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ra Boaull, [19021 1 Ch. 751, 71 L.J. (tCh.) 505, 50 W. R. 44-7.
In 1871, an EngUishwoman domieiled i England. mamed an
Italian domieiled in Italy. Alter thý3 desth of her flrst liusband
being stili domiec'led in Italy, she married in 1880 the brother
of her deceaaed huaband, alao an Italian domieiled i Italy. The
required dispensation was obtainel from the civil and ec1cs-
jastical authoritits, and the. ceremony properly eelebrated. The
nuirriage was held to be valid in England.

Sirnonin y. Mallao (1860>, 29 LiJ. (Miat.) 97, 2 Sw. & Ir. 67,
164 E.%~ 917, 6 Jur. (NS.) qe61. It waa here held that the
consents of and notices ta parents or others held necessary by
niany laws ta the validity of a marriage are considered. rneroly
as part of tho forni or ceremony of the niarriage, and nlot a
question of eapacity. Ilere two Freneh subjects were doniieiled
in France. The proposed husband could flot get the neeessary
consent of bis father to the tnarriage. The two wvent ta Eng-
land and werc there niarried. The inarriage was held valid by
English Courts. O«gden v. C>gden, [19081 P. 46, 7 L.J. (P.) 34.
Consent of father held to be question of form and flot of ca-
pacity. The observance of the necessary forn3alities in of course
governedl by the lex achis, with certain ùxceptions in regard ta
embassies, uinciiriliscd countrics, and as provided for by the
British Foreign M&rriage Act, 1892, (Imp.) eh. 23. Even
though thc lex oct us and lex drnicilii have been complied with
in ail particulars, English law wifil not reengntse, no inatter
where celebrated, niarriages which are criminel or wbich ane
essentially of a type tiot recognised in generai by Christendoni
--e.g., even the first of a series of polygamous niarriages wifl
not be rccognised, becautse it is not "the voluntary union for Hf e
of one man and one woman ta the exclusion of ail others. "
Hyde v. Hyde, (1866), L.R. 1 P. & D. >130. Here theo martiage
had been made Mi Utah, aecording ta Morinan rites, but with
the intention to contraet a Mormon marriage, and the E" ,glish
Divorce Court refused ta dissolve it, an the ground that no
marriage had ever taken plaue.

Thirdly, the place of coxumittmont of the aduttery or other
offence in nat a deterniinîng factor i estâblishing jurisdiction.
Wibson v. WiLson (1872), L.R, 2 P. & D. 435. T1wo people were
domiciled and married i Seotland. The wile during the cou-
tiuance of the Seottiali domicile comxmitted aduiltery i Seat-
land, The husbaad later aequire. an English domicile, and


