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to an herA married woman is liable onattorney personal contract with
for in her in inhim his services husband a civil actiondefending which

froma him bo collectedmightjudgment against property toconveyed
herher husband without consideration.by

Assumpsit, for services. Facts found a referee.attorney’s by
are husband and TheThe defendants wife. wife therequested

an to defend her ahusband in suitattorney,plaintiff, brought
him, the herand on him,toplaintiff,against relying promise pay

the services for which he seeks torendered recover in this action.
husband,contract, insolvent,theBefore the hadbeing toconveyed

estate,wife, consideration,his without his andfarm andpersona]
understood, if beshe there should herjudgment against husband

him,in suit therethe would be an to collectagainst attempt that
her,from the to and sheconveyedjudgment property toexpected

it. She was interested to defeat that action and sopay escape
of the or avoid the trouble andpayment judgment, ofexpense

title theher to in threatenedmaintaining property Thelitigation.
defendants,referee both andreported against wasjudgment

on Mrs.ordered the Abbottreport. excepted.

E. C. and forCopeland theEdgerly, defendants.Banfield Sf

Weeks, theE. for plaintiff.

Allen, J. The contract made Alvina A. Abbottby with the
for inhis services her husbandplaintiff, in thedefending suit

him, husband,was a contract in behalf of heragainst and also one
forintended the of her interestprotection in the con-property
him herto without consideration.veyed by While the topromise

infor services her husband’s defence was anpay inundertaking
behalf, and, alone,his if that was within the L.,of G.meaning e.

12,183, was,and not her,s. also,itbinding upon a topromise
services in thefor of her ownpay protection soandproperty, was

account,a on her own on apromise sufficient and legal considera-
tion. The fact that the inwas herundertaking husband’s behalf

behalf,did not make it one not in her own and it was not on that
account less on her.any binding The ofprotection her own
interest was a consideration for hergood andpromise, that consid-
ation not madewas unlawful nor of no effect because the services
of were bethe to for theplaintiff husband.rendered

Exceptions overruled.

Smith, J., sit;did not the others concurred.
yol. lxh. 34


