THE LEGAL NEWS.

153

The Zegal Hews.

VoL, X.

MAY 14, 1887. No. 20.

An Act passed recently by the Legislature
21' Ohio goes very far in the assertion of
Women’s rights,” and in giving husband
and wife a separate status. The wife is
authorized to make personal contracts as if
Unmarried, and husband and wife may con-
tract together subject to the doctrine of con-
fidential relations. On the other hand it im-
Poses on the wife the duty of assisting the
husband in supporting the minor children, if
© is unable to do it wholly. The American
W Record says: “The present act re-
.Toves the last vestige of the old, fanciful
OCtrine of the common law, that husband
and wife are but one person in the eye of
the lay, together with all the consequences
uced from that proposition by the inex-
Orable logic of the feudal lawyers.”

« The Law Journal (London) remarks that
the Attorney-General, in the House of
Mmong, went too far when he said that
i::]ly report of a trial which was in fact an
8cent publication was subject to the law

w indecent publications,’ and that this
48 part of the doctrine in the case of  The
(Eollfessional Unmasked,” namely, that mo-
V@ Was not to be considered. The decision,
OWever, in Steele v. Branman, 41 Law J.
th D- M. C. 85, where that case is reported on
S Becond occasion on which it came before
ljsico‘ll'tS, is that an indecent book repub-
e.d a8 part of a report of the trial of a pro-
10g in which it was pronounced inde-
cent hag no privilege. Mr. Justice Keating
8tri. ﬁ("- Justice Grove confined themselves
ticecBy to deciding this point, and Chief Jus-
. 0vill held that the publication was not,
trial, .} ci.rcumstances, a fair repo.rt of the
is madIt 18 obvious that when a trial at law
matte © & subterfuge for publishing indecent
chimr! no privilege exists, because the
tria] '8 not b?nd. fide. A fair report of a
not Published in the interests of justice, and
UBIng the judicial proceedings as a cloak

for indecency, although it does use words
which, if published on another occasion,
would be indictable, has never been held to
be indictable; and it is not in accordance
with the genius of English law that it
should be.”

COUR DE REVISION.
Queskc, 30 avril 1886.
Coram Stuarr, J. C., CARON, ANDREWS, JJ.

LaBRRGE V. LABERGE &8-qualité, et McNrcrOLL
et vir, opposants, et LABERGE, contes-
tante.

Douaire—Opposition afin de surseoir—Créance.
antérieure au dovaire.

Juck :—Que le créancier antériewr au douaire
peut faire saisir et vendre Timmeuble affecté
au douaire; quele douairidre qui a tnstitué
une action en licitation et partage de la
jouissance de l'immeuble sur lequel porte
son droit, ne peut par une opposition afin
de surseoir faire suspendre la vente jusqu'd
adjudication sur telle action, mais qu'elle
peut faire valoir son droit par une opposi-
tion @ fin de charge.

La demanderease ayant obtenu jugement
pour pension alimentaire contre le défen-
deur, tuteur A ses petits enfants issus du ma-
riage de I'opposante avec feu Ferdinand Ber-
geron, fit saigir un immeuble ayant appar-
tenu 4 la communauté de biens qui avait
existé entre ces derniers.

L’opposante et son second mari produi-
sirent une opposition A fin de surseoir & la
vente. L'opposante alléguait (1) son douaire
sur Pimmeuble saisi; (£) qu'elle avait insti-
tué contre ses enfants une action en licita-
tion et partage de I'usufruit du dit immeuble,
action encore pendante, concluant: “A ce
“ que les procédés sur la vente soient suspen-
“ dus jusqu’a ce que le dit immeuble soit
“licité et partagé quant A la jouissance et
“ usufruit, avec dépens en cas de contesta-
“ tion contre qui de droit, opposante a tout
“ événement, devant étre remboursée des dits
« dépens comme frais de partage et licita-
“ tion.”

La demanderesse contesta parce que I'im-
meuble saisi avait ét6 donné par elle au pre-
mier mari de Yopposante 4 1a charge de la



