THE DELINEAT(
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'AVE you ever had oc-
casion to master the
terms of a will, or a
contract, or an insur-
ance policy?
You found it rath-
er difficult?

It is difficult.

You need not distress yoursell
because you find it so. You need
not class yourself among the in-
competent. Most people find it
difficult—men as well as women.

Law and legal forms are often
more complex and involved than
they should be.

Frequently judges of the Su-
preme Court are unable to agree
in interpreting laws.

Because the lawmakers have
done their work poorly.

Or, as now and then happens,
because the subject is new and big,
without precedents, and literally
beyond the comprehension of law-
makers and judges.

Several months ago, some of you
may remember, I told you how we
proposed to celebrate THE DELIN-
EATOR’S Fortieth Anniversary by
helping to change the laws regard-
ing dependent children in some of
the States, where the laws are be-
hind the times.

A few days after the publishing
of that Cor zione, I had a let-
ter from one of our Texas friends,
which read as follows:

San Antonio, Texas,
October 19, 1910.

Mr. Erman J. Ridgway,

Care THE DELINEATOR,

New York City.

DEAR SIr: i
In your “Conversazione” for November
if we know what the laws are in ourStates

regarding children who are orphans, and tsll how

you contemplate changing the unjust laws, show-
ing men, women and legislators in every State how
poor are their laws and helping us to change them.

I do not know very much about how the laws pro-
vide for orphans, but I do know how the {laws of
Texas do not provide for the married wonjan, and
wish you would add this to your reform—rhelping
the poor married woman. She has no mr’wn\lml
legal status at all. If she has money in the bank,
inherited, given to her, or earned, her hushband ¢
draw it out without her consent or knowledge, e
if he is a drunkard or a gambler and even if he t
left her. If she works for a salary, her husband i
entitled to collect it and dispose of samé in any
manner he chooses. She has no redress. She is un-
der a contractual disability and can not enter into
a bond or obligation of any nature so as:to bind
herself. She can not legally qualify to fold any
office where bond is ne ry. The only restric-
tion upon his pow that if he tries tpjsell her
individual property, or real estate owned by him,
he has to have her si: However,
he may use the proce fancy, after
the sale.

That such absurd and unjust lav
lized and enlightened time
Even if a woman a good ht e should
be recognized legally as having the s hts as her
unmarried sister, who stands on an equality in law
with a man, with the exception of voting and hold-
ing office. Butif a woman should happan not to
]m\ ¢ a good husband—and such a happerning is not
as rare as one would wish—what can she do to

elf? There are sti II some women who
igiouk scrup!
vu:s: some even lgoking t
Poor benignant souls
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WILLIAM HARD

Fortunately there are good husbands, as we all
know, and it is to these ‘good husbands the married
women of Texas have to look for redress of their

» Those men

the sheep and not with the goats.

Hoping that you will take this up as a much
needed reform, along with the commendable inten-
tion to help the little orphans, I am,

Very truly yours,
ned) MRrs. A. V. W.

This lett ised me, and I have the im-
pression it will surprise some of you.

T had no idea the laws for women’s protec-
tion were antiquated, to the point of being me-
dieval, in some States.

I began to qucstion men about laws for wom-
en, and found blissful ignorance. I began to
question women, and found i ignorance as blis
ful—but less wise.

In many Slates a woman's rights to property,
to children, and to her person are very far from
being properly safeguarded.

Does that interest you?

Do you know what your rights are under the
laws of 3 State?

We have been looking into the matter and
find conditions sL.Inucml\ confused to warr
us, for the present, in centering
tions upon laws for women, rather than laws
for dependent children.

For, when the rights of women are properly
\Mc"w arded, the dependent-children pml)lun
will, autor ically, be more Lhm half solved.

Where these inves lead; wheth-
er the abuses of which we read are the result of
law or of habit ages old; how much of the un-
rest ‘m,ong women is their own fault, and how
much the men’s; how far we are better than

our laws, and how far worse; to
what extent the laws regard wom-
an as an especially protected in-
ferior, not to say incompetent—
all of this, and more, we are as yet
unable to say.

But we plan to take up the whole
question, to explain all the taws in
plain, common-sense terms, and to
suggest their weak points.

Ii the present laws even fairly
expressed the present sentiments
of men for women, there would
be little to quarrel with in them.

But if it be true that the laws are
centuries behind these sentiments,
they should be brought wp to dale.

Would you care to hel p doit, if
we showed you how?

Or don’t you care?

Could you take the time to
write me just a line, telling me
what you think of the plan? And
what you know of the subject?

Persuading legislators to change
long-established laws is no light
undertaking. Neither should it be.

We have arranged with William
Hard to conduct the campaign for
THE DELINEATOR.

Mr. Hard has the ability and
the sympathy. He writes inter-
estingly, humanly and simply.

He will make the laws as clear
as common sense. He will write
the truth only, but it will be truth
about a subject vital to all women,
and it will be presented by amaster
of the writing craft.

William Hard is a trained in-
vestigator. He knows how to get
to the bottom of a subject, and,
better still, he knows how to lead
his readers through a labyrinth
by simple paths, to the very fundamentals.

I askéd him once akout his nationality. He
replied: “I was born in New York, spent my
youth ih India, and I live in Chicago. I
guess Tam a cosmopolitan.”

He is:

Did you ever think to cla
manner in which they are addr

‘hink of all the ways in which 7]
Roosevelt is addressed.

like fashion, William. Hard is addressed
variously as Mr. Hard, William Hard, Billy
Hard, gnd just plain Hard.

I find myself addressing him thus variously,
depending upon the angle.

As a strong, successful man, I namie him Mr.
Hard. |As a great writer, William Hard. As
a good fellow Billy Hard. And when he gets
his working clothes on, and with cool nerve and
clear eye and relentless zeal drives through
sham and complexity to the very thlt of a
vital theme, I name him Hard.

I anmy proud to have secured him to lead this
mn‘paign assured as I am that under his lead-
ership ind with your cooperation, much that
now obscm ewillbe b\ouuw into the light of day.

It i§l often asserted, by women evi en, that
woman/can not be counted upon to ina
broad, general (Lll]‘lpul“ll' that her efficiency
ends with a brief hard f fight for some specific
end in a local or limited campaign.

We can not believe that this
accurate or fair.

Now, do you really care to kiow about the
laws uldtmg to women? And if it appears
that some of them should be changed, and if
we show you how you may help to change them
along the lines and after the manner all men
will approve, will you do it?

Erman J. Ridgway.

fy people by the
ed?

Theodore

assertion is
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"WITH ALL MY WORLDLY GOODS
[ THEE ENDOW.”
YES, BUT DOES HE?

The First of a Series of Notable Investigations— By William Hard

INTRODUCTION

We le—you—uwe AND you—are off on an exploring trip.

We're going to explore the sea which rises round th: Island of Security
on which our young bride stands. Sometimes that sea comes wp about her
quiet and comfortable, a canoe-calm, a level shimmer of sumny peace.
Sometimes it comes wp snuffling and snarling, angry and hungry, drench-
ing her, drowning her. But it's always there. IT'S THE LETTER OF
THE LAW. It's what a woman really has, what is hers by ACTUAL
LEGAL RIGHT, in case her Island of Securi h
give her MORE than is her ACTUAL LEGAL RIGHT—should get
shaken, should get flooded, should get submerged.

She's her husband's partner. We assume that. We assume she isn't
0 “liigh bred” as to do nothing but be supported.

We resent the word *‘support’ for most of the women we know.

The other day we saw a dog which had been ‘‘bred,” in generations of
idleness, for a certain crookedness of leg and a certain limpn
1t had been bred SO “‘high’' and its legs were SO u/m/\zd
limp-shat it couldn’t-walk o mile withous having 4o be ca

aluable’’ dog. The man who bought it and who pays for the 17/1'71/4'[:
shich it shivers and for the dainty slops on which it has indigestion
can rightfully be said lo “‘support” it

But

“Support” is no word for the active American woman who manages
house and babies and then—on top of that—builds up for her husband a
home of settled clean charm u/mu stands to his friends and neighbors for
the solid proof of his ¢ PENDABLE position in his com-
munity. ‘“‘Jones,” they say, e. e's had a home here twenty |years.
Got u/z ne family. You can trust him.” S/LU s helped to make him into @

call her his partner.

That brings us, in our quest, lo our first big question.

This partnership—how far is it recognized, IN LAW, IN FACT?

S'Izl)pzm just suppose—he dies without making a « What does

e law ¢ r e fruits of the partnership? OF IT GIVES
JAN IT GIVES TO A NEPHEW WHOM NEITHER

o we discuss thzs month. Other ‘“‘supposes,” many of
them, lie beyond.

We're going to look at the laws concerning women in all parts of the
country. Yow'll want to help us 'ook at them by telling us what they are
and how they work, for good or for bad, in your neighborhood. And then
we'll want to help you to get rid of a good many of them—and to put new
ones in their places.

It's a mutual matter, this series of articles. So we propose to you a
“Plan for Working Toegether.”” When you come to the bottonr of the next
page, you'll find it there, in detail. Read it, and then write in to us, re-
membering that it's not PRIVILEGE we're talking about for women,
but PARTNERSHIP—and the PAINS and PENALTIES of Part-
nership, as well as its PEFQUISITES!  Are you willing ?

e PN e P = N MONROE COUNTY, in the

State of New York, year be-
fore last, the Supreme Court
found that Mr. Gormly, in-
stead of taking his worldly
goods and endowing Mrs.
Gormly with them, had really con-
trived—quite innocently—to take
a lot of her worldly goods and to
them on, as an endowment and
ance, to his relatives. By
].u\, hlm this:
Gormly inherited some
v from her mother. She gave
it to Mr. Gormly and he put it into
I'.\ partnership With Mr. Smith and
i r on, M:
ited some mon
time from her grandfather. Again
she gave it to Mr. Gormly, and
again he put it into his partne
with Mr. Smith and N 1
the money Mr. Gormly ever put in-
to that partnership came from Mrs.
Gormly.
did well, that partnership.
r. Gormly worked. That was his
Capital from Mrs. Gormly.
to make capital grow; from
It did very well, ﬂmt

it
Mr. Gormly's interest in the purt-
nership of Smith, Bier and Gormly,
jobbers in dry-goods, was worth
$87,600. And in February, 1908.
Mr. Gormly died. And there was
no will.

Of course there ought to have
been a will. You know that. So
do we. So does any child of ten.
‘We need no lawyer to tell us how it
was all Mr. Gormly’s fault. But
while the lawyer is helping us to
look in the direction of Mr. Gorm-
ly’s fault, let us not turn our backs
on justice and on human nature.

ice. If it was Mr. Gorm-
ly's fault, why should Mprs. Gormly
be punished?

2. Human Nature. Millions of
good men: have failed to make wills.
Milliens: of other good men, many
of them lawyers, are going to fail to

make wills, just as long as the human race is doing time on

this plane

Being careful not to die without making a will is much
like being careful not to get killed by a freight-train without
making every effort to keep out of its way. We know we

oughtn't to interfere with the progress, or cross the inten-
tions, of a freight-train. But we think it won't come.
And |the insurance companies can tell us almost exactly
just how many of us will make that mistake next year, or in
the year 19:

The a wonderful illustration of this characteristic of
ours on Feath Avenue in New York, near rtieth Street.
Youlll see there a bridge, a high bridge, which rises from
the sidewalk on one side of the Avenue and reaches over
across the Avenue and comes down on the sidewalk on the
other side. Freight-trains, belonging to the New York
Central, run along up and down the Avenue, on the surface,
all the time. But it is a “perfectly safe place.”

HERE stands the bridge, with a long staircase at one
end of it, for you to go up on, and a long staircase at

the other end of it, for you to come down on. As you walk
across the middle section of the bridge you can look at the
freight-trains harmless below you. That is, you could so
look if you did so walk. But you don’t. Nebody does.
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The bridge is empty. Hundreds of people are running
acoss the Avenue at the street level, mingling with the
freight-trains. There’s no one on the bridge. The under-
neath of that bridge is one of the most swarming spots in
the second largest city in the world. The top of it is as
lonely as if it were in the Himalaya Mountains in the va-
cant midway between Kashmir and Turkestan.

The man who says people ought to use the bridge is wise.
But when he’s at the corner of Tenth Avenue and Thirtieth
Street he goes across the Avenue on the cobblestones, in
and out among the freight-trains, just like anybody else.

It's only in our wisdom that we are superior to other
people. In our behavior we're all human beings together.

ITTO, about wills. Almost any man, however

prudent in other matters, may die without having

|| made a will. Sometimes a man has a supersti-

4| tious funny-bone in an otherwise sound and

1ch mental anatomy and he may not be able to bring

himself to compose a document which contemplates death.

“That's a detail. The main reason is negligence, just negli-

gence, the same human quality which causes millions of
other accidents every year.

So, if Mr. Gormly died “intestate,” he isn't thereby prov-
ed to have been a remarkable person. Quite the contrary.
He is proved only to have been a very human person.

Mrs. Gormly was punished for his humanness!

She wasn'’t left poor. Far from it. She got her share.
But her share! Who else had any claim of any just sort to
any part of Mr. Gormly’s interest in the partnership of
Smith, Beir and Gormly? Ah, but Mr. Gormly died with-
out a will. That shows, in law, in New York, that he ef-
fectively intended to give Mrs. Gormly only half of his
interest in that partnership. The other half he effectively
intended to give to s relatives. It must be given to them.
Mr. and Mrs. Gormly may have thought about it other-
wise. They may have talked about it otherwise. But
their conversations could not be brought to the knowledge
of the court, Mrs. Gormly being prohibited, as the court ob-
served, “from testifying to any such conversations for the
purpose of establishing any claim of hers hostile to her
husband’s estate.”*

Ts it sensible? Never mind the peculiar incidents of this
individual case. Look at the general proposition. 4 man
has said to a woman that he endows her with all his worldly
goods. He dies, saying nothing further. What ought the
law to assume?

In New York it assumes as follows:

Personal property (stocks, bonds, money, etc.)—that he
meant to give her a certain share of it, running as low as
one-third. Real estate—that he meant to give her none of
it outright, but intended that she should enjoy only her
common-law claim to the ncome from one-third of it during
her lifetime.

Is it sensible?

Perhaps you think it isn’t.

g, w print it, no matte

it

We don’t mind saying, thoug]
ances it doesn’t seem to us very sensible that a man dying
without a will should be assumed to have wanted to
cut his wife off from a large part of his property. We
should think it more sensible, offhand, to assume that he

had wanted to cut off his grand-uncle and his third cousin.
We can not, till we receive further illumination, believe
that the New York law has any merit except that of inge-

% Thie 11861 volume of the New York Supplement reports, page 1060.

niousness when, in determining the inheritance of real
estate, it prefers the grand-uncle and the third cousin to
the wife. We speak in pleasantry. But we do not fail to
remember the deep injustices, the trap-holes of misery,
which such and similar legal jocularities spread before the
feet of the widow.

Charles Snedeker was killed, accidentally, by the fault of
others. Mrs. Snedeker recovered $5,000 for his death.
Charles Snedeker’s father was a rich man. That makes no
difference. He had a claim to part of his son’s personal
estate. In fact, he had a claim to half of it. He there-
fore sued Mrs. Snedeker for half of the $5,000 which she had
recovered as damages for Charles Snedeker's death. He
sued successfully. ““We are not insensible,”” said the court,
“to the peculiar hardships of this case where a widow, left
without means of support, is compelled to divide the net
amount of the judgment she has recovered with a man of
means possessed of considerable real and personal prop-
erty.””* But a father, in certain circumstances, in New
York, is joint-heir with the widow; and his rights must be
enforced.

We wonder if in reading this Snedeker case, and in noting
that Charles Snedeker’s father was joint-heir with his wid-
ow, you caught the partiality there shown by the law—it
shows it elsewhere, too—for males over females. It wasn’t
Charles Snedeker’s mother who was joint-heir with his
widow. An old woman is much morelikely to beinneed of
support than an old man. But it wasn't mother. It was
father. Mother has the popularsongs. Father doesn't care
who has the songs of the nation provided he has its laws.

We don’t mean that. We take it back. But we do ac-
cuse father of grasping at too much benevolent despotism
in taking inheritances from the children all into his own
power and in assuming that he can do mother’s thinking
and spending for her better than she can do it for herself.

Let's just look at the law in the State of New York gov-
erning the inheritance of real and personal property, and
let’s observe simultaneously the rights of a man’s widow
and the rights of a man’s mother and father.

In real estate a man’s descendants come first, excluding
all other claimants. If there are no descendants living,
the next heir is his father. If his father isn’t living,
the next heir is his mother. If his mother isn't living,
the next heirs are his brothers and sisters and nephews and
nieces and the like, on and on into the realms of the re-
motest relationship.

S widow doesn’t come into this series of heirs at

any point. She isn’t an heir at all for his real

estate. She has her “dower,”” her use for life of

one-third of it. He can’t deprive her of that.
But he can deprive her of all other interest in it and she
stands so deprived, automatically, unless he leaves behind
him specific directions providing otherwise.

So much for real estate. Now for personal property.

Suppose there are children. Well, two-thirds of it goes
to th e to the widow.

Suppose there are no children. But suppose, in default
of children the man leaves behind him a father and a moth-
er and brothers and sisters. Well, one-half of his personal
property goes to his father alone and the remaining one-
half to his widow.

Now eliminate the father. We'll suppose he's not living.
Well, the half which he would have got is shared by the
mother and the brothers and the

and one-

% e 16411 volume of the reports of the New Tork Court of Appeats,

DO YOU KNOW

how much control a married
woman has of her income
IN YOUR STATE?

Funny thing—growing out of a tragic thing—
In California a wife sued another woman for
alienating her husband's affections.  The
court said she had a right to sue. Volume 122,
California reports. Humphrey versus Pope.
She had a right to sue. But when she got the
money it would probably pass by law into the
control and management of her husband!

Good enough joke—

But what does YOUR State say about a mar-
ried woman and her property ?

DO YOU KNOw?

IF YOU DO KNOW

about such things,

DO YOU THINK
about them ?

Do you think a man ought to have to leave half of
all his property—it might amount to millions—to a
wife who was nothing but a fast, furious and foolish.
spender and waster ?

What did you say ?
Oh, very well, then,
We'll turn it around.

Do you think a wife ought to have a remedy in
law when her husband starts dissipating his income
and depriving her children of their just prospects
of a good education ?

Yes? No?

WHAT DO YOU THINK?

Now eliminate the brothers and sisters. We'll suppose
there aren’t any. Well, finally, the half which would have
gone to father if he had been living and which mother would
have shared with the brothers and sisters if there had been
any of them, that half goes now undivided to mother.

You see, the husband’s relatives, as long as there are any
of them left, continue to get their half of the husband’s
personal property. But at last, if there’s no father left and
no mother and no brother and no sister and no nephew and
no niece, why, then the man’s widow gets a/l the personal
property part of the worldly goods with which her husband
endowed her when they stood together at the altar.

Personal property, however, differs from real estate in
New York in this respect:

In real estate the widow must have her “dower.” In
personal property her husband may by will deprive her of
all rights whatsoever.

=10 WE come to the sifted leavings of the worldly-

? goods marriage-vow in the State of New York, af-

ter all the fine flour of sentiment has been shaken

— out. The ‘“‘dower,” the life-interest in one-third
of the husband’s real estate, is the one certainty in it.

Fortunate it is that the fine flour of sentiment is so gener-
ally more substantial than the bran of legal right!

But is it fair that a wife’s legal right should be so much
less than what almost everybody would concede to be her
moral right? Ts it fair that for more than her “dower” she
should have to depend on the thoughtfulness of her hus-
band in remembering to make a will, and on his generosity
in remembering to “‘remember’’ her “handsomely” in it?
So might he “remember’’ a faithful footman.

We have spoken only of New York. And we are far
from having finished with it. Sometime we shall present
to you for your opinion certain amendments proposed to
the New York law this year by Mrs. Johnston-Wood, a
woman lawyer of New York City.

In the meantime we ask you to bring into comparison

, the law of one of the barbarous Anglo-Saxon king-
doms in England back before the Norman Conquest, thir-
teen hundred years ago. It was declared by King Aethel-
bert: “If the woman bear a live child, let her have half
the property if the husband die first.” Aethelbert merely
declared it. It was there already. The legal “dower” of
the old Anglo-Saxon law, before the Normans changed it,
meant one-half of the husband’s property, real and per-
sonal, not for mere life-use but for absolute possession.

Second, the law of Colorado. ‘No married man or
woman shall by will devise or bequeath away, the one from
the other, more than one-half of his or her property.”*

Is the New York woman less of an equal working part-
ner to her husband than the Anglo-Saxon wife was and than
the Colorado wife 4s? Or, did the Anglo-Saxons, and do
the people of Colorado, put a falsely high value on the
partnershin worth of their women?

Ladies of New York, and of other similar States, what
do you say?

[Next month we may make some remarks about a man’s
legal duty to “support” his wife. Or we may discuss the
laws of some State such as Louisiana or California in which
the acquisitions of husband and of wife become community
property, owned by both of them together.]

o Code, Seetion T070.

DO YOU WANT TO HELP?

We know an organization of women in Kentucky
which has been helping to make laws for twenty
years. Last year it persuaded the Kentucky Legis-
lature to give the mothers of Kentucky equal rights
with the fathers of Kentucky in controlling the
“ Nurture and Education’ of their children. This
organization, many other organizations, of helpful
women—we'll tell you about them, we'll put you in
touch with them, we'll give you—and ourselves—
something of their knowledge and of their inspira-
tion. Yowll start in then and do some helping on
your own account. And so shall we.

DO YOU WANT T0 KNOW HOW?

A PLAN FOR WORKING TOGETHER

UR part is to be the receiving station and the distributing station for facts and for

il ideas.

Your part is to send us the facts you know about and the ideas you believe in.
Together—you and we and the organizations which are the real working organ-
izations among the women of this country—together we will try to bring your State up to
the level of the best State in the Union—and then beyond it.
Where is the best level? That’s what we want you to help us find out.
Your letters will be ballots. We'll
say from month to month just which laws seem to be . avored by our readers and just which

We're going to conduct a kind of referendum vo

seem to be opposed by them.

Tt’s clear that if the inheritance law of New York is 7ight in what it says to widows, then

the inheritance law of Colorado is wrong.

Tt’s also clear that if California has found the complete idea of the m:
in ing that the earnings of both husband and wife shall be ‘“‘community’”’ property,
joint property, then most of the other States in the Union are still following an idea which

is incomplete.

It’s also clear that if it’s reasonable that in Kentucky a mother should be joint guardian

of her children, then it's unreasonable that in New Jersey the care, custody, control, edu-
cation and services of minor children should belong to the father alone.

And isn’t it equally clear that if Max
in not letting her work more than fifty-four hours a week, an average of nine hours a day,
in a cotton mill, then Georgia has estimated her strength incorrectly in letting her work

sachusetts has correctly estimated a woman's strength

sixty-six hours a week, an average of eleven hours a day, with occasional overtime?

hood!

Just think for a moment of the laws concerning women, concerning them as daughters,
as wives, as mothers, .as wage-earhers, as property-owners, as citizens, in your neighbor-
Have you seen those laws

10 good? Would you recommend them to other States?

Have you seen them do harm and wrong? Would you have them changed? How?

We'd like to correspond with yot about it. We'd like to pass your ideas along to others,

and the ideas of others along to you. And we'd like to see, after a while, in every State in

iage partnership
most practical id:

the Union, an effective campaign for laws more equal and more harmonious, based on the
s developed out of these discussions.
Letters which we print in the magazine will of course be regarded as editorial contribu-

tions and will be paid for accordingly.

Send your letters to William Hard, in care of THE DELINEATOR.




