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C ~ the orders oý the firmi and their servants as to the Nvorking of the

b crane, and the defendants had no control in the inatter. The
plitf %vas a servant of the wvharfingers, and was injured throughi

the niegligence of the man in charge cf the crane. Pollock. B..
who tried the action, disinissed it on the ground that the man in

charge of the crane %vas for the purpose of a particular service, in

Court of Appeal (Lord Esher, M.R., and Lindley and Bowven,

* L.JJ.) afflrmed his decision. \Ve mnay observe, en passant, that

this suers to have been the case which gave rise to the "Cock-

gfight " recorded in the pages of our contemnporary, the nis

4 Law Times, of March i îth last, p. .439.

j ~~fl~'Grecu v. Green, (i1893) P. 89), although a diveorce case, deserves

a unief notice, inasrnuch as the validitv of an Aiinerican divorce

camne in question. The husband \vas un Jý-iiglishiiiani, domiciled

t ~ in England ,the \vife was an Ainerican citizen of Pennsylvi a
I~l II ~ the niarniage took place in England. After somne munths' cohabi-

tation in England the wvife wvent to Philadeiphia, partly, as shu
alleged, to, visit hier tuother, %vho xvas iii, and partlv to bc present

at ber sister's marniage. She refused to returti, and, after re-
peated attemipts to induce lier husband to consent to an ainicable
separation, she cornmenced proceedings for divorce in the Court

il of Common Pleas in Vhiladelphia, alleging cruelty. By the
statute lawv of Pennisylvania, the court had jurisdiction over al
matrimonial causes when it could bc shown by any wvife that she
wvas formerly a citizen of the commornvealth, and that, havîng inter-
niarried \vith a citizen of any other state, she had been forced to

4 ~ibndonthe doinir' of her husband by reason of his cruelty and

adultery, and hiad been domniciled Nvithin the state for a xvhole
~ j year prior to the commencement of the suit. The husband wvas

personally served with process, but did not appear, and the court

j of Phi lephia pronouniced a decree of divorce. The %vifé sub.
sequently werit through the forrn of rnauriage \vith another man,
with whomn she %\'as living as his wife. The court (Barnes, J.)
held the Amenican divorce inivalid, on the ground that the Amen.-

can court had no, junisdiction to dissolve the marriage of a
British subject doniiciled in Englaiid, and who had neyer sub-

xnitted hirnself to the jurisdiction of that court.


