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chief, while those granted in other countries of the effects of the
deceased found there, are considered as merely auxiliary to such
administration in chief. So that, for the benefit of creditors, and
the public, the law of the state where the personal property is
found gives the rule; although as regards a distribution among the
next of kin of the deceased, the law of his domicil is allowed to
govern. (%)

This reference to the last actual domicil of the deceased for the
rules by which his personal estate is to be disposed of, is, however,
most commonly made in cases of absolute intestacy; and so too
in cases where the deceased may have made a will disposing of
his moveables, it is always presumed to refer to the law of his
then domicil ; and upon that presumption, without any thing ap-
pearing to the contrary, it is deemed valid, or otherwise according
to that law, and in pursuance thereof is executed, or set aside;
recollecting, however, that no testamentary act or disposition can
be allowed to contravene any known rule of our own law. ()

But it must be always borne in mind, that according to all law,
real estate, immovables, or territorial property, considered as a part
of the habitation of the nation is, in all cases, governed entirely,
and in all respects, by the law of the state under whose jurisdic-
tion it is situated. (k) And moreover, that marriage, being a con-
tract recognized by the law of nations, is, with few exceptions,
valid every where if binding where it was made. (I) And conse-
quently, that all the property of the wife vests in the husband, or
becomes subject to his control during, and in consequence of the
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