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(1917), 33 DA.bR. 151, 38 O.L.R. 481, afiirmed 39 O.L..
571, it was held that a divorce granted hy a foreign
Court beig a judgment aftecting t he statut; of the parties,
stands taponi the saine footing a,, a judgnment iii rein, and
cti therefore not ie get asitie i ilhis country even on the grounds

of fraaud by a iperson i.& a pe.ey to the preeedir.gm iii which the
juidgiiient wnsx pronouarced. Onje logical and beneficial re8uit of
this decisioîî is that men marrviii- Canadian weint wvhî have
obtiird inivatlid dlivorces in the I'SA nust oit lier support
themi or briaig ani aetiom for ami tilitnert on the groutnd cf a
prevîcuis nîniîiage; thcy eau tiot ini arn action for non-support
or a1i iollv set up1 as at defenrc the divorce. Canaldian Courts,
oiiee ituristiictioii lis bcn shewilî viIl not open a forcigiu divorce
1uuless it i-S shewil that theve linsý beenl frniud, e.fl., ne0 not ie to
flie respnîlnt. Also, if hias beeti unîti thaýt a foreign dlivorce te
be gnoed nîusvt 1w nhsoliite. .yno iest noitioln iiiposed on the
guiltY paliv in re-nird to ntot inn rryili', iga iii ; but the fereigu
Court nin silv i luit ilvither pnrt' rain re-nîarî'y for ài cer'tainî
finie., thiis hî'iin i-e..utiled not aý tlic imposition of a it niiy
but nts the fix iig of ai tinie froni îînd affer wvhich the dissolution
shali be regii rdrd ni, conilote. Leistly, it lins been held in Otiel
that eveii if the forceign divorce is eue not reeognised in (aînalaîl.
yet the pnrty i11voki)1g the jurixd ietimi lx bound by it. iSiîeazae v.
sivaiziî' (1899)I, 31 (,.11, 81; 31 O .lR. 32.1: Aniericarn divorc

Nvith aliinil giveil payable ent of lîiîs4baudN 's >îtaino Ja1îds'
tîis ietion wils <au fer flic liîî defeiiee was itîvalidity of
flic Amîcrivîiii ivorcee; hlN tiixat lit iiîd invo ked the Ainéen

,~îisl i i a nd wkis bound iîy il. tri Re! flaîks ( 191,S .42

(Ji .64. a ifie wet up flic iiivinlidity cf a divorce e li ad
ol)titie iti ('hienro in ciaiiwin eir lush)and s îîîsuirîuee, leld

.,lie hln îvoed i lic jtirisulietiotî and wvas boimdî by it. The te-st
lia, iîever broui naîde as to) whletlîer those last two d1eisioîis N%.ult
held iniUi te t ofi pnî'ty lrcal-iiig that they hâd ScOu-red a
dlivorce whlil %vits ilot ra'ýco(glîisei in Canada suing for a divorce
in ('i maîn u say tlie groind ctf aailtýry wlîieh the othor party

haid 811i4xtr sheqîîrniv te the invalid Ameîrîoan clivorco.
thei mintîirl 41efemée voul seecin to lbc te plead the latter divorcee

yet it haîidiy %would sen reastilable oIr juist that the plainxtitf
,simoiid 1)e atcbaîn'et froin pleading its invalidity aind theî'efore
the adultery.
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