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PHOTOU A. SOTERIOU THEN PHOTOU PANAY],
Petitioner,

ANDREAS M. SOTERIOQU,
Respondent,

{Marwrimonial Peritton No. Bj63).

Matrimomtad  Cawses  Jurixdiction-  Divorce  Wife's  undefended

petitivn for divorce on the ground of  crvelty - Parnes Greeh
Crpriots and members of the Greek Orthodox Churelt Respon-
dent husband stfl domcited in Cyprus- -Supreme  Court has
jutisdwction (o enmtertam the suit Domicil of origin of the hus-
hand  nar changed

AMatrimonied Ceaines  Divoree Cruelie - Fregrent beatine of wife -

Respondens  hoshand — guilty of  eomduct " amonnting 1o
matvmonial o udl

Dovued of origm See above

The parties to the marnage. in this petition, who are Greek
Cypriols and members of the Greek Orthodox (Thiuh were
marricd on the 20th September, 1962, in the Rewister Office
of the District of $t. Pancras in the Metropobian Borough
of §t. Pancias in London, England.

The wite petrtioner in this undetended petition for divoree,
on the ground of cruelty, complaimed of the followmg acts
of cruelty :

That the respondent husband started beating ko from
the first two or thice days of their marniage, 1n Scplember.
t962 and that he used to heat her frequently untid the 30th
December, 1962, when cvenlually she left the Matrimonial
how:.  He uwsed to pull her by the hair and seiszc fict by the
throa lo strangle her and. according to her verstwn she lost
conscacusness on two  or thiee occasions. The evidence
of the viife was supported and corroborated by alhdavit evi-
dence of two  witnesses.  Further the faouly dnctor who
evammeg her on two or three occusions since hey rolurn to
Cyprus tn, January, 1963, stated that she suffercd ftom inso-
mnia. dizziness, headaches and a feeling of sickness. all consistent
with anxiety neurosis due 1o worrics and mental anxiety.
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The Cowl in granting a decree nisi on the  ground of 1966

ay 19 .
crueltly : ' Md’_' R
. Pro1OU
Lickd, oy 1o the quession of urisdiction A. SoTeriou
THEN
(1) On the evidence 1t appears that the husband was born pyoroy Panayv:
m Cyprus (Lelhoniko willage) and that he left for England .
aboul ~x years prior to the marriage. He worked there for ANDREAS

. . - . SOTERIOIU
six years and then he came to Cyprus in April, 1962 and he M- SoTeRs

hecame engaged 10 the petitioner and he began working at
Lefkoniko by himsell. He worked for two or three months
and then left again to go back to England. Eventually the
petttioner Joined him there where they were married n the
Civil Registey jon the 20th Sepiember. 1962, The husband
is stdl 10 England though his address is unknown. No per-
sonal service could be elfected on him and the Court had
to order substituted seivice. On this evidence | was satis-
Ned thatt the husband is domiciled in Cyprus, that is, that
his orgimal domiail was Cyprus and that he has not changed
his  domil,

(2) Comsequently this Court has jurisdiction 10 hear and
determyne  1he present | pelition.

Held, on the issue of crueliy -

On the evidence T am sansfied that the husband has been
gutlty of ‘conduct which would give rise to a reasonable ap-
prehension of danger 1o the wile’s Iife and bodily and mental
healih and 1, therefore, find the charge of cruelty proved :
see Ruessefl vo Russell, (1897 AC. 395, 467 and Gaolfins v.
CGolling [1964) AC. 644 (H.1 Y Levonian v, Levonian (1963)
I CALR. -39 and Dunne v. Dunae (reported in this Part at
“po 164 aniey by Vassilindes J.

Decrce nist on  the ground
of cruclty  granfed with  no
nrder as 1o costs.

Casey referred to.:
Russell v Russell [I897] A, 395, 467 ;.
Gollins v. Golling 119641 A.C. o044 {(H. L.}y

Fevenion v ' Levonrian (1965 | C.L.R. 339;

Munne v. Dunie (Reported i this volume at p. 164 auie).
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Matrimonial Petition.

Petition by wife for dissolution of marriage on the
ground of cruelty. '

Chr. Mitsides, for the petitioner,
Réspondent nol appearing. Duly served.

The following judgment was delivered by:

Josepines, J.: This is an undefended wife’s petition for
divorce on the ground of cruelty. The parties, who are
Greck Cypriots and members of the Greek Orthodox Church,
were married on the 20th Scptember, 1962, in the Register
Office of the District of St. Pancras in the Mctropolitan
Borough of St. Pancras in London, England. The respondent
husband, who is described in the marriage certificate as a
hairdresser, was then aged 22 and the petitioner wife was aged 26.
There was no eeligious marriage and there 1s no issue,

First, as to the question of jurisdiction:  On the ¢vidence
it appears that the husband was born in Lefkoniko and that
he left for England about six years prior to the marriage.
He worked there foribout six years and then he came o Cyprus
i April 1962 and he became engaged to the petitioner and
he began working at Lefkoniko by himsell.  He worked for
2 or 3 months in the village and then left again to go back to
England.  Eventually the petitioner joined himr there where,
as already stated, they were married in the Civil Registry on
the. 20th September, 1962, The husband s still in England
though his address is unknown. No personal service could
be effected on him and the Court had to order substituted ser-
vice. On this evidence | am satisfied that the husband is do-
miciled in Cyprus, that is, that his original domicil was Cyprus
ad that he has not changed his domicil. Consequently, this Court
has jurisdiction to hear and determine the present petition.

As regards the ground of cruclty, on the evidenve adduced
I find Whe facts as follows @ The parties were engaged to be
mareied wm the 22nd  April, 1962 and subsequenily the hus-
band left “or LK. where he was joined by the wife on the

“ITth September, 1962, Afler their marriage in September

of that veas they lived together as husband and wife at 59,
Belmont Strel, London, N.W. 1. The husband’s sister lived
in the second foor of that house. Apparently for some rca-
son, which is not quite clear (o the Court, the husband started
beating the wife from the first two or three days of their mar-
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ringe.  The wife gave it as the reason that while the husband
wits in Cyprus in 1962 he was beaten up by the police and
bound over as a result of thc complaint of the wife’s father
to the police that the husband had hit her. The husband
usced to beat frequently the wife and this continued until the
30th December, 1962 when, cventually the wife left the ma-
trimonial home. She was taken away by the husband’s sister
10 a relative’s house from where she returned to Cyprus on
the 5th January, 1963, 1o her father’s home The husband
used 1o pull her by the hair and seize her by  the throat to
strangle her and, according 1o her version, she lost conscious-
ness on two or three accasions.

This evidence of the wife is supported and corroborated
by the affidavit evidence of Nitsa Loui, who is related to her
by marriage, and Nitsa’s husband, loannis Loui. They are
both residing in London. Their cvidence is to the effect that
when they visiled the wife in (he month of October 1962 they

~ saw wounds, bruises and injurics on the face of the wife and

when they asked her, in the presence of the husband, as to
the cause she replied in the husband’s presence that these were
duc to his frequent beating-up and ill-treatment. These
two witnesses further stated that on the 30th December, 1962
the "husband’s sister, Christina Klatz, took the petitioner to
their house and requested them to give her refuge until she
obtaincd her return ticket to Cyprus. On that occasion these two
witnesses saw again injuries on the face and neck of the wife.

The family doctor, who examined the wife on two or three
occasions since her rcturn to Cyprus in January, 1963, siated
that she suffered from insomnia, dizziness, headaches and
a feeling of sickness, all consistent with anxiety neurosis due
to worries and mental anxiety.

On this evidence T am satisfied that the husband has been
guilty of conduct which would give rise to a reasonable appre-
hension of danger to the wife’s life and bodily and mental health
and I, therefore, find the charge of cruelty proved: see Russell
v. Russell [1897) A.C. 395, 467; and Gollins v. Gollins [1964]
A.C.644 (H.L.); Levonian v. Levonian (1965) 1 C.L.R. 339 and
Dunne v. Dunne (reported in this Vol. at p. 164 antc) by
Vassiliades, J.

Decree nisi granted.
No costs claimed.
No order as to costs.

Y

Dccree nisi on the ground of cruelty
gramied with no order as to costs.
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