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sufficient, on the ground that a party may wvaive service of procs-
by any act clearly ovidiencing an intention to do qo ; btùt this is
doubtful law, and it is reasonably clear that a bare admission of
service Wouid bc of -no value:- /ongs- v. JJPri/lý, 71 N.W.R. k 8 'IS
Chency v. Ha r dng, 3 1 N. W. R. z5 Afii/ziMe Co. v. dl-arbia, 20 e&
ReP. 11î7; Ex PaPIO Scko//gnbetgwr, 96 US. 369; G>rdasi v,
SPucr 14 FecI. Rep. 6M6; Seo/t v. Noble, 72 Penna. St, i 15, lit
sec Bulterworth v. I/i/, 1 t4 11-S. 130.

While it is recognized that cach State or foreign country haý
a righit to establieh the foi'malities niecessary to constitute proper
notice to a Liefendant within its jurisdiction of the institution of
proceedings in its Courts against hini, this being a matter of pro.
cedure, or affccting thc status of its citizens : Ifarrym<în v. Robeorty,
52 Md. 64 ; fliius v. Wei/kanis, 130 NY, 198 ; yrt the servict:
or notification required for the enforcemnent of the judgment inun~
be such as is reasonable and fairly calculated to bring homne to tht'
defendant timely, notice that f le proceedings have been begun. It
has even been hceld that publication under a State statute which
substituted publication of a sunîrnons in place of personal service
for a defendant within the juriïdiction and readil>' found %vas not
"due process of law " and hience unconstitutional ; Bariýdwe//, v.

Collins, 9 L. R.A 15., ; 44 Minn. 97. TI'Ie practice establishced b>'
the State itself, howvýer slipshod and little calculated to aflbrd theu
defendaiît that complete, fair and timely notice of îprocecdings
which the comnion sense of reasonable moin would deemn lii
etititled to, may %veil bind the citizens of that State S/rni v. Frank,
25 111. 125 ; but it is another niatter wvhen the aid of a tribunal
outside its jurisdliction is demanded to compel the enforcerneîît or
the judgmnent recovercd : Ian/tuee v. Reic/zardt, io Vroomn, ffi.
Before the decision of the leading case of Pewiiwyer v. Nt',~ 95 U~
i 2o, a large amnount of uncertaitity prevailed rcgarding the legal
right of the enforcing Court ta declare the s'Žrvice insufficient,
based principally upoîi a stïict construction of the Federal Con-
stitution and statutes. This will be founci indicated in such cases
as Huni/y v. Baker, 33 [lun. 578 ; T/touvekia v. RoderiÈe.-, 24
Tex. 468 ; /<udford v. Kirkpatrick, 13 Ark. 33, and others; -

Eitv. MeCormick, 3 N-ERep. 87t.
lewittyer v. Nefdetermined that a personal judgment renderecit

by a State Court in an action upon a money demnand against a
non-resident who was served by publication of the sumnmons but


