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ENPOBCEMENT CI MARIBIED WOMKÂu'S CONTRÂCT-BENcH ANI) BAR.

foreshadow legisiative changes in that
direction. Thus Vice-Chancellor Malin s
in an elaborate judgment in Pice v. Fitz.
Gibbon, 28 W. R. 667, decided that the
written engagement of a married woman
binds ail separate estate belonging to ber
at the date of the judgment in the action,
'whether it belonged to her at the ime of
the engagement or ivas afterwards acquir-
ed ; that iL was immaterial whether or flot
,she had any such estat e at the ime of the
engagement; and moreover that sucli pro-
perty was bound, even if it was original-
ly subject to restraint on anticipation,
provided that before the judgment the
restrainL had become inoperative by the
death of husband. And the stili lat2r
case of .Flower v. Buller, 28 W. RL. 948,'
extends the doctrine of Pike v. .Filzgibbon,
and decides that a married. woman Mnay
bind her separate estate in expectancy
under a will by charging iL in writing
(ler husband also joiniqg) for advances
mnade to the husband; and this although
the estate in expectancy was one under
the will of a living person. Some of the
positions advancedt by Denman, J., (who
aat for Fry, J.) appear to be, but are not
necessarily, at confiict with views enunc-
iated in some parts of the judgments in
TUc Standard Bankc v. Boutn. But we
are not aware of any authority going so
far as the decision in Lougl4ad v. Stubrn,
touching the liability of a married woman,
on a contract respecting her real estate,
or lier intcrests in expectancy therein.

BEZVCH AND BAR.

The question has been raised in Eng-
land as to the propriety of a judge's son
practising in hie father's Court. The
Law Timnes thus alludes to the subj ect :

1'An incident li the '[Bristol County Court
raises a question which, we think, is of the utmo8t
moment te the Bench and the Bar. A son of
the judge appeared as counsel before him, andi

the counsel on the other Bide declined to go on
with the case, as we gather, on that ground
alone. We think the judge wae wroiig in sug-
gesting that this 8tep could in any sem'0 be an
insult ta hlm. It is in the higliest degree iUiofl
venient, in cases where a judge site te try cassei
alone, that his son should practise before him. This
view lias been taken very strongly by Sir James
Hlannen. That it lias not'been taken hy Sir R.
Philliniore lias caused mucli soreness and adverse
Comment. The ground upon which we agree
with the objecting counsel at Bristol is, that it le
quite impossible for a judge under sucli circum-
stances to"escape the criticismes of suitors who
arre defeated before hlm whea opposed by hie
son. They may.be unfair, but they wiUl be made,
and the consequences muet be inost prejudicial
te the administration of the law. County Court
judges are not just now so favourably regarded,
that they can allow their Courte to be made the
means of advancing their relations, and they
should diacturage solicitors in their districts from
retaining the services of those intimnatelY con-
nected. We do not agree that there is any anal-
ogy between practising in County Courte and at
aseizes. To say that a barrister should neyer
apl)ear ln a court presided over by hie father
mnay be unreasonable. But we most emPhati'
cally condemn the practice of barri»tere adopting
a court in which to practise over which their
fathers do preside or may preside alone."

The EnglIish Law Journal takes simi-
i-ar grouind

" There is, no doubt, an impression abroad
that the judge is likely to turn a More favourable
ear to tlie arguments of hie son than to those of
otlier adyocates. In the lLTnited States the im-
pression lias taken so deep a hold that an attempt
lias actually been made to pronounce a father dis-
qualified, on the ground of interest, te try a ca*e
in whicli lis son le engaged. Sucli views of the
situation are, it is needless ta say, altagether
witliout foundation. Judge's sons cannot be cs-
tracised from the bar because their fathers were
eminent lawyers before them. We do net for a
moment believe that a single case on record lias
been decided lu favour of a particula" party be-
cause that party happened to be represented by
the judge's son.

When so mucl isl said, the subject liowever, iis
not exliausted. It le a great deal more likely that
judges will take a sort of maliclous pleasure in
non-suiting their sons than put tliemselves ont of
tlie way ta lielp a son's client over a stile. The
very feeling that lie may be supposed te be in-
flnenced will, in a reffned nature, il it Produc"
a bias at ail, turu it againet the objOet that it
le expected ta favour. Lord Blackburnl once
said that the Chief Justice, having tried and.


