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C09IMENTS ON CURRENT RNGLISH flRCISIONS.
The La wv Reports for June comprise (7.89i) i Q.B., pp. 669.799, and (i891)

2 Ch, pp. 1-185.
HUSDAND AID WiFs-ALTHORITY OF ZIUSEAND TO D»LPaIVE WIFS OF LBESRTY-REFUSAL OF WIFE TG

LIVE %VITII UHtJNDN.

Tite Qucn v. "f ackson ixg) Q.B. 671, is the now celebrated case in which
the right of a husband to seize his wife and datain her in his custody was dis-
cussed by the Court of Appeal (Lord Halsbury, L.C., Lord Esher, M.R., and
Fry, L.J.). The facts of the case were that the husband and wvife were married

ln 1887, and witbin five days afterwards the husband went to New Zealand, it
then being intended that th":, wife would follow hini as sooxi as he got settled,
I)uring his absence the mwife went to live with her sisters and brotheý-ini-law.
She wrote to her husband to return to England, which he did, but on his return
she refused to ]ive wvith bimi. He obtained a decree for the restitution of con-
jugal rights in the Matrimionial Court, Nwhiçh she refused to obey. The bus.
bandi then took two other men and seized bis wife on a Sunday as she carne out
of cburch, and carried her off in a carniage to his own house, where he detained
her. A wr'it of hiabeais corpius xvas granted at the instance of the wife directed to
the husband, Nhose return to the Nvrit emnbodied the above facts, and wvas held
to be no answer in law, and the wvife wvas ordered to be set at liberty. The dicta.
in the books as to the power of a husband over the person of his wife, wbîch lay
down that a busband nia ' not onlv confine his wife in custody, but also adminis-
ter corporal castigation, were denied to be a correct statement of the law~, and
the resuilt of this decision would appear to be that a husba.nd who desires to ne-
tain the society of his wifé imust i'fly on moral suasiori, and that the law %vifl flot
upholdl him in any physicai restraint of her person, or in the infliction of ani'
coi'poi-al chastisenient. The case has raised a good deal of discussion, somne ap-
panently tbi nking the proper and necessary authority of the husband over bis
wvife is underminied and destroyed ;but whene a wife's society can onlv be
secured by the exercise of such act.-, as Mr. Jackson found necessary to adopt,
Nve do noÉ think niMy busbands w'iII think ber society is wontb having at ail].
\\herc busband and %vite cannot live together except on the terns of the hus-
band l)econiing tbe Nvife's gaoler, it is evident that matters hav'e neached such a
point that il is better for tbein to live apant, ani it would not bc desinable that
the law should sanction aniy compulsory action on the part of the husband to
constrain biis w ife to live \vith bini against bier will. The paucity of actual
atitlvit to be foutid iii the books on the subject is pretty conclusive evidence
that mioral and riot legal suasion bas been sufficient in the past to maintain
the mnarital r-elatonlshiip, and those who are alarmed at this decision havu not
mnuch foundation for their fears.

ELECTION-TýTtJTI %IAKJNG ELECTION VALID-VOID ELïRCIION-DrEgOALIXED PERSON ACTING-
PENAL.TX FOR ACTING WHEN DIEQUALIFIIEM

De Souza v. Cobden (18gi), I Q.B. 687, is a, sort of sequel to Hope v. Sarndhrst,
23 Q.B.D. 79, ill Which it was decided thai women are not eligible for election

Tke Canada Law ' 7burnal.
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