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high-handed and unlawful design. To the

complainants, the acte they were organized to

perpetrate on that day were fraught with irre-

parable injury. Feeble, indeed, would be the

judicial arm if it could not reach such mieqCre-

ants. To save a debt of twenty dollars, judicial

sets can be perfornîed on Sunday, axsd minis-

terial as well. To prevent the muin of an indi-

vidual sucli an act must not be done! Lame

and impotent conclusion. In Coxnyn's Digest,

title Il Temp," under the head Dies flOf juira.

dicts, it is said the Chancery is aIways openi.

So the Exchequer may ait upon a Sunday, or

out of term; p. 333 (c. 5). There is nothing,

to an intelligent mind, revolting in thie. Sup-

pose, in times of higli political excitement, a

citizen is indicted for treason, and jndgmexst of

death pronounced againet 1dmi by a servile

judge, who, not a slave of the Crown, as were

Trevelyan, Scrogge, and .Jeifries, but yet the

slave of an enraged populace, on an indictment

neyer returned into court or found by a grand

jury, and defective in every essential, aîîd this

judgment pronounced on Saturday, and the time

of his execution fixed on the following Monday.

To arrest this proposed judicial murder, an ap-

plication is made to a member of the appellate

court on the intervening Sabbath ; who would

justify the judge should lie fold his arme, and,

on the plea, the day was not a judicial one, suifer

the victini to be led to execution ? The neces-

sity of the case would be the law of the case.

The judge who has no respect for this principle

is unworthy the ermine, and an unfit conserva-

tom of the rights of the citizen. The case before

us is not one of life or dealli, but involves irre-

parable injury to propemty. An imperioue ne-

cessity demanded the prompt interpositifln of

chancemy. On that principle the act is fully

justifled. This je the dictate of right, of reason,

of common justice and common sense.

The decree of the court below, quashing the

wmit of injunction and diemissing the bill, is

revereed, and the cause reînanded for further

proceedings. -Chicago Legal News.

HARRIET M. HAIGHT v. FRANKLIN MCYEÂQH
and WAYNE MOVEÀGH.

The Aci of 1861, releftng to a marr*~d aoonflWg scp-
arOtO prOpertY, ad of 1869, s-.lating to her earninga,
consirsesd. À esam.id oossan asay b. a partner ini
bsuWnm5, and muid in an actio ai law.

Tbe defendant below wus a nmrred woman mesidlng

wlth ber buab5fld, sud wlîh bis consent carrylng on the

business of a rets11 grocory store iif ber ow tiame, lu

conjunction wlth c&e Chaue, who wua a sulent partuer.

The huebaiid hsd no0 intereet lu the business, but waà

a.cting au clerk for the firm . The account for tbe 001l0CC
tion of whlcb suit was brougbt, waa for gooda purvbB5d
by appellant iu ber own name, to b. used, in ber bu»'

ne@s. No pies In abatement for the non-joinder Of
Chase wau filed. The Court, aiter dlscussing the ad 01

1861 and of 1869, givlng to a msrrled womsn her Ow?'
earnlngs, aud the decisions of the court construing tbO

sanie, say, ln this case, the goods were purchased by the
appellant, to be used lu ber business as proprietresa Of *
retail grocery store. There la no pretenfie that they

were purchased by tbe busband, or for bis upe, or undir

such circunistances that tbe law wlll inter hie liablltY-

They became appellant's sole anid separate property, ad
eitber she must be beld to pay for tbem, or it muet bO

held that while married women bave the right to 00O2'

tract and acquire property, tley shall nevertbela bO

exempt trom cemplying with their contracta made for
that purpose.

2. CIÂNoz is LÂw-DuTT OF COURT.-Tbe legislatVO
departinent bas seen fit to make a radical change lu the

common law relating to the property rights of manrte'
women, and it la tbe duty of the court to enforce the

law as tbey bave made it.

3. CoxSTRarros or Làw As TO EÂAsNNxs AND P10'
PERTY.-That il la not to be supposed that it was wlthill

the contemplation of the legisiature, in conferring UPOO

marrled wemeu the rlgbt te receive, *use and posw
their own earnîngs, and toesue for the saine in tbel.r 0%0
naines, that it was to be limited te such only as abo'J<d

resuit froni manual labor, or tbat in conferring uPOO
them the rigbt to bave their separate property undet

their sole and separate control, and te bold, own, po55O
and enjoy the sanie as thougb tbey were sole and 0'

married, tbey were te be restricted in ils use or dispO.

tion. That the rigbt to control la indispensable te h

acquisition of earniugs, and te tbe unrestrlcted p055ee
sion, control and eujoyment of property.

4ý RIeur TO EAIU< MONET iN TRÂD.-The court Pet

celves no reason why a marrled woman, lnvested Wilh

these rlgbts, may not, at least, wltb tbe consent of bI.T

busband, earn money in trade as well as at tbe washîU'X

or with the sewlng machine; wby she may not as weil b#e

the proprietress of a grocery store as of a farm - contro

debts for gooda te be used lu trade as for aqîliýbo
farmiug Impleinents or lands or farm labour.

5. ErvecT op Raimovixe 00Maài05 LAw RE5TITîOW0-

Thât lu removing the common law restrictions uplof

rlght te acquire and te control ber property, the îegI'r

tive have left ber to determine, at ail events wbf

huaad shall not object, froni the dictstes of ber *

judgment, In what lawful pursuits sbe wlll enga'. a

wbether il shahl be proaecuted alone or lu conjuufloo

with others.

6. WHas JuDOMENT x&T ExcEa DLMAND ONS]ddl
-That luterest msy b. added, even If it makes tbe JUdW

ment exceed the demand endorsed on tbe bsck Of th

summnons by the justlce.-E». LzeÂl, Nuwa.

The opinion of the court was delivered bl

Scholfield, J.

The principal ground npon which a reves

of the judgment of the court below ia mekPd, >'

that the appellant is, and waa, when theC

of action accrued. a maarried woman, re8idý

with lier husband; and that the jdO

ahould, therefore, have been againat her hu5b'ý

aud self jointly, and flot againat lier individu' 1 l1


