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lte0 express grouit! tîtat mile as pliiintifl' cînstituteti liersîf
Oitîgle winîati for thie purposQe of thie stit, anid itittt talle thc
congg-qitrucos ef disobeyiug tie orders ot tîte cou; t matie uîîen lier
tu PtittQ.

1 (lu fiat tlîitk titat titese cases warrant te application tliuit is
mide. According te <lie niglili cases the genorat rute is huit he
lisnbaifl k, in contenîpt. a.id is ptunisîtepbie by attaclitunt for bis5
wife'4 îlefault. If site fait te ansiror ho ig lable ta aîtacbment.
altlieugh lie answeri lîlmacîf; andI lie is only excîtaci upon slielving
]lis inabiiity ta get lus îvife te ausiler. By tuie pyactice of tItis
couîrt. tliere bcbrg nu attaclument fer vratit of anather, an arder for
the wife te an.smer 8eperAtely gnes tîs et course in a proper case,
atter thieexpiration of tîte titue for the linobati and toifé te answer,
in ortier te tîte bill being talten pra confesso agaîinot tte mite, andi
1 arc inforineti titat in tItis case sucli orter lias beeti obtaineti.

An attaclitntt wilt issue in England iaganat a marrieti wran
for tDot ausweriîîg atter ortier oittiitîet titat she sitaîl answcr sepa-
rately ; but it does net seetu te mue to foiloir tîtat site is te ho
treatei ala a fene .ooe in ail subsoquent proceedinga in tItis court,
because si e lias allowedth le btill te bo talion against berpro col. 10o.

The ortier te niier separately lias flot beeu obtaineti by ber ; but
is a procceeting talion by tlîe plaintiff, beiug tbe only coui se by
wliilcite eau gel ou *mn bis suit.

Tîte generai rat, thon, appears te me te bo untouceou, titat lte
t.tadsl arsiver for te wite's tictault uniess te shows soe

reason for beiîîg exeuipteti. Site la assuuiued ta bo untier liti
cvilroli and ie inust shotei e tact te bo otlucrvise. And itis rute
wili appiy mucit more forcibly lu regard tu tite act, souglît, te ho
otoc,ùeeti bore, titan iii regard te au answor, for it tony bo impossible
for al litssanît te prevail upen bis mite te put in an answer upetu
ber oact; anti the court iroutti punish a hiusband for contempt
whli ity titreiits cotfpels a wife te put iu an answer-(Exp. lltan,
2 Alli. 49,1, but tite proparing andi bringing in et acceunts weuld,
as a m.Otter ut tusittess, mtore naturally develve upen tîte lînsbanti
titan the wite ; cliough of courFe lier oath woulti bc requisite, and
bie uriglit bo able te shew tlîat te mas unable te prevail upen ber
ze (lo wira was necessary.

lite uearest case Iliat 1 bave feunti te tite present la that et
Scirrowc v. Il'alker, reterred te in tite lasi eduition et Smaih's Practice
page 542, wbero an order fer a sergeart-at.arins lîaving beeti
mad-c against a lime sole, site urarrieti, andi au erder was matie
tîtat the liushnn anti mite sîtoulti put in an examination Nvititin
ene mentit atter persenal notice, or la defanit, titat tite sergetint-
at-artes sitoulti go ag8inat te Itusbanti.

Thte case ef tlîe Attorney-General v. Adanis, ý(12 Jurist, 63 ô,) ia
a strong case against the attachonents issuiîîg against niarrieti
wmien; tc meman in titat case liati not gene by lier iiîiobattt's
naine ; irbon the szîbpoena mas servoti site stateti tit sIte ins un-
marricti, sud titrouglueut tite proceediiugs in tîte suit sIte iras
treail ns uumarrieti; silo vas alit for want et anairer, anti
committeti te prison, anti te tact ot liter niarriage mas first dis-
covetd upon ber application te ho diýcitargeti. Lord Cottertharn
madie an enter fer ber discitarge, and refuseti te impose lis a con-
ditiçiln thl lie action abeinit ho broughit.

The distinction titat obtaius mitere a decrco is matie against a
muurlc-d meunan is important upon tihe sane point. The geverai
ruie is, titat decrees are entorceil in personamn; but tite case et a
deicreç- against a marriell romn is a nrecogniseti exception te the
ru! e.

Tte case et Pemberf on v. McGill is réerreti te iu a note te te
last editien ef Smitb's Practice (page 275, n. 4, 25 L. J., Ct. 49),
mitero, as 1 iuter, preceas mas erdereti against a marrieti menton.
lThe case is lima stateti: "lA feme coavert executrix, beneficially
iiiteraestid under a will te ber separato use, living apart troon lier
huabanti, bai, witenut proving lte will, pessesseti bersfoft uthtie

assets, and parteti witit a portion et thetu. In a aait by bier ce.
executer site tati appeatreti and answereti soparatcly, it mas heiti
that site coulti net by lier couverture protont herecîf tram answer-
iug ns to tlîe preceetis of the as of et icl site possesstil herseîf."

The erier was protsably matie againat thte witc in cens3equence et
thîe tact et ber living apart fron bier ItushanIi. Upon te wbole,
I tiiîl, te application must ho refuscti.-

*This case mas sobsequantly alflrned in 3po5al.

A mortgigor or 111- belri. nre net prpr 'ArffI' to I coInN'c*ance of <lis fatale 10 a
prclteu Mt a ai., detr die, ct.,rveot ths e ff 

t
.

in tii cuit a sale ital talicn place undertlie dicre ef tue court,
of certain prermises mortgaiged hy the aticestor of the infat
derendntg, iwlîo wcre mnade parties te tite coîîveyatico by the
solicitor of tite purcitiser, so that it becante necessary for thte
conveyance te ho approveti by the judge in Cliainbers, se far a
tbe interests of tlto infants were coticerneil ; but

StIA;lV. C.-Tid conveyatice s. tmbmitted for my approval
lîy reason of the infant lieirs of the inortgagor bcîng magie parties.
The couveyance kg te a purcliaser at a sale uînder the order ut itis
court. 1 have hldt titthe infants are Dlot pioper parties unider
suchicrîmtîcs andi i finit titat the samne lias heeon hieir ini
England il) Re l'hîm,(21 L.. J., N. S Clîy. 437.) 1 tlîink the
înortgagor or lus hoîrs flot proper parties te a coorcytince ta a
purcliaser nt the sale.

COO.NEv V. Gîu1VIr.
Married soo-lcnby-eir*iy for rAsis.

Wtcrd ln the cour 'e of a. c*';s il, baeoiies DeceiaY fnr a mrar. td womtnn. aparty
t,, the suit, t-. make. aun apflicattuti exclubàîely on ber own beliatl. ibs can do

Thiis was an application on bobiaif of tite defendant Arabeila
<3irvîn, vwite was madie a tiefeudant to tliis cause with lier liusbanti,
for au ortier oit the plinlttif to gie security te :ter fur sucla coBts
as she miglit incur in Jefentiing tic suit.

G. D. Boulfon, contra, stateti a qinailar application bati been
refused by bis lionor 1. C. EsIen ; btu

SranAcco, V. C.-The application matie before my brother Eilen
iras miade by the ivife on bebiali of herseif rod lier husband, anti
wasi refuseti on tiiat, grounti probably, on tite autlîority et OC dfield
v. Cobbett, (3 Beav. 432.) Titis application is by tite wut atone
for security for cosus. It -*s objecieti titat site bas net applioti te
anslver eeparately. 1 sbonîti net think tbat a noces2ary prelimi-
Dary, but te rule la, titat a motion hy a nrarried viomi CRU ouly
bie matie by ber next trietît. I'earse v. OCe, (16 Jurist, 214.)
Tbe application usut tiherefore ite refuseti.

CaoorcS V. S:Tr.ET.
,qile under decree-Jùyiig pzzrc4iaçt nri2nav court

.1 nrcvror of ruaI estate, ai ll saie under the decrce of th court. ,.ll net be or-
e rrdSupv tbu aiin cf hi pui-cliase niocey iet court until the titis b8s

besn acccpted or approyed of.

In titis case a sale by auction of certain reai estate hll tah-on
place under tte decreéo f te court, at whlicit eue James Metcalfe
tîad becorne the purei2~er of a portion ef the estate sold, wie
baving neglecteci te pay in bis purchase xneney after several
demanda nmade upesu hion for tliat purposoe, a tuctietu iwas nmalle by
.iferphy, for tlue plairttif', for au order directing tito purcitastr te
pay tie ameunt of bis purcitaso moncy into court.

Heawkinx, centra
Per Curzam.-This is an application for an order tbat MNetcai fa,

the purchaser ef a portion of tlie proporty solti under the deece
in this caul;e, rnay pay Dis purcitaso uroney inlo court.

Titis sale touk place or. te first ot June, 1859. Ton per cent.
was paiti at cte trne of .rale, ici accordauce ivitb thte conditions,
andi tte residue was te be paid, anti the convoyhnce executeti, on
tite 22ndl ot August.

Aa affida7'it bas been filledin opposition te the motion, in wlici
the solicitor for te purcitaser states titat boe iad applied repeatedily
to tbe piaintiff'a solicitor for -n abstract of tte title, but tbat up
te the 22ud et August ne abstract bail beon deliveroti; andi Mr.
l-Iawkins conteuda titat the motion is irregular inasmuet os the
tille bas neititer been acceptod uer appreveti, aithougit te adtnuts
that an abstract iras delivereti a fe%ç days before tte motion.

The practice ipou this point is net so ecear as me teîght have
expecteti te tutti it ; andi certainly the cours:e pnrsued by lthe
pluiiitis solicitor iii titis case, lias becu, for seule timo, te uni-
fto pr;scuce ut tii colet. Bult a1 would secm neverîleIcss, the
objection la vieil fouutied,

It is clearly settieti Dow, altteugb thte point appears te have


