
three canon which Ijord MncnnKhtcn rofcre to a^ ,xpre»wing well

(>«tabl iHhetl principIeB.

The first of the- waa Thomson v$. Advocate-nenoral, de-

cided by tlic House of I/irds in 1845 (12 Clarke & Finnelly,

p. 1). John Grant, a Britiali subjoct, die<l, doraicilwl in

Denierara, whero the law of JToliand wa« in force, leav'ip moy-

ablo property in Scotland. Suit waa brouj?ht by the dvouate-

General to recovT succesJi^ion diitrv upon this movaW property

in Scotland, and the Court of Exchequer gave juu^rment in

favour of the Crown. The ca«»n was carried to the House of

liorda, where Lord Tjyndhiirst, L.C., in discussing the supposed

distinction between the cnse of he Attorney-General & Forbe«

and Arnold vs. Arnold, said :

—

" I npprehcnd that that is ,.i entire mistake, that personal

" property in Enpland follows the law of the domicile, and *' it

" it is precisely the same as if the pt-rsonal profwrtv had been
" in India at the time of the testator's death. That is a rule

" of law that has always been considered aa applicable to this

" B'lbject Now, My Ijorda, if you apply that principle,

" which has never been quarrelled with, which is a known prin-

'' ciple of our law, to the present case, it decides the whole
" point in eonlroversy. The property, persoril property, b' ?
"in this cx>u.ntry at the time of the denth, you must take i

" primiple laid down in the case of In Re Ewin (1 C >•. Sc Jfe.v.,

" ISl), and it must be considered as property withi thf" domi-

"cile of the testator, which domicile was T-'merara.'

The Lord Chanc-ellor was followed by 'd Brou^I.am, who
expressed his views as follows:

—

" Here it is a case of money or property brought over
" here and administered here, the domicile of the testator or
" intestate beinsf abroad out of the jurisdiction. There, in the
" matter of Ewin, it was the converse, administration being by
" a person domiciled here and a testator or intestate domiciled

"here, and the funds locally situated abroad; it is perfectly

" clear that no difference can he made in consequence of that
" iKJoauBe the principle mobilia sequnnter personam as regards
" their distribution and their coming or not withm the scope
" of this Revenue Act, must be taken to apply to two cases pre-


