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his marriage had been dissolved, and alternatively for a dissolu-tion of the marriage on the ground. of the alleged misconduet ofhis wife. The suit had been dismiss:ed. on the ground that theapplicant was flot domiciled in England ; -but Dea.ne, J., inti-mated that he considered the marriage had heen dissolved, andthere being no0 subsisting marriage the Court could flot pro-nounce the decee asked. The applicant then applied. to the re-gistrar for a marriage license which. was refused. The Divi-sional Court (Lord Rleading, C.J., and Darling, and Bray, JJ.),dismissed the application, holding that there had been no legaldissolution of the marriage of 1913, and that though the wifewas suubject to the law of lier huaband's domicile, she was flotsubject to the law of his religion, and therefore the pretendeddivorce was inoperative, and with this conclusion the Court ofAppeal (Eady, and Bankes, L.JJ., and Lawrence, J.), agreed.Their lordships point out that although according to Mahomedanlaw the applicant miglit dissolve a Mahiomedan 'niarriage, therewas nothing to shew that by that law he could dissolve a Christ-ian Inarriage.

ADMINISTRATION DE BONIS NON-~WILI,-CONSTRUCTION.
Re Griffiths, Morgan v. Ste plens(1917) P. 59. This was an ap-plication for the grant of letters of administration de, bonis n'onof the estate of William Griffiths, in the following cireumstances.The testator by his will gave aI his property to his wife "dur-ing her widowhood" and after her death to the ehild or chil-dren, "Issue of our marriage." Shouid the widow rnarry theproperty was to devolve on "thie offspring of our marriage.-and if the issue of the marriage should die, then, on the remar-niage of the wife, the testator dirccted the property was to goover to, "the legal next of kin and heirs descenda.nts of my fain-ily." There 'was no appointment of an executor. The widowdid flot marry again. There was only one child of the marriage,and he predeeeaed the widow. The widow died. in 1915 leav-ing a will which was proved by the execmtrices nained. therein-who also took ont letters of administration to the estate of thedeeceased child of the testator, and they 110W opposed the ap'pli-.cation of one of the next of kmn of William Grifflths for lettersof administration de bonis non of his estate. Low, J., held thatthe child of the testator did flot take a vested interest, but onlyan interest contingent on his surviving.the remarriage or death


