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the shares for his wife and paid for thema with ber înonoy. They
contended that there was no prescription, as they had admitted
their liability for the sum of' $2,000 on the first note. They
denied the husband's responsibility foi' the othet' notes except for
one of $737, on which $345 had been paid on account.

Mi'. Justice Pagnuelo, sitting in the Supeior Court, delivered
judgment on March lSth in favoî' of the bank. 11e found that
Mr. M. H. Jodoin was hiable to the appellants foir the arnount of
the notes, and as that amount far exceeded the value of the shaî'es
in question, the respondents had no intei'est in questioning the
appellants' appropriation of them. lie accordingly dismissed the
action, with costs.

On September 27th, 1893. the Quebec Cour't of Queen's Bench
(Appeal side) revei'sed this judgment. holding that Dame Jodoin
had always been the ownei' of the shai'es, and that thei'e was no
pî'oof that the late Mr'. Jodoin had ever been autho,'ized to en-
dorse the notes. The appellants were ordei'ed to deliveî' to the î'e-
spondents the 100 shares. or the par' value. with inteî'est fromn the
date of judgment. with the î'eserve to the 'espondents of the i'igbt
to dlaim accî'ued dividends, and with resei've to the appellants of
their recourse for the recovery of any balance which might be
due to them on the su-in of $2.000 and $393 afteî' compensation by
the dividends.

The appellants submitted that the judgment was erroneous and
ought to be reveî'sed, and Mr. Blake comrnenced the ar'gument on
their behiaîf, asking foi' the i'estoration of the judgment of the
Superior Cour't. lHe said that the fir.3 point of contention upon
which lis clients insisted was that the shares, whieh wei'e trans-
ferred by the husband to the wvife, weî'e flot lawfully or effectually
transferred, foi' undeî' the Civil Code of Quebec, Article 1265,
theî'e could be no gift between spouses, and by Article 1483 thei'e
could be no sale fi'om one spouse to anotheî'.

.Mr. Blake, resuming lis argument on behaif of the appellants
at a subsequent sitting. said the evidence enabled hima to main-
tain that in the transactions with the bank Mr. Jodoin acted as
the autborized agent of his wife. The real question was whetheî'
the wife could be held to be liable foi' the notes which the bank
discounted for Mir. Jodoin. By a power of attorney which l>ame
Jodoin gave to bei' husband, the latter was expressly authoî'ized
to, buy and se11 stock and dî'aw notes for the puripose of i'eceiving
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