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is ol)lig>'d to content himself with Jersey decisions, and to

suffer imprisonment.*

ROYAL COURT, Sept. 18, 182 J.

Lean v. Robinson.

The defendant, in this case, was a widow la;ly ; and in the

year 1818, hi company with plaintift', liis wife, and several chil-

dren, cmlf^rated from Guernsey fur the United States of Ame-
rica, borne accounta necessarily accrued hetween the parties.

After a laps*.- of eight years, the plaintiff (wlu) had returned to

Jersey some years previous to the defendant) sued her for n

halance of 18/. To this she ple^ided, that she had years since

(in America) discharged the plaintiff's accounts, which she

offered to prove. This account of the defendant's, acctniipanied

with regular dates, the court refused to admit ; whilst the plain-

tiff was permitted, on his oath alone, to prove the legality of

his claim. The court, therefore, gave the plaintiff a verdict

with costs.

This decision was met with astonishment. The defendant

was ready to swear to the correctness of her set-off, and fur-

ther wished to have availed herself of the acknowledged law

in Jersey, " That every claim shall he suhstantiated on the

oaths of two disinterested witnesses." This was also re-

fused her, when she was committed to prison, where her ad-

versary may, according to law, detain her for an indefinite

period.

ROYAL COURT, July 16, 1856.

Moisin V. Qurlin,

This action was brought (by power of attorney from France)

to recover a sum from the defendant. The first objection taken

by the defendant's counsel was, as to the competency of the

court,—on the grovd, that the transaction having originated in

France, where the defendant had become bankrupt, the courts

* According *• Jersey law, a debtor, withnut real property, maybe im-

prisoned fifty years, tlicre bciug rso law wliicli admits him to surrender,

as wilt b« hereafter se«it.


