
Ai fflwJifynwt~ Ama C~i

Ain, Dec. 689 But authority conferred upàh plaintf by bonid to
c~~s udm nônt siifficielit Uffless àtri*t1y folldwed ië
d. üfk lil at __ _

A n -cx ceptmon c x istant ùhe casef aà Ïfz m ineî res idenrt-v wti n -the
jurisdîction, ag4ini whom a valid and enforceable Judgmtit Mauy bu
siecured upon service which would not bc sufficient In the case or a
non..resident foreigner. This dwitrine catinot.yot be said to be
gencrally mottled in the United States, although approved in a few
cases: Imuit v. Hant, 7,i N.V. 21$ (as to status in diuorce)

* . Cassi'/v v. Lecck, 53 How. io8 ; t-n-liey v. B3aker, 33 Hun 578
S/iepaid v. Wri.ghl, 35 Hun' 445 ; Burion v. Bisro, 45 Hun 70 :

kDeine v. Demeli, 120# N.Y. 495 ; Rigney v. Rig'mey, ra7 N-Y. 413.
'l'ie latest casa ia Ouse v. Le/iiglt T>"aldv Trilst C>., 84 Fed. RaP.
rii (1897. The person sought to be tfharged %vith the judgîtent
must have been a resident subject or citiz.en of the country at tue tirne
the proceedings werc taken, although then absent ; and --.urh pro.
ceditigs inust bc strictly in conforrnîty, withthe law of the domicile.
The principle is adopted from English law, folloving Doiug1ls v.
Forrcst, 4 Bing. 686 ; Becquet v. McCczrt14y, -1 Barn. & Ad. 95 t ; and
the more recent cases, Bank of Australia v. Nias, 16 QiB. 717;
Binko tistýalit V. Hardiing, 9 C.B. 661 ; Co/'in v. An<ùersoit, L.R.

9 Ex. 345 ; Sddhsby v. WVe.tenkols, L.R. 6 Q.B. 155. Jurisdiction
may ba acquired over an absent foreign defendant by his consent,
testified by his general appearance in the action. Such voluntary
submission will confer jurisdiction over the person, although juris-
diction of the subject inatter cannot be conferred. A general

* . appearance is always held equivalent to personal service of process;
Jusv, Jones, ro8 N.Y. 42 5. But an appearance may be so limited

as to confer no jurisdîction ; Ogdetiçbîrg v. Verniout, 16 Abb. Pr.

249 ; Grtatm v. SPenIcer, 14 Fed. Rep. 6o3. If objection to the
* . jurisdiction Is promptly made, the fact that it is overruled and that

defendant answers over and goeb te trial upon the imerits will not
work to his prejuchice .Stea)nship Cp. v. Pe,-i.soet, îoO US. 118
overruling Htibbard v. Atmeriéan Ins Co., 70 Fed. Rep. 8o8. A
Court canriot acquire jurisdiction over a person *by deciding that
it has jurisdlction. Nor will an appeal froin the Court of first
initance ha deemed a wvaiver of the objection -Matt*et v, 7'nfts,

87 N.Y. 568. The acceptance of a copy of a subpoena out.,dde the
State, accornpanled by a written and signed admission by defendant
of due pesnlservice'» of a subpoena to answer has been held


