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tion of nullity of marriage, and it was held that as the marriage was voidablc
anid not void, the petitioner had acq-aired an Amncrican domicil, that the American
court haô! jurisdiction to, dissolve tie niarriage, and there being no longer a mar-
riage in ex.istence, the EnglIish court had no jurisdiction. On the authorîty or'
Harvey v. Fin,8 App. Cas. 43, the President dctermined that tlic marriage,
though it took place in Engla-id, was primna facie an Ai-erican marriage, because
tiie husband was domiciled in the United States. ï

FRîoî.us PI.4CTIOSFORhf 0P ORDER TO PREVENT,

In Greype v. Loamt, 37 Chy. D. 168, the Court of Appeal settlcd a forni of
order disrnissing a frivolous application, and to prevc±nt any such application
being rencwed without thc bcave of the Court.

PRACTICE--.-INriRtm INJUNCTION TO RFSTRZAIN I.!BEL.

TF.- case of Liverpool Ifouschlîod Stores Association V. Snzlit/', 37 Chy. D. 170,

is an instructive case on the principles on which the court wi]l exý-rcise its juris-
diction to grant interùn injunctions to restrain the publication of libels. 'fle
plaintiffs werc a joint stock company fornied for the purpose of carrying on co-
oporative stores. Certain anonymojus letters liaving been published in a news-
paper reflecting on the credit and solvercy of the conipany, this action wvas
bru>ught against the publisher of the newspaper to restrain the iurther publication
of similar articles refiecting unfavourabiy on the company, and this was a motion
for aii interini injunction. But Kekewich, J., to %vhomi the application was made,
rcfused it, because lie considered it would be difficuit to frame any injunction
w1lich wvould express the abject of' the Court and at the same tinie avoîd pre-
,udicing the question at the trial : and on appeal, the Court of' Appeal (Cotton
and Lopes, L.JJ.) afflrmed his decision. Cotton, L.J., says, at p. 183:

lni no case do 1 find an i.njuniction granted such as is asked f r hiere, ant
injunction as regards future publication of statements coming uinder such an in-
definite description. Supposing we werc to grant the injunction against 'libel-
lous' letters, then it would have to bc decided, on motion to commit, whether f
what was published %vas libellous or not, and that would be a most inconvenient
course to be adopted."

And Lopes, L.J., says: " It is clear that sinice the judicature' Act theŽ Court
bas power to restrain the publication of libellous or slandcrous matter, if it is
imimnçdîately calculated to injure the person or trade of any one against whom it
is directed, but whether the jurisdiction should bc exercised or not is a matter for îh i
the cliscretion of' the Court."

1-RiAcTicE-DiscovvRv

Fennessy v. Cl/ark, 37 Chy. D. 184, was an action to restrain the sale of goods
under an alleged înfringemerc o!' the plaintiff's trade mark, atid claiming damnages
for false representaticýr.s by cl 4endant, that his goods were goods of the plaintiff>s
manufacture, or in the alternative, ant account of the profits, and in which Lt had
been ordered that the issues of faet should be tried by a special jury beforc a 4


