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Lyons v. Lyons (1965)
	Facts
	P. was injured in an automobile accident as a result of his wife’s allegedly negligent driving.  P. instituted a negligence suit against his wife. At the time of the accident, P. and D. were living together as husband and wife.

	Procedural History
	The Trial court sustained D.’s motion for judgment on pleadings. The Court of Appeals reversed. The Supreme Court granted D.’s petition to review.

	Issue
	Where spouses are living together at the time of the accident as husband and wife, does the doctrine of interspousal immunity bar one from suing the other for negligence ?

	Holding
	The doctrine of interspousal  immunity still pertains in Ohio and one spouse is barred from suing the other spouse for negligence, if they are living together as husband and wife at the time of the accident.

	Reasoning
	The doctrine of interspousal immunity promotes family harmony which would be undermined if spouses are placed in adversary roles. The doctrine also minimizes the likelihood of collusive lawsuits, which may occur when insurance is available to pay the judgment. The doctrine is so well established in a majority of jurisdictions that if there is to be a change it should come from the legislature and not the courts. 
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    Lyons v. Lyons   (1965)  

Facts  P.  was injured in an automobile accident as a result of his wife’s allegedly  negligent driving.  P. instituted a negligence suit against his wife. At the  time of the accident, P. and D. were living together as husband and wife.  

Procedural  H istory  The Trial  court  sustained D.’s motion for judgment on pleadings. The  Court of Appeals reversed. The Supreme Court granted D.’s petition to  review.  

Issue  Where spouses are living together at the time of the accident as husband  and wife, does the doctrine of intersp ousal immunity bar one from suing  the other for negligence ?  

Holding  The doctrine of interspousal  immunity still pertains in Ohio and one  spouse is barred from suing the other spouse for negligence, if they are  living together as husband and wife at the  time of the accident.  

Reasoning  The doctrine of interspousal immunity promotes family harmony which  would be undermined if spouses are placed in adversary roles. The  doctrine also minimizes the likelihood of collusive lawsuits, which may  occur when insura nce is available to pay the judgment. The doctrine is so  well established in a majority of jurisdictions that if there is to be a change  it should come from the legislature and not the courts.   

   

