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have charge of this minor in order to enable him to provide

for his protection~ maintenance and education.

The holding of our court seems to be a universal one~ for

we find in "The Conflict of Laws" by Joseph H. Beale~ Sec-

tion 58.1~ VoL. I, that a guardian of the person ofa ward~
appointed at the domicile of the ward~ acquires a status in

relation to the ward which wil be' recognized in any State

into which the ward may go. See, "Restatement of Conflict
of Laws~" Section 117 and Sections 144 to 151.

In the case of People of the State of Ilinois, ex rel. Betty
Hebner v. Sheriff~ Sitpra~ Superior Court of Cook County on
January 29, 1946, in a habeas corpus proceeding, the court
ordered the petitioner, an escapee from our Girls~ School~ to

be returned to the Indiana Girls' SchooL.

It is~ therefore, my opinion that extradition wil not lie
in the case that you have presented, but that the State of

Indiana~ as guardian,may take control and custody of said
child wherever found and resort to habeas corpus if neces-
sary. In a habeas corpus proceeding, it would be necessary

for the State of Indiana to present to the court in charge of

said hearing a certified copy of the order of our court com-
mitting said child to our institution.

OFFICIAL OPINION NO. 30

April 1, 1946.

Hon. Bruce F. Hardy, Supervisor~

State Farms~
State House,

Indianapolis 4~ Indiana.

Dear Sir:

Your letter of March 26, 1946~ received requesting an

offcial opinion as to whether or not the state institutions,
such as the Indiana State Farm~ Indiana State Reformatory,
and Richmond State Hospital, which maintain flour mils in
connection with their institutional work~ are required to
comply with the provisions of Chapter 264 of the Acts of
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1945~ relative to the enrichment of flour manufactured in

such flour mils.
Section 2 of said Act makes it unlawful "for any person to

manufacture, mix, compound, sell or offer for sale in this
state, for human consumption therein any flour (as defined
in section 1) unless the same shall be enriched (as above

defined): * * *."

Under Section 1, Clause (f) of said statute the term
"person" is defined as follows:

"The term 'person~ means an individual, a corpora-
tion~ a partnership~ an association, a joint stock com-

pany, a trust, or an unincorporated organization to

the extent engaged in the commercial manufacture or
sale of flour, white bread or rolls."

In the case of Roche v. Washington (1862), 19 Ind. 53 at
56 the' word "state" was defined as follows:

"* * * A state has been defined to be 'a people
permanently occupying a fixed territory, bound to-
gether by common laws, habits, and customs (or by a
constitution), into one body politic, exercising, through
the medium of an organized government, independent
sovereignty and control over all persons and things

within its boundaries, capablè of making war and
peace, and of entering into international relations
with other communities.' * * *"

Also see:

United States v. Kusche (1944), 56 F. Supp.

201, 207, 208;
Volume 40, Words and Phrases, Perm. Ed.,

"State". .

It is clear the State of Indiana, being a sovereignty is not
a "person" as defined by the Legislature under Clause (f),
Section 1, Chapter 264 of the Acts of 1945.

It is a well recognized rule of statutory construction that

where the Legislature especially states the meaning which
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is to be given to a term used in an Act, that meaning must
begiven to such term as so used.

Chicago, etc., Railroad Co., v. State ex rel.
(1899), 153 Ind. 134, 138, 139;

State ex rel. v. Grange (1929), 200 Ind. 506,
510 and 511.

I am therefore of the opinion the aforesaid state institu-
tions in the operation of their flour mils connected with said
institutions, would not be controlled by the provisions of
Chapter 264 of the Acts of 1945.

It is further respectfully submitted our offce would not

be authorized to advise what should be done in this respect
as a matter of policy, which question is referred to in your

letter. That is entirely the province of the administrative

branch of the government.

OFFICIAL OPINION NO. 31

April 2, 1946.

Hon. Clarence E. Ruston, State Examiner,

State Board of Accounts,

State House,

Indianapolis, Indiana.

Dear Sir:

I have your letter as follows:

"I have had inquiries from a number of municipal-
ities with reference to Chapter 183 Acts of 1945, an
Act concerning the assignment of wages, as to its ap-
plication to municipaliies in permitting such assign-
ments to purchase hospitalization insurance. The
same question has also been presented by the Blue

Cross Hospital Plan in this state.

"I would like your offcial opinion on the following

questions.


