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Shztcctloﬂ;iz vretu.rtn’ ashthe defendant in Child v. Hardyman (Str. 875), who said
of hi Childrzzr ls)lutdgtht eldulpper. end of his tat‘)le again or have the mapagement
Chicf Justice i{avn;onocilto }l)ve'm a garret. Such treatment was considered by
open to ter s eold e ays go‘od as she deserved, and as @ home was thus.
 day, howen e cou flOt make him liable on her contracts. At the present

. theneg’ I)V.e appreh?ld that ’spch a case nll.lSt be read with a sed quare.

with ’her no, au t{ect_ tyo t ’1% flOHdltIOD, the e.rratlc but no.t criminal spouse bears.
able fo 41 1’1 ?o}zxjt} tﬁ make her husband liable to creditors, can she make him
subject to Cpflr‘.s ’ 1 % {).\\.fould probably be scarcely contended that he would be
It s true thrzm;ma ia 11¥t?f as a rogue and vagabopd for not maintaining her.
R prog a 'S‘lwe s‘o far differs from an adulterous wife that the words which 1n
Mir, Justicazifue used z‘x‘bout the l'rlttGI-' could not be applied to her.  © If,” says
fracte. o ;3 ‘1tt1.edale, ‘thc hl.JSb’cUld 1s.not obliged to answer for the wife’s con-
to ma’inta' 0 lleC(e,{ve l}er into his hoysc, it .czumot be said that he is legally bound
house aniln ??lr | T he: chast? wife he 1s no doub.t bound to receive into his.
theref’Ore t\\l hmakc hll’l‘l?iﬂlf liable on her contra(?ts 1f he refu'ses to do so: heis,
howeyer ,t;)' t hat ‘e“xtent Jegally bound ” to maintain her; it doe.s not appear,
there for’h clt. e refuse's‘ or neglects” to do so if the necessaries of life are
question Efr 1111 his house if she '(:hc?oses to come and enjoy them. The practical
made 4 W (;u d be whet'her he is hable'under the Act of 1868 to have an (?rder
that tthn im to Co.ntrlbu.te‘ to her mamten'ance. ‘Cullcn v. Charman establishes
re are cases in which the husband is not liable, and that the case of an
decide that it is
view that it

but it does not, of course,
is not. 1 \ 5 Times, L..R., 27) supports the

“Sbar;d t was .there dec1'ded« tha'f where a.W1fe had left her husband but the
erly m dWas willing to ref:elve her back, a maintenance orde? could qot k,)e prop-
Wi ia e Urfleiss the Illag}strate found that there were such facts as justified the
such f’“‘de.(llllllllg to avail herself of the proposed shelter. That th@‘e may b.e
an aut?fts*ls’ of course, perfectly plaln., a'nd Thomas V. Alsgp (5 L.R.Q.B. 151) is
0 ley ority that a husband who b'y h.IS 111-trea'ntment (')f. his wife has caused her
from ‘l’e h_lr}i, and whose.conduct Justlﬁes her in remaining apart, c.annot escape
into h.lablhty to thfe parlsh for her ngntenance by an offer to recelve her again
Sider; 1s home. Wllth'S'UCh cases as this we are r}ot here concerned; we areé con-

im ng only the liability of a husband whose wife has wantonly departed from
Conf’eand we submit—pace ;\h. Marsham——that .the theory of the law does not

one 1‘ on sgch a woman the power of subJe.ctmg her unfortunate hu.sba.nfi, as .
'.Cregitds he is prepared to give her a home, either to the demands of individual

litors or to the claims of the parochial authoritie

- adulte e
i ulterous wife is one of such cases,
e ~
only case, and Reg. v. Fordham (

s.—Law Gazette.



