
662 CAAD LAW JOURNAL.

JUDOMENT DEDT-CHOSE IN ACTION-ASSIGNMENT 0OP OHO8E 11;

3 'ACToN-AssioNmENT OP' PART OF" JUOGMENT OEBT-A-SSIONr-,Z
-LEAtVE TO ISSUEC EXECUYTION-JIDICAýTURCE ACT, 1873 (36-37,
VICT. C. 66) s. 25 (6)-(ONT. Jun. ACT, s. 58 (5) ).

Foister v. Baker (1910) 2 KB. 6X6 it this caSî> also, thie
4 efteet of an assigu ment of a pa~rt of a chose in action was in

question. lit the prement case a part of a juugment debt was
assigiied and the asignee applied to the Court for leave mider
Rule 601 (Ont. Rule 864> to issue exemution for the part assigned.
Bri>y, J,, refusvd the application on the ground that there eHnnot
ho ait absolitte assignmineit within the Jtudieaturc Act, s. 25 (6)
(Ont, Jud. Act. s. 58 (5) ) of a part of a chose in action, and the
Court of Appeal (william.s Moullton. and Pittwell, L-Ij.J.
afflinod hi% dod-sioli on the grolind that as the original judgimerit
e relit-or coul offly immue a single (>xeeut.Jof iponi his judgilolt
and could niot split up the juds -nt deht and isemue etpnrate
exeetitionis for different parts of it. hit eould flot give lin kasigiie

a riglit which lie did not himself possOss.

$ET 1~I'-M'rV1> DnTu-As4WNENTTO tDErE~NDANT ou' un-i:Iw
OWDBY P 3 !TI".-ET OFFP BYV DFlF'NI>ANT OP' iwivr

3 xQNED.JiDICTI'E CTi. 1873 (36-3 i VIMCT . 6f'
25 (6) -- ONT. Jîi. ACT. q. 58Y' ))

112 In »r V. Wlliu Un (1910) 2 N.B. 643. thp Court or A ppeoi
((zes-Iardy l ., and Farwell ai Knnd L.J.. hnvl

rtveri.,*d the deeisouu of the Divisional Court (1910) 29 K.8. i
noe ftt, 1). 491 ). The Court of A ppeill holding that il

ttefeildanft imuuy set off pro- ialifo again.st ai deht owing I h lin to
the> pliiutiff. il deht owing hy the plaintiff1 to a t}uird party wlivre.
of thp de fendant is Ivsigfec.
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