
cise of his bodily freedom, both as a reason for waiver and as a cause of forfeit-
ure. Not that the mere fact of being drunk amounts to a waiver in itself of the
rght to bodily freedorn, but the law provides that the habituai drunkard May,

for the space of twel'e înonths at the most, sign away bis liberty for the purpose, if
possible, of accomplishing the cure of his degrading habit. This provision is
made by the Inebriates Acts, 1879 and 1888. Under those statutes are habituai
drunkards, that is to say, a person who, nat being amenable ta ally
jurisdiction in lunacy, is, notwithstanding, by reason of habituai intemper-
ate drinking of intaxicating liquor, at timies dangerous to hiniself or to others, or
incapable of managing hiniself and his affairs, may be adniitted into a duly
licensed retreat, on his own application, for a specific tinie not exceeding a
tweivemionth, and be detained there againw' bis Nvill, and compelled tu conforrn
to the ruies of the place. The statutes cc - *.ain pecautions against the mnisuse
of titis curtailment (if the liberty .of the subject by requiring, first, that the appli-
cation for admission shall be accomipanied by the statutory deciaration of two
persans that the applicant is an hab-tual drunkard, and, secondly. that the signa-
ture of the applicant shail be attested by' two justices of the pence, w~ho miust
previously satisfv theniselves that the applicant is an hiabituai drunkard, and
niuist explain to hinii the effect of his application, and seu that hie ,,nderstaiids its
effect. As a cause of forfeiture of the right to bodily freedc'rii, drunkenness prob-
ably stands on mnuch the sanie footing at cotniiof îaw~ as rnadncss. It is prob-
able that any person niav justifv at co:ninon iav' such restraiiît of a drunken mari
as, mna be necessary for preventing himn froni doing an injury to iiimseif or to
others if there is reasonabkt cause te believe that such injury wili be done.

To proceed to the considerat ion of the legal effects of drunkennes-, in regard
ta doiestie relations, It happens, even frequentiy at the present day, that par-
ties appear for the purpose of contracting inarriage, the source of ail dornes;ic
relations, wvhilst under the influence ot drink. One of the reasons w'hy the
canons of the Church forineriv required that niarriages should be soiemnized
between the hours of eight in the forenoon and tweive noon w~as in order to
avoid, ta sorne extent, the giving opportunitv for such scandalous exhibitions.
And though now, indeed, the hours have been extended by statute (49q f& 50
Vict-, c. 14) to ans' time between eight in the forenoon and three in the afternoon,
in reliance upon iniprovenient in habits of social decorumn, it stili happens tao
frequentiy, especially ini the lower ranks of the people, that the bridegrooni is
more or less drunk. A case of the kind quite recentiv gave rise ta a question
and answer in this paper. (Al>ite, P. 492.) It is said in a modern text-book that
drunkenness at the tirne of the iiiarri.,,e may or rnay not be a ground fur rnuility;
and it depends upon the ciitumnstances surrounding the inception of the coutiact
whether the resuits flowing froa it are or are flot modified by them. A person
iiitoxicated, though not absoiuteiy dead-drunk, May enter into a vaiid contract,
provided fr-tud and tricltery were flot used to accompiish it. (Gore v. Gibsom, 13
M.- & W. 6223.) Drunkenvess producing d4iiriusî tremens front time ta tinte, but
not proper or permanent insanity, does not throw upon those who desire to sup-
port the marriage the burden of proof that the persuit so affected was capable
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