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property belonging to the wife, as well as articles of pefsona1
use and adornment, and corresponded perhaps more tha?
anything else to what we now style the wife's Separate
property.” By Cod. 5, 14, 8, the matter in question Was d‘:’;l:

with as follows :  Hac lege decernimus, ut vir in his ¢
o dicun®

quas extra dotem mulier habet, quas Graeci parapher

nu . .
llam uxore prohibente habeat communtonemm; - - S|
g se VT

nullo fnodo, muliere prohibente, virum i1 parapherni
umus immiscere.” In commenting upon this provision
MacKenzie (Rom. Law, 6th ed., p. 107) Say$: « All the prcg
perty of the wife not comprehended in the dowry, Wa$ calle
paraphernal.” Again, Mr. Schouler, in his admirable work 0%
the Domestic Relations (4th ed., p. 208), emphasizes the V¢
distinction that we are here indicating between the Rom#?
fmd English systems of jurisprudence in relation to this sutzi
]?Ct,'and says: “The word [paraphernalia] has a more imit®
signification in England and America, being confined t° per
Son‘al necessaries or ornaments, and having no possible
catl'on to real estate.” These authorities (and there ar€ 0%~
which we have not space to quote) justify us in thinking Fh%s
it is incorrect to say that «the English law of the ¥
paraphernalia is borrowed from the civil law.” On the Whoyi’-
t‘loweVer, Mr. Uttley's article is both interesting and ins‘trﬂc
ive, and if he has made one or two slips in his exposiuon

th
e law, why—Quandoque bonus dormital Homerus !
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A CANADIAN BAR ASSOCIA TION.

. ned
. ;\. new chapter in Canadian legal history has been o8 be
y the formation of the Canadian Bar Association- '1;‘3»1;10"1

speak the careful attention of our readers to the constl o
.adopted, and to the report of the proceedings of the pfehdﬂ(
inary conference at Montreal, which appears in an 2 et

to this issue. y .
andTaf hlg-h.l y 1‘e.presentative character of the atte? ey
L e ability with which the meeting was manage® by
by or a useful future for the new organization: XCGSi 508
on ters. from leading barristers in various parts of the P PO

ario was not so fully represented as some of the oth®



