How much ISC has changed about Pennoyer
General v. Specific jd

Having enough continuous & systematic contacts

CLASS 3 – PERKINS V. BENGUEST CONSOL MINING (10/20/2005)

(Pg 511 – the “” case)
1. Π sues Δ b/c they didn’t issue her stk certificates; divorce dispute; who owns shs – her or hubby?
2. Δ is incorp in the Philippines;  mining bus;  operations interrupted by WWII – Japanese had taken over the island & mining operations
3. Δ’s president currently in OH, waiting out WWII & Japs so he can get his mine back
4. Π serves the president of Δ in state of OH – we know that that’s not sufficient, otherwise we wouldn’t have to ask any other questions about this case 
5. How is this case diff from ISC? 
1.) Perkins 
i. The case itself has nothing to do w/ OH (contact w/ OH have nothing to do w/ case); it’s about the mine  
ii. Case was about general jd – were your contacts w/ the state large enough that the ct can maintain gen jd over you even tho the case has nothing to do w/ you local contact?
2.) ISC
i. Case was about the contacts that ISC has w/ WA, & were they enough to satisfy Due Process
ii. Case was about specific jd – is what you did in the territory enough to give the ct PJ over you?
6. SCt test for general jd – Whether you contacts are continuous & systematic
7. Did the Δ have continuous & systematic contacts w/ OH in this case?  STANDARD BASED
1.) Strong argument that they are – running all operations from OH
8. Thus, the SCt says it is fair to sue them in OH even for stuff they did in other places 
9. ( Perkins is the landmark case for when general jd is OK
1.) B/c the std is STANDARD BASED i/s/o a RULE BASED one, only way to determine general jd is to compare cases on both sides of general jd cases and see where yours falls into
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