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incur debts for any thing more thay mere necessaries, the irresisti-
ble presumption is, that he can have no ereditors beyond the im-
mediate sphere of his domicil; and consequently, there ean be no
probability, that any of our citizens would be at all prejudiced by
allowing to a foreign infant, by his foreign guardian, the same
kind of right of removing his effects beyond the reach of our laws,
which has been so freely conceded to a foreign adult.

But if it were held to be necessary to have the movables belong-
ing to aforeign infant, placed in the hands of a guardian appointed
here, it would be in effect, to determine that his property should
be withheld from him during the whole term of his infancy; or at
least, that it should be exposed to the great risk and expense of a
foreign management, where the extent of his wants could not be
correctly estimated, and the seasonable application of the profits
of his estate to his necessary calls could not be made. In short,
the recognition of the appointment of a guaridian to a foreign in-
fant, under the law of his domicil, is a courtesy which may be sately
and readily reciprocated among nations, without the slightest in-
jury to any one, and with the greatest benefit to infant owners
every where. Therefore, the reason, the justice, and the necessity
of such cases, obviously require such a general and mutual recog-
nition; and that the authority of sueh an agent should be every
where regarded as having the same extent as the anthority of an
adult owner himself, in so far as it may be necessary to sue for,
collect, and remove his personal estate, and the rents and profits
of his lands, without contravening the law of the State where
such land may be situated, as to the right and title to it. Arglasse
v. Muschamp, 1 Vern. 75; Kildare v. Eustace, 1 Vern. 419; Ex parte
Otto Lewis, 1 Ves. 208; Ex parte Annandale, Amb. 80; Cranstown
v. Johnston, 3 Ves. 170; 8. C. 5 Ves. 277; In the matier of the
Duchess of Chandois, 1 Scho. & Lefr. 401; Cartwright v. Petius, 2
Chan. Ca. 214,

* It must be recollected, however, that although there is

S07 an obvious propriety in recognizing the appointment of a
guardian so made, under the law of one State in every other

State; yet, that when this Court is called upon; in respeect of any

property fonnd here, belonging to an infant foreigner, to appoint

a guardian for bim, for the purpose of having it taken care of, no

one can be appointed who is not a resident within its jurisdiction,

80 as to be held responsible, and subject to its control; because no

State can extend its process, or give efficacy to its judicial power,

_or its laws beyond its own jurisdiction. Vaitel, b. 2, ¢. T, 5. 84;
Ex parte Ord, 4 Cond. Cha. Rep. 44; Logan v. Fairlee, 4 Cond.

Cha. Rep. 90. And so, too, where an infant has been improperly

or illegally removed into a foreign country, there, from necessity,

the gunardian here must be authorized to remit, or have applied,

as well as cirenmstances will admit, the annual income of his estate




