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ENGLISH CASES. 13

INSURANCE, LIE-DEATH "*DHCFtLTY OR INDIRECTLY ? CAUSED
BT WAR-DEATH 0F ASSURED BY ACCIDENT WHILE ENGAGED
IN MILITARY DUTIES.

Coxe v. Emploers' L*ability Assurance (Co. (1916) 2 K.B.
629. In this case the construction of a policy of life insurance
was in question whereby the a&-zured w&s insured against death
exept it be "dir-ectly or indirectly" causedby war. The insured
,vas a mnilitary officer, and. in the <ischarge of his military duties
was accidentally killed hy a train whilst walking alongside the
rails of a railway for the purpose of visiting, sentries posted along
the lin. A~n arbitrator to whom the dlaim was referred found
as a fart that the death of the insured occurred while ini the
<liseharge of his mfflit.ary duty. and was within the exception,
and this conclusion was affirîned hy Serutton, J., on a case stated
liv the trhitrator.

IiUSBAND MNI) WIFE-AcTION HY WIFE &GAINST HCSBAN-

TORT-ACION FOR RESCISSION 0F DOCUMENT FOR FRAED-
NMARRIRD WOMAN'S PROPERTY ACT, 1882 (45-46 VICT. C.

75) s. 12-(fL.S.O. c. 149 s. 16).
Hulton v. ilulton (1916) 2 K.B. 642. Thi.'s was an action by

a wife against lier hiisband to recover damages for deceit, alleging
that by his frauidulent representations she 'vas induced to execute
a separation deed. The plaintiff also clairned to have the deeu
rescinded and dleclared void. As to the claim for damages

Liîsh, -i., held that thc action ivas for tort, and could not 1w.
niaintained; Sec the Mlarried XVomen*ýs Property Act, s. 12
(R.S.O. c. 149, s. 16) and could net lx, supported as an action
for thc protection of hcr separate I)owt.But as to tIcsecond
l)rfnch for rescission, although it -w'as hased on an allegtd wrTOflU
act of the husbawli, it wa.s not un action for tort within the mran-
ing of the section ahove referred tc, and was maint,%inah1e, and
judgxnient was given in favour of the pl.;ntiff on th.gt part of lier
Case.

('HIMINAi.LAW-~I1N' OF A(< OM PLI C F-( ORHO BORATION.

The King v. Baskerrille (1916) 2 K.B. 658. This wag an
appeal to the Court of ('riminal Appeal fromn a conviction, on
the ground thnt the evidenc of an accomplice had not been
sufficiently corrol-orated. The ap)pellant wvas found glilty of


