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REcENT B-40LISH DEcisioNs.

said number on the back, is written or markeci,
by wbich the voter can be identifled, shall
be void and not counted.11 The court, com.-
posed of Coleridge, C.J., and Hawkins and
Mfathew, JJ.r were unanirnousiy of opinion
that the ballot papers were flot invalid. Haw-
kins, J., deiivered the judgment of the court,
and the gist of the decision may bo collected
from the concluding words of his judgment,
%;,cre he says ;

If the Legislature had intended that the absence
of the official mark from the face of the ballot paper
9bould avoid the vote, it is impossible ta suppose
that in declaring ini the second section what votes
mhall be void and not caunted, it would have con-
fined itseil ta the mark on the back, It would be
difficult to suggest a case ta which the maxim s0
often quoted during the argument, IlE.pressio
togius e'st exclusio rlteriuz, " coulcl be mare justly and
fittingly applied,

MÀ,EUun WOVAX-O3RttÂL PROCSEDO,'GS AGAINST
iIllÂN3,D-DEAMATORY L11919.

A further contribution ta the lawv relating ta
inarried women is ta be found in l'he Queen v.
Lord Afayur of London, 16 g. 13. D. 77-2, in
whicb a married wornan sougbit to -onipel the
Lord Niayor oft London ta proceed to hiear and
determine an application made by her for a
suminons against ber husband for defamatory
libel, alleged ta have been published by him
of and concerning the appellant. The appli-
cation was attempted ta be sustained an the
grotund that the hibel was on injury ta the
married woman's praperty, that her reputation
was property ; but the court (Mathew and A.
L. Smith, JJ.,) were unable ta accede ta that
argument. They held thatwhat was damaged,
if anything, was the fair faine of the applicant,
and that that was nlot Ilseparate estate.",

VENDOn "D»Pl A5tESOSKXa O ONTRACT
-MISLsÂADIeG CONDITIONS.

lu Nottingham Paient Brick Co. v. Bttler, 16
Q.13. D. 778, the Court of Appeal affirmed the

decisian of Wills, J., 15 Q. B3. D. 261, noted
aDt, vol. 21, P. 330.
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FIM& W I r 25 JU R1SfICTION.

An important point of practice was doter-
mined by a Divisional Court, composeid of
Mattbew and Smxith, JJ., in Pollýx(an v. Sibson,
16 Q. B, D. 792. The defendants were a
foreign firin, and une of the members of the
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3une 1,M".

firm happening ta be in England on business
ho was sorved with a writ of summcns in an
action against the firm, which was the ordin.
ary eight day writ. Wills, J., set aside the
service as irregular; but his decision was re.
verped, the court holding that the rule en-
abling onc meinher of a partnership to be
servedl with a writ on behalf of his firm, applied
ta a fareign firm as well as an Englisb partner-
sbip.

WILL-ONBTBOCTION-ILLUGITIXàTEC CMZLDaHN.

Passing now ta the cases in the Chancery
Division, the flrst ta caîl for notice is It re
Haseldine, Grange v. Sturdyv, 31 Chy. D. 511, in
which a majority of tha Court of Appeal lover-
ruiled Kay, J., upon a question of construction
of a will and codicil. The point iii contro.
versy was whetber a gift ta Ilchildren - could
be construed ta mean illegitimate cbildren.
Kay, J., and Cotton, L.J., beld that it could
not, but l3owen and Fry, L.jj., wvere of a differ-
eut opinion. The testator, it appeared, was
seized witb paralysis in the bouse of bis sister-
in-Iaw, M. A. L., and rernained there until bis
deatb. MI. A. L. had beeii married sev'en
years but liad no legitimate children; she hart,
however, three childreu by ber husband born
before lier marriage with him, aged sixteen,
thirteen andl eleven, who were treated as
legitimate, and with whoin tbe testator was
intimate. In October, i86o, having become
warsc, the testator was advised by his medi.
cal attendant ta make his wiil, and made
one cantaining the following dispositions:
IlI give and bequoath tbe following logacies
ta the following persans"I (after which fol.
lrnwed gifts of legacies ta persans named)
siand ta each of the childrer of M, A. L.
the suin of £5 for rnourning, the same ta b,
paid inta the hands and on the receipt of
M. A. L., tbeir mother, for them, notwith-
standing bier coverture and their rninority.'
On 5tb August, 1881, two days before bis
deatb, he made a codicîl by which he be.
queathed £400 oni the death af an annuitant
Ilunto and equally Letween ail the children
who saal then ho living of M. A. L., share and
share alike; I and confirmed his will, except
as varied by the codicil. M. A. L. waa forty.
four years aid when the will was made. Cotton,

L.,was of opinion that the rule laid down by
Lard Seiborne in Dorin v. Dorin, 7 H. L. 568,
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