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Although the power of our government constitutionally to create
a corporation beyond its jurisdiction, or to confer the rights and
privileges of a body politic upon any but its own immediate citi-
zens, so as thus to give an extra territorial operation to its legisla-
tive enactments, may well be doubted; yet the establishment of a
body politic, clothed with authority to conduct expensive and pro-
fitable operations beyond th¥ limits of the state by which it was
created ; and under governments by which its corporate existence
has not been recognized, it is believed, is a matter of no very
extraordinary or rare occurrence. The East India Company, and
The South Sea Company of England, (t) and The Temascaltepec
Mining Company of Baltimore, The Tlalcotal Mining Company of
Baltimore; and some others here, are corporations having such
powers. (¢) If an individual has a well founded claim, arising
from, or is likely to suffer by the foreign operations of such a cor-
poration, and the case be of an equitable character, this court may
take cognizance of it, and grant relief, if the body politic or its
property are to be found within reach of its process. (v) And se
too a corporation which has been created by a foreign government,
is a legal entity of which the courts of this republic will take
notice, and allow to sue, and maintain its rights here; and have
funds here applied to its use out of the limits of the state. (w)

But a corporation cannot, on the ground of its foreign origin, or
on the ground of its being an artificial creature of a different state
from that of which the opposite party is a citizen, be allowed to sue
or be sued in the federal courts ; because the jurisdiction given to
those courts, founded on the character of the litigants, is put upon
the foot of their being natural persons, integral members of society,
who are citizens of different states. Corporations, therefore, can-
not be qualified to sue in those courts upon that ground, otherwise
than by looking, according to a most latitudinous construction of
the federal constitution, to the natural character and citizenship of
all the individuals of which the artificial body is composed. (z)
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