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meanirig of the section Beckett v, 7'asker, 19 7...~ do

Bras. v. Harrison (189!), 2 Q.B3. 428; Soft/aw v Wdchl (1Sgq(A 2

QB.419 Whle t.he section created a liability against lier

future acq uired fi-ee separate property it didl fot enable lier to

contract 50 as to bind such property unless she had sonie cxitmgi

separate property at the date of the contract :Pa//isier v. Gurne)'.

19 Q.B.D. 519 Tet4ey v. Grifflth, 57 L.T 673 ; Leak v. Dr-it/id,

24 Q.B.D. 98 ; lSogdoit v. Lee (1891), 1 Q,.13 661 ; Pe/toit Plros,

v. Harrison (I891), 2 Q-13- 422, A construction evading or remier.

ing illusory in these essential respects the status of a ferne sole

affected to be conferred by the Act upon a married woman with

respect to ber decbts and liabilitieq, invited legislative intervefilti)fl,

and in 1893 it was enacted by Act 56 & 57 \Tict., c. 63, s. 1, il'

substitution and repeal of s. i, sub-s. 3ad4othe principal

Act that " Every contract lýereaftcr entered into by a mai vieil

woman, .therwise than as agent, (a) shall be deerned l ho

a contract entered into by hier with respect to and to bild lier

separate property, wvhether she is or is flot in fact oossessed of« or.

efltitled to any separate 1 roperty at the time wheni she enter-, iiito

such ccntract ; (b) shall bind ail separate property which slie nia%

at that time or thereafter be posscsseil of or entitled to ; and c

shall also be enforceable by process of' lawv against all propcrty

which she may thereafter while ciscovert be possessed of' or

entitled t.o. Provided that nothing in this section contained shllal

render available to satisfy any Iiability or obligation arising out of

J such contract any separate property wvhich at that tinie or thiere-

after she is restrained from anticipating." This amendiment is with

slight verbal altterations carried into the Ontario Act c. 163, ~.4.

That t tion of it frorn clause (c> inclusive to the end is otiittcd

from die New Brunswvick Act, 58 Vict. c. 24, s. 3. Propertï

R? acquired by a woman while discovert wvould, under the Newv

Brunswick Act, not be liable upon a contract previously mnade by

her when under coverture . Beckett v. Tasker, 19 O.B.D. 7; 1>dton

Bras. v. Harrison (1891), 2 Q.B, 428 ; Sa/t/au'e v. We/c/t (1899;. 2

Q-B. 419.
y The most serious difficulty connecteil with the construction of

the Act arises fromn the effort made thereby to create a liability

'rit iupon the contracts of a married woman against her separate

property, while providing in stringent terms for its protectionl

where it is settlc.d upon her with a restriction against anticipation.


