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THE DOMiNION AND THEC EMFIRE-ENOIRCENENT 0F MÂIRRIED WoMxN'S (ONTHACT.

nient, Mr. Todd declares (p. 459) to b.
essential to the efficiency and stability of
parliamentary institutions ; and lie en-
forces this remark in a striking manner
by a reference to the American constitu-
tion. He says:-

IIThe framers of the American constitution
,deemed it necessary ini the intereot of the nation
to entrust large powers to the President, includ-
ing a right to veto the legisiation of Congreas,
sinlesa, upon reconaideration, two-thirds of both
Ilouses should requfre the paasing of a meamure
,of which the President had disapproved.

1 In view of the more extended powers which
are practically confided te a parliamentary min-
istry able to commiand a majo&ity in the popular
'chamber, it is evident that some restraint upon
thefr actions is needful to counteract possible cor-
ruption or abuse. This restraint in afforded by
the vigilant oversiglit of the sovereigu or her re-
presentative."

And he goee on to remark that in a
a British colony the representative of the
(Jrown je usually a mani of special quali-
fications for hie exalted office.

But notwithetanding the importance
of maintaining the lawful antliority of the
Sovereign, Mr. Todd warnE us (p. 19)
that:

ilPractically, ever since the commencement of

the Reform, movement, in 1830, the constitutional
raonarchy of England has been in danger, through
the ouai>ard progress of democratic ideam, of lie-
ing converted into a purely ministerial oligarchy;
to the detriment not only of the personal rights

-of the Crown in the body politic, but also of those
vital interests therein which are of ýnational con.

1tern, and which. it is the peculiar province of the

8overeign te, conserve."

And there is a further circumetance
pointed out by Mr. Todd, besides the
progress of democratie ideas, which ren-
ders it the more difficuit for the proper
<constitutional value of the Crown to be
appreciated. H1e reinarke (e. 23) that-

Il rom the secrecy which properly enshrines
the intercourse between the Crown and its advi-
sers, it rarely happens that the opinions or con-

duct of the sovereigi' in governmental matters
becomes known to the public at large. Accord.
ingly, those functions of the Crown which. are
flioet beneficial ini their operation are apt to liE

undervalued ; because, whilst strictlY conatitu-
tional, they are hidden from the public eye."

What these functione are, in the view
of the author, we propose Dow te set out

semewbat more specifically ; and We
would desire, if space allows, to add
some remarks upon Imperial contre1

ever self-governing Colonies generally.

(To be oMtnuod.>

ENFORCEMENT OF MA RRIED WO.
MANYS CONTRA CT .RBGARDING
lIER RIGIIT TO DOWER.

A new point in the law regarding mar-
ried women lias been decided by Vice-
Chancellor Proudfoot in the case of Loug-
head v. Stubbs, 27 Grant, 387. But we
are inclined to tlimk that it was net 80
fuily argued or so maturely considered in
sorne respects as its importance demande.
The husband was the owner of land, hie
wife having an inchoate riglit of dower
therein, and lie and she buth entered into
an agreement in writing te ssii the lanid te
the plaintiff for a price lees thai' the

ameunt of incumbrances. The excess of
sucli incumbrances the husband was to
pay and he wau to convey in fee free of all
liens or charges. The purchaser filed his
bill againet the liusband alone, prayiiig
for specific performance, and the defendant
demurred on the ground that hie wife was

a necessary party defendant. The date of
the transaction wau in February, 1880 ;
tlie date of the marriage ie not given. The
Judge held, that as the liusbatid did not
alone contract te sell, but united with hie,
wife in the agreement, it was a joint
agreement te convey, and that ail partiEs
liable te convey muet be joined; and that
tlie husband sliould not b. put te the risk
of having te abate the purchase money,
and therefore bis wife should be a defen-
dant. On tliese grounds the demurrer
wau allowed.


