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domicile mentioned in art. 600 of our Code cannot be
obtained by a foreigner in France without such authoriza-
tion; nor can the domicile mentioned in art. 96 of our
C. C. P, be obtained there without authorization, unless
it be considered that the word “domicile” in that article
means what it meant by the expression domicile de fait i
the French jurisprudence, which means a domicile of ac-
tual residence at which a party may be summoned and
called upon to answer for any complaint that may be made
against him or acts committed in that place.

If that be the domicile of art. 96 of the C. C. P, it
ceases when the party ceased to reside in the place and
did not exist when the proceedings in this case were com-
menced. It is absolutely and clearly according to French
jurisprudence that the French courts would not take ju-
risdiction between foreigners over events which happened
when those two foreigners were living in this country and
had no legal domicile in France.
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