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at a las; -for the -autbonized isoes of
costs are sa arranged, *s to discourage
this attexnpt at indtependence. Such a
solicitor can i gît but a, wretched fee for
hi,% own work,î while if ho édnloyo boun-
sel, he van.psy him,>weli, and aiea .run
Up a nieat littie, bill for -hunseif, We
doubt not but~ that ai time will corne
when, ali this old-world-.nonsene ho-
ung swept away, the lawyer wil be one
mani complet~e in hirneeif, and not, a& et
prosent, _two people chaunod together by
an absurd cuMom, -and compelled, for
their own profit, to, mako as much as
thoy can out of their unhappy clients.-
Albany Latw Jo'urnal

In Skeparil v. hri, New York Su-
promo Court, June, lý80, it was held by
Von Vorst, J., that a j udgrnont recovered
ini Canada against a person residung in
this State, without the service of process
in Canada or appearance by the defen-
dant, will not support an. action in this
State, although the defondant may have
been a citimun of Canada, aud although
a copy of thebil of cornplaiRt wUw sony-
ed on the defondant in this State, which
acconding to . the 1mws of Canada gave
the court of' that country junisdotion to
render judgment there. .The court oh-
,served IlBut the leand counsel for the
plaintiff urges that the. service upoxi the
defondant at Chautauqua county of a
copy of the bill of complaunt, uiider the
lawe of Canada, gave the court junledic-
tion of the person of the defondant. 1
cannot agree with hlm in such conten-
tion. No govereigflty can extend its
powors beyond its own territorial liniits
Vo subjeot either ,person or property to
its judicial decision. Every exorcise of
authority of, this sort, beyond this lumit
le a nullity. Story on Conict of the
Laws, § 539. The jurisdictiofl of, State
courts je limitod by State lines. Ewer v.
Goffl&, 1 Cush. 23. Th~'is st case states
that ' upon pnunciple, it is difficult to see
how an order of a court, serired upon a
party out of the State iu whichi it je
issued, -can have any groater effeot than
knowledge brought home to the party in
any othon way.' A citizen.of one State
or country canot he compelled Vo go
into another State or couatzy to, litigate
a civil action by means of procoss sorved
in hie own State or country. And a

judgment obtained upoU Suix 00f'vW.,
where no appearance, is ruade by, the
person 6o served, eau impose n0 pOrsonlal
liability w.hioh wIilbe recoguised beyQnd,
the Stato iniwhiohj the actiôn origiuated.
FreEmaiL on judgments,4§ 564, 567. In
£(almes v. Holmes, 4 Laias. 892,t it le, held

mha norder that the, courthave jurie-
diction of, the person, .of the deïendant,
it is fleeés5sar that Vhe defo'udant be
served with 1he, proceess of, the coure, or
VolUit4tily appear luin the action, an
' that such.service of process c= only ho
muade within the territorial jurisdiction
of the court.' Dunn v. L)unn, 4 Paige,
423 ; Ex parie Green v. Onondaga Com.
Pleas, 10 Wend. 592 ;.Pagler.v. Columbia<
IMs. CJO-, 99 Mass. 267.") "T4ie comity
due to -the courts of other cou Dtries 15
urged as"a ground for a recovery here
upon thie judgnient. The courte of this
State do recognise foreigu judgmente as
binding here, when th record shows
that the courts rendering a judgmeflt
had junIsdiction of the subjeet, and of
the person of the defendani, and give
full credit to, such judgments by refîming
to retry the mattere when once deter'
mined in au action where. the foreign
courts had acquired such, juxisdiction.
We go no further with respect to, jiidg-
mente of a sister Sta4e."p The same doc-
'trine was heldby the Sure Court of
Michigan, on a very careful and extended
exaflinfation, ln McRwan Y. Zimmer, 38
Mich. 765 ; S. C., 31 A&m. Rep. 332.-
Albany Law Joxfal..

Chancery Court,,i 1ey., L,IBep,,.111 the
plaintiff carried ou- the d~pthipunese
Mt 150 Wesàt Mlarket, strmet, L.uisville,
in a leased building. with ai obsçrv&tory,
which wa& callid&,thç .,,Èower Palace,"
#nd advertised, hiý, bvstçess under that
namne byaigus sud pblications. Subse-
quently be rezcove4 Vo West Jefferson
street, to a bu"Idig with no tower or
ôbservatory, .and continued the desig-
nation IlTower Palace." After bis rm
ioval the. owner of the firstprnle
himeif carried on thç carpet busoiiness
there under, undér theý nýaWê of IlTower
Palace Carpet Store." Later ho rerxted
the promises Vo defendants, whô carnled
on the clothing business, under the
designation, IlTower Palace." The


