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* ued for % divorce in England on~ the grounds of the acdultery
eonmitted in seotlftnd. A decrec wvas granted.

Lastly, the Courtm of the various Provinces have jurisdiction
to try onle divorces of people d"'mieciled at the con.mienceinent
of the action in the Province concerned: Le Mesurier v. Le Mes-
uri, [1895] A.C. 517, 64 L.J. ("2)97. Parties had been
inarried in England, and England wvas stili their domicile, al-
thoughi they were resident in Coylon. Application. for a divore
moade by husband to a Court in Ceylon. Hld on appeal that
as the :uasbaiid's domicile wvas not Ceylcni, the Court there had
io juisdietion. Doiceile is not to be, coiifused here with rosi-
denre. (ioiildcr v. Goulder, 118921 P. !A0. A humband
and wife werc <loiieikIl- u in ga, but were resid-
ing in Frne: the wife eomnitted adultery iii Paris. It was
held that the English Court hiad jurisdiction to entcrtain the
hiusbiin<l 's application for a divorce. Furtherniorc, jurisdiction
is not determinied by a person's allcganee-by what is popui-
hirly kii)Nown as bis natioinality: Nibcuyet v. Niboyet (1878), 4 P.
1). 1 48 L.J. (P.) 1, 27 W.I. 203. Tvo, Freneb subjeets dlom-
ieiled in Manelhester; lbe]d that the Court, had jurisdiction. With
an exception to be discusscd p)rescntly, a married woman can-
not acquire a doiceile separate fromn her liusb)'nd;: she must
ilhcrefore hring her applica tion for a divorce i the Province
wlherei hier humband i4 doinieiled. Suppose, ,howevcr, she brlngs
it iii tinotl i-winee «.uid thi, husboind consents to the juris-
diction; does this give the Court jurisdietion? Ordinarily iiueh
a cousent Nvould give jurisdiction, but it lias been held that it
will not give jurisdietion in cases of divurce - Armntage v. Atty-

Ge',[190611 P. 135> 75 L.J. (P1.) 42). The busband W.11 dom-
ieiled iii New York State and the action %vas brought iii South
Dakota: the luband enbered min appearance and bhereby con-sented to the. jurisdiction. Ib was bield by an English Court that
this had iiot gziveii the lpakota Court juirisdietioiu. Sir Gorl
Barnes. Pres. Pî'ohate Division ait p. 140: '"There is a passage
in Mr. ])irey's book on domicile . . . where he appeaii to
thjnk thot a party by appearing . . . imay give tho Court
juri4dietion. . . That, 1 thiîîk, is not in aecordance wvith the

o«f this eouni-try." The exception to this general rule is
giveii hy Dicy on ('onfliet of Laws at p. 363 as follows. "In
the followiitg cireurristances, that fis to say-

(1) Where a humband lias (a) deserted his wife; or (b) qo
conductcd iiioseif towards ber that she ig justified in living


