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judgment haî no validity,-aiid cannot constitute the basis of a new
action. These principles obtain in both Federal and Staté Courts,
In cases of joint liablifty, the jurisdiction canne be extendcd by
-reason cf the -11&& that--sone- ons -or 'more- of- those jeint1y ]iabic
chance to reside or bc within the State. There is -io legal cRlicac:)
in the joint liability of severai debtors which cari give an actual or
constructive jurisdiction over the persons of those e1itside of the
'jurisdiction ; Hoa,« v. Lainont, 6o N.Y. 96. The plaintiff rniis
recover against ail defendants or none ; Freeman on Judg. sec. 439.
Se claims against a partnership where the partriers reside in
different jurisdlictions have given rise to embarrassing questions.
The difflculty is te obtain a jurlsdiction over both or ali partncrs,
since jurisdiction over one alone has been held net available as a
basis for an action te t.nforce a judgment obtained in such juris-
diction against the defendant of whomn the f oreign Court did nlot
have jurisciction-even so far a3 to affect joint or partnership
property ; Hofmran v. Wtgiht, i App. Div. R. (N.Y.) 516. Iii this
case plaititiff sued Wight and NewelI in jersey, as co..partners and
recovered judgment on contract for a partnership indebtedness.
Nowell was served with process within the State, but Wight wvas a
non-resident and mpas in no way brought within the jurisdiction.
The judgmeçnt entered was in persoriam and recited that Wight
was not served. Upon a subsequent suit brought on this judgment
in New York, it was held that the utmost that could be claimed
for the judgment wvas that, as to partnership property in New
jersey, it might be considerud a quasi judgment in rem affecting
only property levied on in that State ; but that while it bounld
Neweii individually, it could not formn the basis of an action iii
New York State against Wight, nor could it bind joint or
partnership property cf Newell and Wight in the latter State.
The opinion appears to recognhze a spec;es cf judgments which
may bc cailed local, which have no force or validity outside the
State wvhere they are rendered, and canet be made the basis of an
actio'h outside of that jurîsdiction as against parties not rendored
amenable te thern.

The facts showr in D'A rcey v. <etchum.~, i x How. 165, were as
f6llows : Ketchuni sued Gossip and D'Arcey in a Louisiana Court
as joint debtors on a judgment recovered in New York in 1846.
IYArcey was a resident of Louisiana, and had net been served
with process in New York. A statuts cf New York was proven
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