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which may he mentioned the doctrine of election as a party to a foreclosure action the rigg?
between dower' and a devise or bequest in a wife, who has joined in the rnortgage tOba
will, this is veryofully discussed in chap). 34. The dower, (P. 248). In a suit for sale in the eehIlt
work closes witb a sketch of the proceedings in of there being a surplus it would certaillY seCri
actions for dower. proper that the surplus should flot be diSposed

Perhaps the portion of the work which is of of in ber absence ; but it is only upon the hap,
most interest in Ontario is that in which dower pening of that event that there would seeIr' t

in mortgaged estates is considered. In bis pre- be atny more reason for ber being a partY thaP1
face the author modestly says that be mnakes no when J)avidson v. 1)oyes (6 Pr. R. 27,) wa5 dei
pretence to originality. LIn this branch of bis cided, and it may well be doubted whether the
subject, however, he bas had scarcely any tracks mortgagor's estate should be burdened with the
to step in. The dev7isions of our owfl Courts and m~ortgagee's costs of making the wife a Party
the Provincial Statutes form bis materials, and f rom thc commencement of the suit, while lief
these he bas discussed witb considerable free- interest arises only at the time when that Of th
dom and ability, (sec pp. 240 and 241), and has lflortgagee ceases. In a suit for foreclosure, a5

flot besitated to subrnit bis own views wbere the miortgagee takes the land if tbe owner of the
judicial decision bas yet to be gîven. The autbor equity of redemption, the husband, does 1109

will doubtless expect to find practitioners wîîo redeern, no rigbt of the wife under the statut
differ from bim, and it miay flot l)e out of place would seem to arise at any stage ; and if that
to eall our readers' attention to soniie of 1the case why should sbe be made-a party. it is

these as yet unsettled points. For instance, on possible, however, that practitioners wvill nOt care

P. 270, in the case of a purchase by the ubn to run any risk in tbe i-natter, and Nvill adopt the
before marriage, he receiving a deed and giving course 'vbich Mr. Cameron upbolds, especiaîy
a mortgage for a portion of the purchase ' noney, as it has been decided tmat the wife in the C-qC
and after marriage re-conveying to tbe mort' of a mortgage sincc the statute, is not an i'
gagee in satisfaction of the mortgage,' his wife proper party: (Building and Loan AssOCiaO%
not joining. Lt may *be reasonably urged tbat in 1*. Carswell, 8 Pr. R. 73).ba
such a case tbe Amnerican authorities citcd to' i n the wbolc we think it will be founa tb
shew tbat the widow should be endowed 'sbould j the autbor bas fulfilled the belief expressed 1
not be followed bere. There are analo)gous lýtbe preface tbat bis work embraces refer-elces t0
authorities in Ontario under whicb it could be rnost of the Arnerican cases in point, to near1 y
urged that the wife vould only be dowable ouît Iail the English cases, and, witbout exceptiOfle to

of tb e equity of redemption, îvbich the hushand ail the Canadian ones. The profession Wli14W

could convey witbout the concurrence o>f bis feel sure, bave reason to be grateful to '
wife, and so defeat ber contingent rigbt to dower Canieron for his labours in resctxing fr011' the
It does not, indeed, seeni so clear as tbe wvriter Lauireate's imputation of " codelessness " the

puts it on pp. 248 and 249, tbat tbe statute 42 "wilderness of single instances " in this brerich
Vict. C. 22, disables a busband fromn conveying, ofte"a5essineo U a.
bis equity so as to divest the dower without the Th tyorpiaîapaaceo h ok
wife's concurrence. Tbe effect of Calveï/ v. admirable. We have observed one <)r

Black, 8 Pr. R. 254, seemns to be that the statute crclsisntntcdintels for;;eta
only applies in tbe case of a compulsory sale of for instance, e'vendor's," on p. 234, would seel
the land. Tbat case ivas flot directly im-pugned to be intended to be " vendee's ;"siimply C0l'
in Martindaie v. Clarkson, 6 App. R. i, and bas tract" for " simple contract," on p. 237; ,
very recently been followed by tbe Cbancellor in " Bowes " for " Boyes"» in the reference to Va?"d'
Re Ward, (March 12, 1883), tbough from some son v. Boyes, p. '248.
of the remarks m-ade by that lcarned judge in
giving judgi-ent, it mnight be inferred tbat bis
decision m-ight bave been different if tbe matter---
were res in/egr-a.

The author's construction of tbe above statute
also tinges bis views as to tbe propriety of joining


