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alleged in the charge, tbat the wife's ;iealti %vas or was
likl,('Y to be pernianent]y injured by the aceused's negleet ofdtv; but tliis fact was flot found, and could flot have bven
fouilà, by the Judge, because there was no evidence wbatever
of it. On the con trary, it is 1ound that thec xvife had Il uf-fcred no0 privation , that is to say, that she xvas fot in INanlt,because ber needs liad been supplied by bier inother, wi-thjwhomn she was living. Unless the buLsbanld's onmission fo per-formi bis legal dutv, where it exists, causes danger to thewife's hife or permanent or probably permanent îiury to lierhea]tb, there is no crirninal responsibility on bis part: Reginalv. Nasiinitb, 1?1-. C. R1. 242. And the tact thaf she is main-taincd by fbc chIarity of otbers, or gains bier livelihood by hier<)Wn means or exerfions,' fornis no gro-Lnd for a proseu t îolun(ler the Code, w~hieb was, fot intendied as a mea.ns of enforcý.in- tbe husband's civil responsibility for the wife's neCe(11.saones, cither af bier own instance or fbat of those who iiplyltbern. She iav poeed against him, in a proper case, undertbe flcserted AV-ives' Maintenance Acf, R1. S. 0. 1897 eh. 107à';luit tbc Criminal Code cannot be invoked in aid, as hecre Rtscenis to bave been, of an order inade under that Act.

The conviction mList, therefore, lic quashed.


