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Iaw to r4ecognize as effectua] the decee of a foreign Court
divorcing, spouses who at its date had the doiciil in Eng-
land.

In Leniesurier v. Leinesurier, [1895] A. C. 517, the Judi-
cial Committee, after a full examination. of the authorities,
came to the conclusion that according to international la'w
~the domnicil for the time being of the married pair affords
the only true test of jurisdiction to dissolve their mnarriage.
They coneurred without reservation in the views expressed
by Lord Penzance in Wilson v. Wilson, L. R. 2 P. & D. 442,
inciuding the followinig, viz.: "It is bothi just and reason-
-able, therefore, that the differences of married people should
be adjustod in aceordance with the Iaws of the community te
whieh they belong and deait with by the tribun ais which alone
eau adininister those laws. An honest adherence to this prin-
cipi., moreover, will preclude tiie scandai which arises wh.en
a mnan and woman are helà to be man and wifeinuone country
.and strang-ers in another."

The, rideè thns laid down by the Judicial Committee had
been recognized and acted upon by the learned Chancellor in
Magurn v. Magurn, 3 0. R. 5 70, and hie opinion was affirmed
by this Court, il A. R. 178.

The foreign decree set up ini ti case is, therefore, nol
one to which credit cau b. given in this country as having
the effeet of dissolving the marriage between the. defendaut
and William A. Barnhardt, and the defendaut was rightly
eonvicted.

That being so, and haviug regard to the manner anid forni
in whieh tiie findings upon the evidence are stated aud thE
,questions are framed, we do not deeni it neeessary to auswei
the~ questions otherwise-thau as above.

MÂCLABEN. J.A.. -aave reasons iu writinz forAhte sarnE


