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of which at his birth he in subjeot, but ho may m4»nj time9 ckan.gc
his donsioe" (p. 452).

In the sme eau Lord Westbury smys: 'Iadvertixg to mi..
tutiee Storey's work I amn obliged to dissent from the conclusion

stated in the st edition o f that uoseful book and whieh in thu-q
expresaed, the resuit of the more recent English cases seema to
bo that for a change of national domicile there must bc a definite
and effectuai change of nationality.' In support of this pro~posi-
tion the editor refers to sanie words which appear to have fallen
from the noble and learned Lord i addresaing this flouse in
the case of Moorkous v. Lord, when, in sTeaking of the acquisi-
tion of a F'rench domicile, Lord Kingadown saya, tA mian must
intend to become a Frenehman instead of an Englishman';
these worde are likely to mislead if they were intended to signify
that for a change of domicile there must b. a change of natio. i-
ality, that is of natural alIegiance. That would be to confoid
the political and civil status of an individual and to destroy the
difference between patria and domiciliumn" (p. 459-460).

The case of lit re Martin (1900), p. 241, may well be re-
ferred to next. The question w'as as to 'the validity of a will
mnade by a Frenchwoman, who therepfter married a Frenchman
doimiciled, at the tume of the marriage, ini England, and died
domiciled ini France. It was held that hier will was nuli and
void aeeording to English law. The question of the domicile of
the husband at the time of the marrdiage was dealt with and ivas
held by the. majority of the Court of Appeal to have been
English.

In comxnenting on this branch of the case, Mr. Julius Hiunch-
fleld says: "I may in the first place observe that the exacting
doctrine of Moorhouso v. Lord, even in its attenuated interpre-
tation, as read by Mr. Westlake is ýappyarently quite dead.

"The case is flot so much aR mentioned in any o? the judg-
nients. The view that a mni, in order to establish a domicile
o? choice, must intend quatenus in illo exuere patriam îs hereby
unmistakabîy repudiated." I (26 Law Magazine, p. 350.)

In Wi<wês v. 'ton~Guc 1904), A.C. 287 we have
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