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The decree ea ("orn Court, whicii has juriediction. can undo an Engliah
màariffl on grouràs short of thoee euentualin Englaad. Bâter v. Barr,

t supra; Hoarm r. Forais, supra; LeMenrir Y. LeMea-ier, suprwa.
t Th~1ree important consideatium psrment thernaeves in each a"ton involv-

ing domicile: <1) wbat is domicile; t2) bow in it'aequired; (3) how lms.
.4s bo t):- lBAT1 IT?
Domicile in renidente al % j'artieular place with intention to remain

.bere peruianently. or indefinitely. (Law of Domiici'e: Phillimore.) Re-,ide
in the placewthich i in fact the permanent home. (Conflict of Laws: Dicey).
Habitation ina a place u-ith mntent to rebntan there tcrever. unless soute cirrum-
skaflcf should occur to alter tbat intention. cWe*ker v. Hume and1 others
i 85ýSi. 7 H.L.C. 12-4.> Domicile is a comi)ination of regidence and an inten-
tion of remaining for an id"'finite tarne. <Lord Y. Codri,., 28 WJ. Ch. 366,
Lversley, Ird ct., 472.)

Domcile is sub-dit-ided into three cla8ges-La- of orijin. Lb, aacribed
by lau-, ilc> of choice.

ýa A pergotis domicile of origin is that which t.he fther had at the birth
ut Viae person. ajot necemarily the place of birth. for the f&ther ma,. have heen
ilomicil eLscuhàerý. If the father ho dead, the child talcàs the dlomicile
ofth bb noth-'-. Dring minority. the minor's domicile is that of thre parents.
The last domic-ile ai a minor continue@ after rainority c...ues until changed
hi- hî8 ou-n act. No permon <'an be a-f an-v time výithuuüt dJomicile. or have
more than one. If t.he domnicile aacnibed by law ithât of the parcntas. or
airquired hv choice, be abandoned, the domicile of origin revives.- Il dues
su eaaily. L&"cr.pdé v. Johnutone, 3 N'es. l9t; IIodgroa v. De &kau-rh~rzec. 12
Nloo. P.C. 28.) There ws a presurnption of law 'againmt ait intention to aban-
don the domicile of origin <Ibid).

<b) Domnicile :s apcrihcel by làw fur wîarri<'d -,4unayet a~nd minors.

xa t Wý .2: Ilow AcQczatn.
tcý A domicile of choice ws acquired hv an îrtdeperndent p.'reon by rebi-

dence in -% place with an intention ofrsrP'naining pernianently, or fur âit it-
defiriite tinie. Tihere muât be a fixcd and settled intention of abantdoang
the domniMie of origin. Mere length of residence ahruad (and enaployanent
thetr> is fot sufficient eadence of this intention ilW:nanx v. A. (.. [19041
.-<.C. 287; 1luaalky v. Gaskj'J, [19061 A.C. 56>. It is an înference of li*. de-
riveil froan the taùt ut a man fixing voluntarily bis sole or chie( resadence Wî
a particular place, %ir.h an intention of rnntinuing to reside there for an
unli.:aited time. (Udraey v. Udney, L.H. 1 :k- App. 441-)

In C. v. C. (post, p. 151), Middleton, J1., said:- Looked st ini the light
of ail the evéltt, tirer in xnuoh to Icadti the conclusion that (thé biuband>
never in tact cuanged hia domicile of origin. lie mem@i to, have been a rolling
atone, moving ina the direction of leat resistance, anI making his abod!a
where it was esest to obtain n~ living, but this is not the way ina which the
matter (ot domicile> saoud be approacbed." It is .uhmitted that tbis was
the verv way to approach the matter, and that the couelusior, subeequently
reached', thst the huaband acquired a domicile, wui absolutely inconsistent
with <te douht that he had abandonod his domicile of origin. No petion
<'an have- two domiciles (l)icev), so, that if t.hat ot origin bati not been mhan-


