
1182 THE~ ONTARIO WEEKLY 'VOTES.

it iu the sense that when a judgment is obtaîned. it can b
under execution.

The judgment to enfi<rce this liability was n<>t ar

judginent, but a proprietory judgment. The forin was

in Scott v. 'Mo'rley, 20 Q.B.D. 132, and the plaintiff was

titled to a general judgmnent quod recuperet, per Osier,

MeMiehaei v. Wilkie, 18 A.R. 472.
Ail this was changed in England in 1893, and bere i

but this case must be deait witb upoei the law as it

1890-1892.
The Division Court therefore bad no jurisdiction to

personal judgment sucb as that pronounced, and to tha'

there must be prohibition.
But the Division Court had jurisdiction to entertaul. tl

and to pronounce a proper judguent, and as the defendi

sented to judgxnent, and as on ber crossexaminatioU. it

that at the time of the contract and of the suit she had i

property, the Division Court niay well amend the judgm4

have no sucb power.
1 would baye given the defendant ber costs of these

ings were it xiot for the most ixuproper charges she bas se

maire in ber afidavit. it couldi maire no possible differen'
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