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In the Province of Quebec when there is no
ante-nuptial settlement the law makes a settle-
ment of the property of the parties upon their
marriage, and also of property subsequently ac-
quired. This is called ¢ Community Property,”
and it is not in the power of the husband, during
the coverture, to make a gift of the community
property, directly or indirectly, to his wife, al-
though he is the administrator of it, and may
make gifts to the children if the gifts are proper-
ly accepted. This legal settlement takes effect
whether the narriage ceremony takes place in
Quebec or eisewhere, and whether the property
of the wife happen to be in that Province or
elsewhere, provided the domicile of the husband
1s in that Province, and the parties intend im-
mediately to go and reside in Quebec. Untl
two or three years ago the laws of the Province
of Quebec did not recognize a trust created by
deed znter vivos.

In this case the parties were married in To-
ronto in 1859. The husband was domiciled and
carrying on business in Montreal. They intend-
ed, immediately after marriage, to go and reside
in Montreal, which they did. On March 3,
1875, a deed was executed at Toronto between
the wife of the first part and one A., and the hus-
band of the second part, whereby the three
parties covenanted that certain Ontario bank
stock, in which certain monies which the wife
had received after the marriage had been laid
out, and which were then held in the name of
the husband in trust for the wife, should be duly
transferred into the names of A. and the hus-
Jband, and that this stock, as wellas a sum of
$4,000, which the wife had received trom her
mother at the time of the marriage, and which
had been put into the commercial business of
the husband in Montreal, should be held by A.
and the husbund in trust to invest as therein
mentioned, and to permit the wife, during her
life, to receive the income to her own use, and

after her death in trust for the children of the
marriage, and in default of surviving issue, over.
The husband had always, up to the time of this
suit, resided in Montreal ; A. resided, and had ‘

long resided, in Toronto. On February 8, 1877,



