlimited company, enabflng înemnbcrs to withdraw fronî

rnembership and liability. The respondents had taken shares
in order to becorne borrowers froni the society. They had

paid off their bans, and, by thf. terms of the articles of

association, they were entitled to withdraw frorn membership.
Williams, J., held that there wvas nothing in the Act to make
such a stipulation illegal, and he therefore held that the respond-

ents were nçt hiable as contributories.


