
	

THE ARCANE WORLD OF DOMICILE AND TAX
Nigel Goodeve-Docker
DOMICILE
Introduction
Domicile has much in common with cricket. The English invented this beautiful game, and spread it throughout their Empire. There it was adopted with such enthusiasm that now the former colonies return to the motherland to beat them at their own game.
So too was “domicile” spread. However far British individuals were from the mother country, they kept the benefit of their base jurisdiction by retaining their domicile of origin (unless they chose to cut the umbilical cord by going native). Those who did not share the same origin could not have this benefit. They would have to make do with their own origins, and thus the laws of their original jurisdictions. Unless extraordinarily they embraced England or the particular colony etc as a replacement motherland (and the umpire-judges ensured that the rules made this unlikely), they remained outside the circle as “non-UK domiciliaries”.
The years passed, the Empire faded into history, and the blessings of a retained domicile with it. The laws of domicile, however, were by now embedded in the system. Domicile had become a differential factor between full and part-time taxpayers. It would not have been “cricket” for foreigners to contribute unfairly to the Exchequer. Even then, it was recognised as being a potential discouragement to inward investment into the UK. As travel became quicker and easier, so came mobility, and the increased ability to benefit from these tax rules. The financial benefit of being outside the domicile rose from the ashes of the Empire, so that now those not domiciled in the UK can use the same rules which were designed to keep them out, to ensure they remain outside. Why? Because, they need pay no UK tax at all, even if they live in the UK, except on their UK income and (possibly) gains. By embracing the exclusivity of the domicile rules, the “excluded ones” have turned those rules into financial success for themselves.
At this point the analogy with cricket breaks down. Despite the schoolboy joke that, at the peak of Empire, the map of the world was mostly pink, the fact was that the greater part remained stubbornly a different colour. It is not just the inhabitants of the Empire who are beating the English at their own game: it extends to the rest of the world. The pendulum has swung diametrically opposite - the perfect reverse swing.
What is “domicile”? Why is it a factor for UK taxation? What are the benefits?
General Rules
This article addresses domicile from a UK viewpoint, although other systems derived from UK common law have similar basic rules.
Domicile is at first sight an elusive concept. The UK version could be said to have been designed to preserve the jurisprudential singularity, if not insularity, of the British. At times it seems illogical, with results which sometimes conflict with common sense, until one understands the logic of its principles. Hard law makes good law.
The fundamental principles were laid down by (principally) the English Courts through the 19th century, and through the 20th century have stood the test of scrutiny, increasingly within the sphere of taxation, so that, standing on the brink of the 21st century, we can speak confidently about them. Indeed, a lawyer from the late Victorian age would feel as comfortable as we do. This is important, when so much financially may depend on applying correctly the laws of domicile.
Domicile refers to the country by whose laws the personal rights of an individual are governed. In loose language, that country is the individual’s homeland, the connotation of  “home” being derived from the Latin word “domus”. It is relevant in the context of private international law or “conflicts of law”, i.e. in situations where it is not otherwise clear to which jurisdiction, and thus to which laws, a personal right of an individual is subject. Thus we do not look for a State or country in a political or constitutional sense, but for a country with a single system of law.1 For example, in the context of domicile, the United Kingdom is not a “country”, because Scotland and Northern Ireland have separate legal systems from that of England and Wales, which, with Berwick-on-Tweed, is a single system. Thus, although commonly we talk of a UK domicile particularly for UK taxation, it is not strictly accurate. The same applies in Australia, Canada and the US. This distinction could be material in e.g. succession or validity issues.2
Indeed, the civil law countries of continental Europe originally applied a domicile test of this nature for conflicts of law, but, with the introduction of the Code  Napoleon in 1804, they began to move away from a domicile test to a nationality test (although the nationality test has as many difficulties and anomalies as the domicile test(3)). Nationality (or sometimes habitual residence) is now the principal test on the Continent. Nationality would in fact be an impractical test for territories like the UK, because it would fail to provide a clear answer to the real issue of which laws to apply for the particular issue. An individual might be a UK national, but is his particular right governed by e.g. English law or Scottish law?
If a domicile issue arises in a UK context, the country of domicile is always identified by the UK rules of domicile (and here the law is the same throughout the UK). Under UK common law, domicile has these basic rules:-
	Every individual, adult and minor, must have a domicile at all time. No-one can ever not have a domicile. 

No individual can have more than one domicile. 
Every individual has at birth a domicile of origin. Normally, it is the domicile of the father at the individual’s birth, but, if there is no father (e.g. through death or the mother not being married to the father), it is the domicile of the mother, except in rare circumstances.
Through minority (which for these purposes is 16 in the UK4), a minor’s domicile automatically changes with that of the father (or mother if he has no father). During minority, the minor’s domicile is called a domicile of dependency.  (See 9 for the interaction of the domicile of dependency with the other rules).
A domicile of origin can be displaced only by 
(i) 	an automatic change during minority, or 
(ii) 	acquiring a domicile of choice in another country.  
For this, an individual must
	Form a fixed intention to settle permanently and indefinitely in a new country, and

Physically reside in that country.
The intention alone is insufficient. Thus a man with a UK domicile of origin could decide to emigrate for good to France. He sells his house in England and buys a house in France, but dies in the check-in queue at Heathrow. He is still domiciled in the UK. 
	A domicile of choice can be lost only by 

(i) 	ceasing to have that intention to remain permanently in that country, and 
(ii) 	physically leaving that country.
It is not necessary to intend to settle permanently in another country. Thus, a man has a domicile of origin in France.  In 1990, he emigrates permanently from France and acquires a domicile of choice in the Netherlands. In 2000, he decides to leave the Netherlands and to divide his life equally in future between his houses in England, Florida and Barbados. He leaves the Netherlands but dies waiting for his luggage at Heathrow. He has left the Netherlands, and has thus lost his Dutch domicile of choice. (The same would be the case if, instead of dying at Heathrow, he had died at immigration control in Miami). Had he died in the duty-free shop at Schipol airport, he would still have had a Dutch domicile. 
	If a domicile of choice is lost without the acquisition of a replacement domicile of choice, the domicile of origin automatically revives unless or until the individual later acquires a domicile of choice.

	(This revival doctrine has been the subject of much criticism, because of its possible artificial results. New Zealand and Australia have abolished it by legislation, and the author understands this also to be the case in some (but not all) US States. Instead, it seems that, where the revival has been abolished, the domicile of choice is retained as the governing domicile (despite abandonment - a substitute anomaly?) until a new domicile elsewhere is established).
	Thus, in the example under 6, our hero’s French domicile has revived. As a result, the succession to his estate would be governed by French inheritance law, subject to any application of the conflict of law doctrine of renvoi. 
	The author had a particularly vivid example of this rule. A man (X) of Jewish Iraqi origin died in England in 1975 a widower with a daughter living abroad, leaving his estate  to his daughter, with various bequests for distant relatives and charities, under his English Will. X’s father came of a family which had lived in Baghdad for generations. In 1922, the family fled Iraq to escape a Jewish persecution. They went first  to Bombay, where X was born in 1925, then in 1929, moved to Calcutta, and then in 1936 moved to Burma. X’s father’s aim throughout was to emigrate if possible to the USA. In 1942, however, they had to flee Burma because of the Japanese invasion, and escaped to Australia, where the father died in 1946. X (now 21) completed his education in New South Wales, Australia, and then decided to remain there indefinitely.
	In 1960, he changed his mind and left Australia for good. He came to England to continue his business, but by then he intended to retire in due course to Israel. In 1975, he sold his business. He had already bought a building plot and a burial plot in Israel. He completed the necessary immigration papers at the Israeli Embassy in London. Sadly, he fell ill and died in a London hospital, never reaching Israel.
	When X was born in Bombay, his father still had an Iraqi domicile. X thus had an Iraqi domicile of origin. X’s father never acquired a domicile of choice in India or Burma or any part of Australia. Thus, when X (who reached Australia with an Iraqi domicile of dependency) became 21 while in Australia, he was still Iraqi domiciled. He then did probably acquire a domicile of choice in New South Wales. If so, he abandoned it in 1960. He never acquired an English domicile. Therefore, on leaving Australia, his Iraqi domicile of origin revived. When he died in 1975, he still had his Iraqi domicile. Thus, although he had never set foot in Iraq or had any connection with that country, Iraqi law (and thus a modified form of the Sharia) governed the devolution of his personal estate. That is another story, but suffice to say that the end result was considerably different from the terms of his Will!
	The “burden of proof” of a change of domicile is always on the person claiming or alleging such a change. The “standard of proof” for establishing a domicile of choice against a domicile of origin is tough, and higher than that for loss of a domicile of choice (whether that loss is replaced by another domicile of choice or by revival of the domicile of origin).

	Every case depends on its own unique set of facts. It is the effect of the aggregate of all the facts which matters - there is no particular “fact” which is more important than another. Indeed, an important fact may be one to which the individual himself attaches little importance; or a fact of little importance to the individual may be vital.
	It is this burden of proof which is so important in the taxation context for individuals coming to the UK with a foreign domicile, and for those who have been in the UK for many years but still maintain that they have not acquired a UK domicile of choice. The UK Revenue has to prove the case for a UK domicile: it has an uphill task, in practice an almost impossible one if from the start the individual (and his advisers) know the rules and act/plan accordingly.  Again, the author acted for a Dane with a Danish domicile of origin. He left Denmark in 1922 aged 23 and came to the UK to seek his fortune. Apart from a few holidays etc, he never returned to Denmark. He founded a major industry in the UK. He married (a Danish lady) in the UK. His children were raised and educated in the UK, and have remained in the UK. In 1947, having suffered temporary internment as an alien in 1940 and to avoid such an indignity in the future, he became a naturalised British citizen. In his 70's, he built a substantial retirement home in the Caribbean, but remained in the UK as head of the business, although with decreasing responsibilities. He died in England when he was 84. He had been resident and ordinarily resident in the UK for tax purposes, and his habitual residence had been in the UK, for over 60 years. He died still non-UK domiciled, because he had maintained to the last (as he had always done) that, when he cut his links with his business, he would leave the UK and retire overseas. The Revenue never had a realistic chance of successfully arguing the acquisition of a UK domicile of choice. (For a contrary result, see Re Furze [1980] STC 609, Chancery Division, a not entirely satisfactory judgment at first instance). In addition to his carefully structured wealth, his potent bequest to his children was that they inherited their father’s Danish domicile of origin, and (save for the effect of the dependency rule - see 9 below - for his daughter on her marriage) they remain non-UK domiciled today: they in their turn have passed this “inheritance” to their children. It is a carefully preserved inheritance! None of them can speak a word of Danish!
	The key for foreign domiciliaries resident in the UK is to avoid having that fixed intention to settle permanently and indefinitely in the UK. Each case has to be carefully evaluated and regularly monitored. In practice, it is sensible to retain objective evidence to support a declaration of such lack of intent.
	In 4 above, reference has been made to the domicile of dependency for minors. There are additional complex rules dealing with illegitimacy (now usually called a “single parent” family), legitimation, divorce, separation and death of parents, which are outside the scope of this article.

	When a minor reaches 16, his dependence for domicile ceases. Whatever is then his domicile becomes his own independent domicile. If it is not also his domicile of origin (as it was in the author’s examples above), it becomes a domicile of choice and thus subject to the normal rules.
	There was a twist for a wife. Until 1974, in the UK a wife could not have a different domicile from her husband’s. On marriage, she automatically acquired his domicile at that date, and during the marriage her domicile automatically changed with any change of her husband’s domicile. She too had a domicile of dependency. This remained the position even if they were separated (but not divorced) and living in different countries. It was a relic of the “feudal” subordination of a wife’s personal rights to those of her husband. Some may mourn its passing, but pass it did. The wife’s domicile of dependency was abolished by the Domicile and Matrimonial Proceedings Act 1973, so that as from 1 January 1974 a woman has had her own independent domicile. A wife’s domicile will thus be determined by the same factors as for any other person, although her husband’s circumstances may well be relevant as part of the aggregate of factors, particularly if they are living happily together.
	Nevertheless, where there is a married couple both resident in the UK but neither with a UK domicile of origin, it is dangerous to assume that, because e.g. the husband has not acquired a UK domicile of choice, therefore neither has his wife. The chances are that this is the case, but it may not be.
	There are transitional rules for a woman married before 1974. Her then domicile of dependency is treated as converted into a domicile of choice (if it was not also her domicile of origin). Thereafter she is, as it were, on her own.  
	Interestingly, it brought into greater prominence another back-water of the domicile rules. It had long been established that, where the dependency relationship was terminated (e.g. by maturity, divorce or death), relevant circumstances existing prior to that termination could be taken into account for establishing the domicile on or after termination. Thus, if (in dependency days) a wife was living apart (but not divorced) from her husband e.g. in a different country (irrelevant during dependency), and continued to live there after divorce, her actual intentions as to where she intended to settle permanently at that time became a relevant factor for establishing her domicile on divorce. (This was also the case if the separated wife was unaware of the dependency termination, as happened when a separated wife learnt that her husband (with whom she had lost all contact) had died many years before!) This can also be relevant when a minor reaches 16. Think of children living with relatives while they are at English boarding schools.
It is now appropriate to consider how domicile has come to be involved in UK taxation, and the tax benefits enjoyable by non-UK domiciliaries. 
DOMICILE IN UK TAXATION
The relevance of domicile for UK taxation goes back to the early 1800's, although the first time the author has found it mentioned as such in a taxation statute is the Finance Act 1914 (for income tax).
In 1796, an expanded legacy duty (a form of inheritance tax) was reintroduced to raise extra money for the Napoleonic War. It was not popular. There were constant court battles as people tried (with considerable success) to avoid it with the approval of the Courts – “every subject [has] a right so to shape the disposition of his property to avoid the legacy duty if possible” said Lord Lyndhurst in Re Evans (2 Cr. M & Ros 221) in 1835, some 85 years before Lord Clyde’s famous remark about “shovels” in 1929. As amended by the Stamp Act 1815, this duty was payable on any personal (not real) property passing to others on the death of any person. The legislation contained no territorial limit or reference to domicile. Following a number of earlier cases, including one in India, the House of Lords confirmed in 1845 that there had to be some territorial limit on these words. In Thomson v A-G (12 Cl & Fin 1), they formulated the doctrine that non-UK (the term used was British) domiciliaries were not subject to legacy duty even on personal property in the UK, based on the established rule of law that the law of domicile governs personally - mobilia sequunter personam. Thus by 1856, Mr Trevor in his textbook “Taxes on Succession” was able to state that “it may, therefore, now be taken for granted that, with respect to legacy duty, domicile is to be the test of liability ..., for personal property follows the person, and is ... situate wherever the domicil of the proprietor is”.  (Note the old alternative spelling of domicile).  Some 138 years later the House of Lords applied the same rule of territorial limitation in Clark v Oceanic Contractors Inc [1983] STC, a case concerned with tax on employment earnings.
There was a parallel second death tax called succession duty introduced in 1853. This was payable on all real and personal property, in or outside the UK, unless the property was subject to legacy duty or was governed by foreign law. Again, there was no reference to domicile as such.  Non-UK realty is always governed by the lex situs and therefore outside the succession duty; so also is personalty owned by non-UK domiciliaries which was governed by the lex domicilii. This time, however, personalty held in a settlement made by a non-UK domiciliary and governed by UK law was caught. Conversely, a settlement with UK personalty but governed by foreign law was not caught. So the differential here lay in the applicable law, a concept inextricably linked with domicile. 
When estate duty (the grandfather of inheritance tax) was introduced in 1894, legacy duty and succession duty were retained (but with a credit system), but again there was no reference to domicile. Instead, estate duty was not to apply where neither legacy duty nor succession duty applied, thus indirectly bringing into estate duty the concept of domicile and governing law limitations in a form not so different from today for inheritance tax. When the two old duties were finally abolished in 1949, the estate duty rules were re-enacted but with specific reference to non-UK domiciled individuals, because the old law lay buried in 100 year old redundant case-law.
For income tax, the origins are rather different. In 1803 Addington reintroduced Pitt’s earlier income tax and more particularly his 1799 version, again to raise monies for the Napoleonic War, but in a more effective way. The Schedular system was retained, and, for Schedule D, Cases IV and V were refined to cover overseas income, basically in their form as today. There was no mention of domicile, but, rather like succession duty 50 years later, those within the jurisdiction - in this case residents in the UK - were taxable on such overseas income if they remitted it to the UK: there was no distinction between UK domiciled residents and non-UK domiciled residents.
The tax on remitted overseas income had always been difficult to collect. By the beginning of the 20th Century there was widespread evasion. In 1914, the Government was faced with the looming European War and its financing, and so this hole was blocked. The Finance Act 1914 amended the law so that all overseas income was to be taxable whether remitted or not, except for non-UK domiciliaries, who continued to be taxable only on a remittance basis. These provisions are still the basic rules governing income tax on such income today. (For those interested in historical tit-bits, the Finance Act 1914 received the Royal Assent on 31 July 1914. It was followed on 5 August - the day after War was declared - by an Act abolishing the naval rights to prize money from the sale of captured enemy ships).
Finally, when capital gains tax was introduced in 1965, its application to non-UK domiciliaries was modelled, for consistency of treatment, on the income tax remittance system (with necessary modifications).
The purpose of this potted history (perhaps of some interest to budding antiquarians) is to show the ancient and honourable lineage of domicile (and the corresponding “favoured” treatment of non-UK domiciliaries) in the context of UK taxation, interwoven as it is with wider and legally more important issues in private international law. It may give some comfort to those who forecast the imminent demise of the UK tax treatment of non-UK domiciliaries. 
Its application is intrinsically logical and fair, quite apart from the fact that all Governments over the last century or so have been well aware that the financial benefits to the UK outweigh immeasurably such additional tax as might be collected by its abolition from those few remaining non-UK domiciliaries who do not leave immediately. Calls for its abolition come only from those driven by envy and egalitarian drivel; it is a fool who deliberately cuts off a major source of real value to his community for the sake of a principle of such baseless morality.

THE NON-UK DOMICILIARY / THE UK TAX BENEFITS
Remembering that we are referring to non-UK domiciliaries who are UK residents, the first point to note is that they pay the same indirect taxes as everyone else, as well as full tax on UK source income and (possibly) gains. The benefits thus relate only to overseas (or non-UK) income and gains. In this context, the UK does not include the Channel Islands or the Isle of Man.
The key features are these:-
Inheritance Tax (IHT)
Non-UK domiciled individuals are exempt from this tax (whether on death or by reference to lifetime gifts) on any property not situate in the UK. This benefit is restricted because for IHT (but no other tax) an individual is deemed to be a UK domiciliary, once he has been tax resident in the UK for 17 out of the 20 years preceding the chargeable event.
One should not forget the nasty trap that, whereas all transfers of property from a UK domiciled person to a UK domiciled spouse or from a non-UK domiciled person to a non-UK domiciled spouse are exempt from IHT, a transfer from a UK domiciled person to a non-UK domiciled spouse is exempt only up to £55,000 in value. How mean can you get?
A settlement made by a non-UK domiciliary (remember the 17 year rule) is also outside IHT, provided that the assets of the settlement are outside the UK at the date of any chargeable occasion. There is no requirement that the settlement be governed by non-UK law or that the trustees be outside the UK. 
This situs rule provides the basis by which non-UK domiciliaries can avoid IHT on UK assets. If they own them through a non-UK incorporated company, the company shares are not UK situate property. The effect of the 17 year rule can be avoided by owning the shares through a pre-17 year settlement. (If the underlying asset is a UK residence of the individual, it may have income tax and other practical problems).
Income Tax
The basic rule (which dates back to 1914) is that overseas income is taxable on non-UK domiciliaries only on a remittance basis (“remittance” has a very wide meaning). The individual can thus safely spend it as he likes outside the UK. 
There is, however, more to it than mere remittance, and this too goes back into the very beginnings of income tax and its fundamental nature in the UK system.
	There is no general income tax on income. Income to be taxed must fall within one of the descriptions in one of the 6 Schedules.

Income Tax is not a permanent institution. It is an annual tax which is imposed in each year. If one year Parliament were to forget to re-impose it, it would disappear.
However curious this may seem to us in 2000, enured as we are to the inevitability of income tax, it is vital in the legal and constitutional chemistry of UK income tax.  In particular, each year one has to be satisfied that the income in question is within a Schedule and thus within the charge to income tax.
	Case law has established that the Schedules require that the income comes from a described source to be within the described income of the Schedules. Thus there has to be that source for that income in that year.

Income tax is charged on income from such sources in the year in which it arises, but, where the remittance basis applies, the amount of the chargeable income is computed on the amount from that source in the year of remittance.  
This is tough stuff.  Assume an overseas dividend of £100 in the tax year 2000, but it is not remitted until the tax year 2001. In 2000, there is a charge but, because nothing is remitted, the charge is zero.
We then come to 2001. At first sight there is a charge computed on what is remitted - £100.  But a further question has to be asked: was that remitted income from a source in that year of a kind within the relevant Schedule (Schedule D Case IV)? If not, then it falls outside the charge. The source of a dividend is the relevant company shareholding. Are those shares in that year a source of that income?  If the taxpayer owns them in 2001, the answer is “yes”, and he is taxable on the remitted dividend. If, however, he has disposed of them in 2000 (e.g. by sale), the source no longer exists for that taxpayer in any part of 2001, therefore there is no source for that income, therefore the dividend does not qualify as taxable income under the Schedule, and therefore it is outside the charge to income tax.
This is what is known as the “source-closing rules”. By careful handling of the sources, a non-UK domiciliary can avoid income tax on remitted overseas income.
These are the principles on which the well-known Capital Account/Income Account system is based. Money is deposited in a Capital Account outside the UK. This money must itself be non-taxable on remittance. The interest is paid into a separate Income Account. Remittances are made out of the Capital Account. When the Capital Account is exhausted, it is formally closed and ceases to exist. In the next and following tax years, the money in the Income account can be remitted without a charge to income tax, because the source, i.e. the Capital Account, was closed in a preceding tax year. No source, no charge. (It should be noted that there are different and more restricted rules for overseas earnings).
While relatively simple in concept, it requires discipline, care and precision, particularly if operated over extended or repeated periods. An accidental error or oversight could have dire consequences. Where this type of source-closing is inappropriate, there may be other ways in which overseas income can be made safely remittable, but they take longer and must avoid the anti-avoidance rules on such things as conduit operations.
Capital Gains Tax (CGT)
Until 1965, there was no tax on capital gains. Until then, the game had been to convert income taxable profits into non-taxable capital gains.
As for income tax, UK domiciled and resident individuals are now taxable on their worldwide gains, whether remitted or not.
For consistency with income tax, UK residents who are not UK domiciled are taxable automatically on gains on the disposal of UK assets, but gains on non-UK assets are taxable only if remitted to the UK. 
The key difference is that ex hypothesis there is no equivalent in CGT of the source-closing rules, since of course the gain arises only because the source has been closed e.g. sold!
Thus the only way in which overseas gains can be remitted to the UK without a charge to CGT is if those gains come into the UK after the link between the gain and its remittance has been broken. 
If the proceeds are given outside the UK to a third party, and that person later remits those gains, that person has made no disposal on which CGT can apply. Therefore, if the proceeds are given to the trustees of a non-UK Trust and, if those trustees later distribute them to a UK beneficiary (who could be the original disposer), the same applies. The greatest care, however, has to be taken to avoid a sham or a conduit operation.
Pre-planning, however, is always better. A UK resident but non-UK domiciled beneficiary, who may require the use in the UK of the proceeds of such disposals, should instead transfer the assets (or cash with which to buy investments) to the non-UK trustees of a non-UK Trust. Those trustees, being non-UK resident, are outside the charge to UK CGT (note the same old territorial doctrine, although this time it is expressly repeated in the statute) when/if they sell the assets and realize the gain. If the settlor (i.e. the person who transferred the assets to the trustees) is a beneficiary, the terms of the Trust could permit the trustees to distribute capital to him. If they do so, normally the UK beneficiary recipient would himself be taxed on the gain previously made by the trustees, but non-UK domiciled beneficiaries are expressly exempted from this charge.
Thus, with care, it is a relatively straightforward process for overseas gains to be remitted to a UK resident but non-UK domiciled person, without a charge to CGT. Indeed the trust route is even better than this, because it also works for UK assets owned by the Trust.
These are perhaps the key features of the beneficial treatment of non-UK domiciliaries under the UK tax system. Naturally, however, it is bedevilled by complex issues caused principally by the anti-avoidance rules, which is why so much care has to be taken at every stage. It would, however, take a textbook to cover them all properly, and who wants to read that here, even if the editor permitted!
It is to be hoped, however, that, for those contentedly not immersed in the arcane world of domicile and tax, this article may have thrown some light on the subject, and at the same time may have shown its historical context.

Notes
	Dicey’s classic definition of a “country” is “the whole of a territory subject under one sovereign to one body of laws”.

Common law domicile has been partly eroded by statute, e.g. in the field of matrimonial law (UK, Australia and Canada). Thus the first point in a domicile context is to identify the particular issue in question. Because, however, the UK has a common taxation system across its constituent “countries”, the “country” distinction for a taxation issue has no practical significance, and hence the common expression in a UK taxation context of   “UK domicile”. 
E.g. dual nationality, refugees.
	It was 21 until 1969, when the normal age for minority was reduced to 18. In 1974, it was reduced for domicile to 16 by the Domicile and Matrimonial Proceedings Act 1973.


