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(1) that no territoriâl legisIattife can givé jùrisdilétién' which any
fortign courts ought to recognàiie against- absent foieignerï who
mwe no allegiance 'or obedience to the powèt whirh legimiates,
and (2) Ilthat in ail persortal actions the- courts of the
country in which the defendant resides, not the courts of the
countrv where the action arose, ought to be resorted to."

The Law Reports for January comprise (1895) 1 Q.B., pp. i-
169 ; (1895) P., PP. 1-7 ; and (1895) 1 Ch., pp. 1-i 16.

11iUSIt.'N AND N wFl-SE'ARATIoN nIU>FI-CoNEN-A-,To 'l'O PAN'îr-xu
OF BY %%-ovNN B~IFE NOT TW A.NNO% OR MOLEST-MNARRIED OIS

YRo-ieýwi Y Ac-r, 1882 (45 & 46 VICT., c. 75P, i. , S-s. 2-(R.S.O., c. 132, s. ~
b.5. 2).

In Swct v. Sweet, (1895) 1 Q.B. t1; 15. R. Feb. 398, the plain-
tiff was a nxarried wvonian, and sued the defendant, her husband,
for the paynient of the arrears of an annuity due uinder a covenant
contained iii a separation deed mrade betwveen the plaintiff and
(,endanit witliott the intervention of a trustee. The deed con-

tained no dum casta clause. The htisband set up, i bar of the
action, that the plaintiff had coxninitted adultery, %vhich hiad re-
sulted in the birth of a child. l'le deed contained a covenant
byV the plaintiff not to niolest, annoy, or interfere \vith the (le-
fendant, and hie clainmed that the adultery of the plaintiff Nvýs ;i
breach of this covenant. The Divisional Court (Malzitie\N, amd
C harles, JJ .), huwevmr wvas tinanirnous that, in the absencu of
any dxun casta clauise in the deed, the adultery of the wife was nio
bar to the action, neither was it a breach of the covenant.

Reidiiell v. (;trnicd), (1895) i Q.B. 16 ; 14~ R. jani. 335, WZIS a
motion to commit a jugnctdbtor for flot attending to lIe ex-
aainiid. .\ccording to the Englisx Rules, on a mection to coin-
mit ît is nccssar 'v to serve, wit the noticu of the motion, copies
of the afrndavits intended to be used in support of the motion.
Th is Nvas nrt clone, and the solicitor of the judginent debtor tnok
the objection on the return of the motion. -The judge thereupon
offexed to adjontrti the further hearing of the motion until the fo~l-
lowing daY, that the defendant miglit have an opportunity of ani-
swering the athidavit%, and it \vas adjourned accordingly, and the
affidavits were shownl to the defend.-nt's solicitor, \vho, on the


