
DIE ONTARJO WEEbKLY NOTES.

As to thr principles upon wbich, the question of the. ji
of the, Quebec Court would have to be determiued in th~e
the leaimed Jiidge referredto Sidar Gurdyal Singh v.
Faridkote, [1894] A.C. 670; Deacon v. Chadwàick (1901)
3i46; and Western Nationail Bank of Cit.y of New Yorl
Triana &- Co., [18911 1 Q13. 304.

Where a Court other than the Court of domieile ý
diction, the defendant is called upon to consider the sitiý
care; for, while the Court (other than the Court of
cannot prouounce a judgment entitled Vo extra-territoi
nition, it lias the power of pronouncing a judgmcent wbi
enfQrced byv the 2n&chinery whiclh the local law providf
even if the Court in Quebec had no jurisdiction over tI
which our Court would be bound, on the principle of <
recognise, it uindoubtedly had juriisdiction Vo pronounc
mient whichi would be effective in Quebec and could b(
by any mode of execuVion againist anly assets availab]
Province; anxd in this case unquestiorisbly that particuli
of enforcement was admissible.

Whether Vhe Quebec Court should allow its machir
iisedj for the purpose of reasiuing a debt due iu Ontario wi
ta transaction in Ontario by a debtor resideut in Ontar

because there is power Vo reacli sucli debtor, by res
1k.ving vset ithin Quebee, isa squestion for the Queb<
B3ut the Englislh Courts have thouglit it not proper t
such a jurisdiction: Martin v. Nadel, [19061 2 K.R
case, however, reonssthe wide principle that "IthE
neyer compel a person Vo pay a sum of money a seýcon-d Vi
he lias paid once ulAder the sanction of a Court havinz (


