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the management of that property, net only for"
the benefit of the individual himself, but of bis
wife and children. In the United States, ho
believed provision was made for the teial of
persons who showed themselves by their ha-'
bits incompetent to deal with their proper,
ty, as if actually deprived of their senses. If
they were proved incompetent, their property
was removed from their control, and placed
in the hands of trustees. The real question
was not, what was in the Englishi law, but
what was most applicable to the condition
of things, and what should be the subject of
legislation here. The first clause in the pre-
sent bill went to eflect what was only founded
on justice-to prevent the husband wasting
aud destroying bis wife's property and txurn-
ing lier out of doors. It provided thattlat
property should not be excumbered-that the
husband should not pass it out of ber posses-,
ion, but that it should be retaiued for the be-

nefit of bis wife until she signed a document
conveying it away le believed that it would
operate in many cases mutually advantageous
to both parties, and not necessarily give rise
to those social disputes that some gentlemuen
appeared to think would arise. le did not
deny that a marriage settlementafforded some
protection to a woman as respects property
belonging to her before marriage, but the bill
would also protect ber in reference to what
sho acquired after the union. The bill provi-
ded that lier property should not b cliable for
his debts, only those she might contract ber-
self. The two remaining clauses were to pro-
tect the wife in case of desertion.. If a woman
could prove that she had been actually desert-
ed by her husband, then she would be protect-
ed. At present, a woman was liableto having
any property she might acquire subsequent to
the desertion by ier husband reized by him in
case ho should return. The bill remedied-
what was an obvions injustice, for it was but
right that a woman, deserted by her husband,
should be protected against lim. A similar
hLw existed in New Brunswick, and doubtless
if it had operated prejudicially there, it would
bave been altered before this.

Hon..P Jov. SEcY. said that now was the
proper tinie to discuss the principle of the bill
and then weut on to speak at some length in
opposition to it. He could see no reason for so
radical a change in the existing law, as was
proposed. He confessed that bis mmd to a,
large extent took the same course as that of
the hon. embers for Inverness and Guys-
boro'. Every one knew tiat a feeling of chi-
valry animated thé majority of men in refer-
ence to woman, and threw around theni a pro-
tection which no law on the statute book could
give. The member for Inverness had shown
that the property that a woman had previous
to her marriage remained her own and that ber
husband cotild not alienate it without her con-
sent, and therefore in that respect she was well
protècted. Hehad known instances where the
present law even operated prejudically to ithe
mterest of the husband rather t-ban to those of
the-wife. One case he mentioned was where
a man succeeded in making the, property
brought to him by his vife a hundred percent.
more valuable. She fell sick, however, and
hé spent a great deal of money, and used every,
exertion t aleviate ber misfortune. When
the hour of death came, lowever, the property
which hé bad rendered so valuable by his own

exertions was nearly passing ont of bis bande
into those of strangers. He was sure the
honourable gentlemen would flnd on exami-
nation that there were two sides to the ques-
tion-that the husband required protection
just as much as the wife sometimes. The mo
ment a man married a woman, whatever her
circunistances might be, she became the
owner of his property, irrespective of his will
and inclination, and no power on earth could
divest lier of that except lier own pleasure.
Every one knew the influence the sex had
over man, and how frequently he was carried
away by her to do as she willed; and, there-
fore, lie thought a woman was not so unfortu-
nately situated as sonie gentlemen tried te
make ont she was. 11e knew a case where a
man who voted for him at an election was
asked by a creditor, how it was lie broke his
promise to vote for the other candidate? The
excuse given by the wife waxs, -" Why, you
sce, you only see him occasionally, but h bas
to life with me." (Great laughter.) Whilst,
lowever, he could excuse the hon. menber
for Ring's for introducing the bill, since he
was to some extent under the influence of the
glances of approval that beamed from bright
eyes on the occasion of the opening of the
bouse when he brought it in; yet he could
inot excuse the Financial Secretary, in whose
judgment he confided largely, for tbe line of
argument that gentleman had pursued. That
hon. gentleman should consider that it was
repugnant to a higher law tban that of man to
introduce what would be the elements of dis-
cord between those who have been joined
together by a holy tic. The hon. gentleman,
he thouglit, also went too far bwhen he wished
to have the wife protected in case the husband
was extravagant-it was allowing the wife
altogether too much latitude. The hon. Pro-
vincial Secretary then went on to contravert
other arguments in favor of the bill, and con-
clided by showing in what particulars a wo-
man, he considered is protected as the law
now stands, and why there is no necessity for
the proposed change.

Hon. ArrY. GENL. replied to the Provincial
Secretary and poiînted out cases where the
present law operated unfairly upon females.
H e knew an instance of a person whodeserted
his family, for some years, and dnring his ab-
sence lis wife managed to malce a good busi-
ness and.accumulate a property, worth some
hundreds of pounds. In order to protect ber-
self she took the deed, in the name of the eldest
daughter. On his return, the busband, find-

ing he could not get hold offthe property by
fair means, appealed to the Court of Clancory
setting forth that that property was purchased
with bis money, and the deed ought to bave
been made out in his name. If the case was
decided in bis favour, then the property she
had accumulated by ber industry would be
handed over to a man who bad left bis family
to sbift for bimself and had done nothing to-
wards fthe acquisition of the property which
he so unjustly claimed. These facts would

ive an idea of the injustice which the present
faw, in its operations, might inflict upon. res-
pectable, hardworking wives. As respects the
reasons adduced against the bill by bis fçjend
the Provincial Secretary, he did not consider
them as having much weight. The law, as- it
now stood, protected a third of the real estate;
but a mai might have ten thousands' worth
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