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wholly erroneous. Mr. le *koy 's words eau apparently bear but
one meaning, viz., that in hia opinion the fact that a person re-
siding in England, but havis g property or interest8 in a Cana-
dian Province, is potentially entitled to bicing an action in that
Province for the purpose of asaerting some claim in respect of
that propterty or thoae intÀ resta involvea the conecquence that
the situa of the riglit of ac' 1on is ini that Province, even though
he may have taken no0 acd ;e stepe to amsrt his claim. My own
view is, that the situa of !àe right is in England, as long as he
continues to reside therf, or at ail events, until he bas ap-
pointed an agent in the Province for the purpose of -bringing
the action. The concepion to whîch apparently '.%r. Lefroy 'e
thcory mubt be rcfcrred if it ie to be sustained, Viz., that a right
uf action je a eor' of rîght in grosa, having a jurietie existence
whieh je so far separri le f rom the posseseor, that it bas a situe
in each and every jurif diction in which an action rnay bc brought
by him for the enfo' cenient of an obligation, eeme to me eo
bighly anomaloue th At 1 muet respectfully decline to aecept it
on the unsupported tuthority of Mr. Lefroy. 1 confens I do iiot
sec liow such a cor ception eau be rcconeiled with the gencral
priiiciplc of privatc international law, to which I had occasion to
refer on p. 487 of 1 ne article which Mr. Lcfroy ie here criticising,
viz.. that "'the licality of a debt le at the domicile of the
creditor.'>'1

Mr. Lefroy remarks that I ''seemi to think that no one eau

have a civil rig'it in a Province, unlese he himef le domieiled

in that Provirce.'' If for the' term~ ''domieilcd'-whiieh ie

manifestly out of place in this connetion-he will allow me to

subetitute the worde "unless he hirnecif je actually resident in

the Province, or je rcprcsented there hy an agent exprcssly ap-

pointed for ,bc purpoae of asscrting the right hy legal proceed-
inge,1' I havc no objection to adopt this etatenient as Vcing ex-

'The~ au!lhoritv which I eited for thiq doctrine wvnsi P& r Goodhîoe
(1872), 19 Grant's Ch., p. 454, whnere Strong. V.-C., relidl iiion Sill V.
Warwoick (,791), 1 H. Bi. 665, 660. For a general discussion of the sub-
ject, sen Wharton on Conflict of Laws, 3rd Pd., p. 171 (fi8--)


