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CORRESI'oNNI)NCE-BooK REVIEws.

CORRESPONDENCE. tutes referring to married wolTlef and their estate,
have as of neccssity begun with giving a na"

(.-~ntrats >' Mrid Woen.ried womnan a legal separate existence, anid ofCnrcsbiVrîdWmn considering hier as without the coerciOfl an.dS,-ex in oitine LAom PebRokeinth dominion of ber husband in so far as is necessarySIRLexin witin'frm Pebrok, inthefor the full working of the law of the property Olast issue of your journal, asks : " Can a married mare oe e' pno hspiI5
woman, living with bier husband, and not .carry- arewon.LeIopinontsPit
ing on any separate business froni bier husband, 1 submit, untenable.
but having separate estate, and married since Yours, LAW SUEI
the 4th May, 1859, contract with reference to Hamilton, Nov. 6, 1882.her separate estate?Il The Courts hlave held [One of the most recent decisions in r-eferencethat she Most decidedly can, (see Lawson v. to this matter is Pikeilz. Fizýgibbon, L. R- 17 ChLaidlaw, 3 App., and cases there cited.) There D. 455, in wbich the Court of Appeal held that
is no doubt tbat under R.S.O. cap. 125, anid the the general engagements of a married 1vorýnan
case law touching married women, that a married can be enforced only against 50 much of thewomnan can contract as to ail ber separate estate, separate estate to whicb she became entitled,
real and personal, and having contracted, ail tbe free from any restraint on anticipation, at theseparate property of which she is possessed is time when the engagements were entered ifito,hiable, subject, however, to this limitation, that as rnigbt remain at the time wvhen judgmelIt wasonly such property as she had at the time she given, and flot against separate estate to whbcontracted is bound by the contract. Lt is held she becamne entitled after the time of the engage-in Lawsopi v. Laidiaw, that personal property ments, for aâgainst separate estate to which sheenjoyed by a married woman, under the statutes wvas entitled at the time of the engagementsof 1858 and 1872, is lier separate property at subject to a restraint on anticipation.-E]PSlaw to the samne extent, and with the same inci- C. L. J.]dents, -as property settled to ber separate use 'was -

__and is ini equity, and therefore, on the principles BOOK REVIEW.of equity, wbenever a married woman contracts
a debt, (be it private, relating to separate business, OYIH NBOS niqiyit tor o iaterwht i rlaes oaslong asi s origin, and an account of tbe present state Ofa debt for which, if made by a mnan, bie would be the law% in Canada. By S. E. D)awson. Mon-liable), she is deemed to have contracted it with treal:* Dawson Bros., Publishers, î882-reterence to bier separate property, and intending This dissertation is in the form of a lecture,that it shahl be paid out of that property. This and was 'delîvered before the Law SchOî ofpresumption is of course rebuttable. LeVxs diffi- Bishop's College, Sherbrooke, P.Q. We begaficulty is the disability of a married wvoman to at the end and found this passage :-"i Anid nOwcontract at law. The disabiity of coverture is a Mr. Chairman and Gentlemen, I hope It havecreature of society, of custom, that is of the coin- not wearied you. I hope I bave not leftyumon lawÀ. As such it can be encroached upon minds ini the sanie condition as that of a celebra'either by the legislature or by the judges, under ted Minister of State in England who had lis-their discretionary powers, which they had and tened for an bour to a deputation about COPY'exercised in the equity courts. Tbis corni-non right. ' Gentlemen,' said lie, 'before you COI"ýlawv disability of coverture, and of a married menced I thought 1 knew a îittle about Copy,woman baving no separate existence apart from right ; rIow I know 1 neyer did know anythingber hiusband was first infringed upon by the about it ; and what is more, 1 neyer shall."'equity Judges holding that as to certain pro- Then we dived into the middle) andfnlyra
perty she had an existence, and that as to such it throughI and are prepared to sayithat we atproperty she ha ea n niiulcapacity least were flot wearied by the peru.sal, but verlseparate fromn ber husband of assenting to a dis- much instructed and interested. Not only doesposal ofit by contract or otherwise. In short, as to Mr. Dawson appear to bave a knowledge of thethe whole equitable doctrine of a wife's separate sulbject in its rnany intricate ramnifications, bu'testate, ail the English statutes, and our own sta- gives out his knowledge in a nanercalultl


