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to reside there for years, and returned there after a brief and unhappy resi-
dence in Chicago. The Lushand had gone to Chieago to gei work, he gave
up his job to wait upou the death of his father in Ontario, and he remained
there in charge of property he then aoquired, and was actually residing
there when the divorce proceedings were cotnmenced, going to Chicago for
the purpose of being served with the papers which initiated the proceedings.
Five days after the divurce was granted, the divorcee maried again, and a
few months later the divorced hushband also married a woman he had met
before the divorce. Middleton, J., said there was no proof of “collusion’’;
it can hardly be said there was no proof of mutusl ' accommodation.” Middle-
ton, J., also said: “ There is much to lewld to the conclusion that the husband
never in fact changed his domicile of origin (Ontarin). He seema to have been
a rolling stone moving in the line of least resistance, making his abode where
it was easiest to obtain a living.”" That language scems to very exactly
deseribe the facts, yet, the Judge found that a domicile in Chicago had been
aequired, end a domieile ix requited to bhe " pertisnent,” Cbhond fide,” Croa”
and “eaisting,” to use the langunge of the ruling cases, in order to give juris-
dietion which Faglish Courts will recoguise.

The yuestion of reversion to the domieile of origin was not dealt with
by Middleton, J., except that he says: *“ The temporary absence of the married
parr tn Ontarin, without intention of abandoning the Chicago residesn.
dit mer b othink, defeat the jurisdiction and bevond this, the offences or
ijuries complained of were committed in the State whilst both resided
there . This sesms misteading, for the wife “left i m Chieago, and wenr
to Onturio and they did not live together again untl he came to Ontario,
When she didd return to Chicago, 1t was temporanly. for the sole purpose of
petting o dvoree. Furnthermore reverston to donaale of oo wondd resuls
from the husheond' - abandonment of the Chieago domietle of chaiee, and adile
the faes thar the offence was rreated v Chiesgo winle the married pan

tesided there would give ~taintory jurisdicaon 1o the Chicogo Conrt 1
deeree o divoree csee 2 Foghsh bow dhas 6ot rocogiise junisiietion basesd
Gt anvthing else than “domieiie, " within the English meaning of that word
The Jndge therefore mived two rantters, o the words just guoted
Whet the aintention of the hushand wos o beaving Chieagn, o what
itention he had formed s to donaete, price to the applivation for divores,
Jotd b gathered tron lus oacts and sarroundhing cireumstanees, and not
from his own evidenee, stnee the nemifest pecessiy b was under of jastifving
bis ey conduet made his evulenee untrastaerthy per Cagrns, O feil
v Rennedy SO L ROESe & Div 313y Muddieton  J o savs The hushand
inherited some property tpon his father’s death Februars o and staved 1o
Cintario to manage 1t and sbandored bis iniention of returning 1o Chicage
Ihvoree procosdings were instituted in VMarech. Afterwarda he
fved sonwe yvearsin Ontario,” The faet that the decision to remiain ir Ont arin
was eatsed by the need of earng for the property acquired an February,
establishes abiost conclusively that the atention 1o abandon the Chieago
donnetle was formed before the divoree proevedings were cotmenadd in
Muarebe 10w the domietle of ongin cOmtarios had revived, and  Fogiish
Fow wonld net pecornise aoy gurisdiction i the Chieago Canrts to deeree the




