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sent to, ber return as tbe defendant i Child v. -ardyliffli (Str. 8S75.), Nvho said

she could neyer sit at the upper end of bis table again or have tbe maniagemrent

of his cbildren, but sbould live in a garret. Such treatmcnt was considered by

Chief justice Ravmnord to be as gond as she deserved, and as a homne xvas thus

Open to ber sbe cou]d flot make him liable on îîer contracts. At the present

day, bowever, xve apprebýend tbat sucb a case must be read wjtb a sed quare.

1G, tben, subject to this condition, the erratic but nlot crininal spouse bears,

wjth ber no autbority to make ber busband lhable to creditors, can slie nake hirn

l'able to, the parisb ?, It Nvould probably be scarcely contended that be would be

Subject to criminal liabilitv as a roguie and vagabond for not maintaii1g bier.

It s true that she so far differs fromn an adulterotîs wife tbat the xvords wbicb in

V. Fientait are used about the latter could not be applied to bier. "If,"ý says

'Nr. Justice Littiedale, " the biusband is not obliged to answer for tbe N'ife's con-

tracts, or to receive ber into bis bouse, it cannot be said tbat bie is legally bounid

to ruijtain ber."- The chaste wIfe be is no doubt bounid to receive into his

houise, and Nvili make himself liable on bier contracts if bie refuses to do so; be is,

therefore, to tbat extent 'llegally bound " to maintain ber; it does îîot appear,,

bONVever, tbat be " refuses or neglects " to do so if the necessaries of life are

there for ber in bis bouse if she chooses to come and enjoy thern. The practical

question ,vould be wbetber be is hiable under the Act of 1868 to, have an order

Irlade upon bim to contribute to ber maintenance. Cullcet v. Charniaii establisbes,

that tbere are cases ini wbicb tbe busband is not liable, and tbat the case of an

a1duIterous wvifc is one of sncb cases, but it does not, of course, decide that it is,

the Onfly case, and Re,,. v. Ford/tai (5 Times, L.R., 27) supports the viexv that it

's flot- It was tbere decided, tbat wbere a wife bad left ber busband but tbe

hIlsband xvas willing to receive bier l$ack, a mnaintenance order could flot be prop-

erly Made unless tbe nagistrate found tbat there were sncb facts as justified the

Wife iii decliing to avail berseif of tbe proposed sbelter. That there may be

~Ucbfacs i,ý of course, perfectly plain, and T/tomas v 1s~( ... 5)i

a" autbority' that a busband wbo by bis iltreatmeI1t Of bis xvife bas caused ber

to leave hi, an wbs onduct justifies bier i ieaining aparte canflot escape

fromr liabl)ity to tbe parisb for ber maintenance by an offer to receive bier agaiti

'1flt bis borne. With sucb cases as this we are not bere concerned; xvve are con-

SlideriIîg only the liability of a bushanci wbose wife bas wantoly departed fromn

hrand we submit-PaCe Mr. Marsbamfltbat the tbeory of tbe law does not

COrnfer on, sncb a wornan the power of subjecting- ber unfortuflate busband, as-

long as bie is prepared to give ber a home, either to thle demaflds of individtial

Creditors or to the claims of the parochial autborities.-Law Gazette.


