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dootoeie. oIP*tNedbyv. Ye4bcUy, the ousoitemu oornatly Iayng-
down the, law as to the burden of proof where uuidue influen.o by
a hnSband la alkged, in the very cam rélied on by the proeut
Mastor of the Rolla (when Mr. Justice Cozenat.Hwrdy> in Bon v.
Wtihs 81 L.T. Rep. 321, (180>.) 2 Ch., at p. 585, us adefinite auth.
oriey-for tleue pftcpotitioua: - The relation of huiband and wife
ia not one cf those to whieh thý, doctrine of Hugueniii v. Ruele.y
applies. In other words, there inen presumption that a voluntary
deed executed by a wife ini favour of her humband, and prflpared
by the huiband 'as olicitor, i ipvalid. " This statement of the law
has ince been approved both in the lligh Court and in the Court
of Appeul. see Bank -of Africa v. Cohen, 100 L.T. Rep. 916,
(1909) 2 Ch., at p. 135; and Hou,.. v. Bûtop, 100 L.T. Rep. 826,
(1909) 2 K.B. 390. In the latter case it was alsc pointed out
thet the StRtemeiit tçý the contrary-that Hitgtuenitt v. Baseleu,
doos apply to husband and wife-made by Lord Penzance in
Par/itt v. Lawless, 27 L.T. Rep. 215, 2 P. & D., at p. 468, in a
mere dictwn. The authority of Par /111 v. Lawless on thia point
(much relied on by text-writere) may therefore now be cou-
sidered to be exploded. Another inatter ihat colis for notice is
that it was particularly pointed out by M,%,r, Justice Idington (the
dissenting judge in Stuart v. Bankc of Motitreal, who deelined to,
acquiesce in the supposed doctrinc of Cea' v. AdZams) that the
preut-day Married Women 's Property Acta are quite incon-
uiatent with the theory that applies Hugusuiw, -. Baseloyj to, hua-
band and wife, This point was aiso, toutihed on by Lord Justice
Farwell in the course of the argument in Howes v. Bithop (p.
394). "l do flot see how, at ai>' rate sizice the Married Womeu's
Property Act, 1882, the rule in Httguemin v. Daseleu' can bc aaid
to cover the. relation of husband and wife." l'hmo statements
of the law made by Mr. Justice Idington ln the Supreme Court
of Canada lu the premont case aud by Lord Justice Parwell in
the Court of Appeal lu Hotves v. Bighop are in accord with the
viewu of the Judicial Cormmittee ini Bankc of Montreai v. Stuart.
The authority for saying that a transaction by a marrled woman
wlth hor huaband cannot now be impeached solely on the grouud


