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to a sa(in his premnises having been blown open and the contents
taken bw thievt's. The defendant set up that the los ini question
was Oeelaslined by the dishonesty of one of the plaintiff's owri
seri alts. The only e' idence of the alleged dishonesty was that
the servant in question had been seen in a publie house two dayg
before the robberv in close conversation with three "iLysied
saife lreaikers weIlikiow-n to the police. The plantiff was tunable
to offvr avev-idencc to shew bw whoin the theft was cominitted:
and Iu4J.iIdtliat it was mieuxiinent on Film toshew that the theft
was coinxnitted liv sorne person other than a servant in bis ex-
clusi % empboynient. and, as he had failed to do this, he could not
recoier. A nde %-en assw Ing that the burden oi pro ving thef t by
ilioe1plaintiris servant lay on the defendant. the eiideneethat had
hecit offered ivas a<risbefor the' pulrpose. though it might nct
bet s.uiK ;ent t'v(enf (>con -ict in a crininal prosecution; but
eviljtl']c( of the servant's iîad character was flot admissible.

LMVII -I .~ BiGA;I FOY <REI(;\ MAHRIAGF - E'-XPE:RT

Tie El'ifq (.Vq. 1917) 1 K.13. 3.59. 'fhiswasa prosecution
for î:î.Thei accused w-as ani Egy-ptian, and Nvas aecused of
mîarr * viug a wvowali iii lCnglaud ivhilis %vife. wvhoni he had inarried
iii1 Eiglan'i. was st ili :ie.ltep aecuscd soughit to shew that the'
hir:r iii.tiriztge iii 1Engiandl was i nid. hecause he hati heen preý%iouslv-
nitarrtt'i ii lCgypt t o a î1oiian who %vas mtili ali\-e, andI whorn he
liau ! îcd.ftt- r the' first. andi betfore t he second inarriage in
ElIgIlid. Thle acrilsed w as a Mahomnnedaii and riainied that a"
li, ' h7ii o1reet i.; is' '.gptiani wife lit' was free' to inarrv agaîn.
()Il app-uai hb thle aesti w as liîeld IvN t1w( Court of Criînina i
Ajîpeal Loîrd IlteudinF, CA.., anîd Bray, andi Atkiii. M1.), that the
e %idenîe of an expert %% as nevvssarv to estahlish the' valditv of the
Egvjî ai iii larriage. andt tliît the accusIi was flot t'oiiipetent to
establish that imarriage lîy tî'nî(liring lus <)i4f evidence of the'
performtance of a cereinonY. anîd lta%-iig the' Court to prestune the
eýff#-ct thereof. l' question i., -aised, 'lut flot decidetl, whether
-in î:xglisît Court w i!l regardi as at ytîarri-ile, one that is effected in
a foîreizn counti v actording t o a kaw whicli pernîits p)(>Igajny.

B Nk N .îLIANE IF î ST O F 01,h~ Ln

.II<îcpnlillan %% Lopîdon Juin! !o Bapik (1917) 1 K.B. W6.
Tis îwas an action liv a rustosner of a bank tii recoî et a suin paid


