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his wife with sufficient money to buy apparel for cash and bad
neyer authorized ber to, buy goods on credit. In the resuit judg-
ment was recovered against the wife alone and execution thereon
was issued against her separate estate, and under this execution
some dresses and other wearing apparel of the wife were seized,
whieh were elaimed hy the husband as belonging to him, as para-
phernalia. An interpleader issue was direeted to try the ques-
tion of ownership. The issue wvas tried in a County Court tind
the judge directed the jury that on the authority of what was
said by Jeune, P.P.D., in the case of 'asker v. Tasker (1895), P.
1, that they should find the issue ini favour of the husband, whieh,
''with regre'' they accordingly did. Froi this deciteion an
appeal was bail to a Divisional Court who, thinking there was
some evidence to support the flnding of the jury, dismissed the
appeal. The plaintiffs then appealed to the Court of Appeal
(Cozens-Hardy, M.R. , and Farwell and Kennedy, L.JJ.) wbo
eame to the conclusion that though the decision in Tasker v.
Taskcr was correct, the dicta of Jeune, P.P.D., which the County
Court judge had quoted to the jury on the subjeet of para-
phernalia were flot correct, and thtey therefore allowed t.he appeal
and fouind the issue in fa jour of the execution ereditors. Jeune,
I'.P.D.. as the Court of Appeal point out, liai treateil para-
phernalia as heing a subject ofproperty by the hushand, whereas
it is a sp)ecies of property which only arises in favour of a wife
after her husband's death, wherchy she hecomnes entitled to dlaim
as her own. as against bis estate, articles of personal use and
apparel and ornarnent suitable to lier station in life. Under tbe
Married Woxnan's Prop-rty Aet, goods purehiaged for berseif
hby a N'ife, even though with money supplied by iie husbanil,
hecome the wife's separate property, aud as sueh hiable to execu-
tion against her separate estate.

WNORXCMEN 'E COY PENSATIoN A CT, I 906-DEPENDANT--TRANSM 15-
SION4 OP INTEREST OF DEFENDANT-ACTI<) 1ERSONALIS MORITUR

CUM PERSONA.

The United (ollieries \-. Sùnpsoi, (1909) A.C. 38:3, Although a
case arising under the Workmen's Compensation Aet of 1906,
whieh bas not been adopted in Ontario, is neverthpless deserving
of attention inasmuch as the House of Lords (Lord Loreburn,
L.C., andl Lords Macnaghten, Shaw andl Dunedin) bave deter-
mineil that under it the righit of a defendant to compensation is
a transmissible interest to which the iaxîxu actio personalis, etc.,
has no application, and that if a defendant (lie without making
a claim, his or her personal representative is entiticil tô enforce


