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foreign“against corporation, secretarya state,In an action service on the of in
provisions 1913, 187, 1, gives jurisdic-the of Laws c.accordance with s. the court

corporation propertyas well as of the writ, thoughof the attached on thetion the
secretarycopy given copyof state does notto the include a of the officer’s re-

attachment.turn of the

Assumpsit. onService was made the defendants, a Maine cor-
copyan attestedby giving of the writ to theporation, secretary of

by Branch, J.,Transferred from the term,October 1915,state.
onsuperior exceptioncourt the defendants’the toof the denial of

groundto dismiss on the copymotion that the giventheir to the
not a copyof state did include of thesecretary officer’sreturn of the

their real estate.ofattachment

plaintiff.for theUpton,RobertW.

A„ (ofand Arthur D. PiperClark V. Vermont),Chester for the
defendants.

The defendants’ contentionYoung, propositionJ. on therests
oncopy secretaryto be served the of state, pro-the underthat the

1913, 187,c. s. 1,Laws is the same requiredof as that byvisions
words,219,' theys. In otherS., c. 5. contend simplyP. that s. 1
of completingan additional method service onprovides non-resident

validityThe of dependsthis contentiohcorporations. on in-the
legislature; languageand the itof the used alltention is the evidence

thatto issue.isthere relevant
among thingsotherprovides process1 that served onSection

secretary legalof state “shall be of the same force validitythe and
corporation. languageon” the If givenif served this is itsas

meaning nothingthereordinary is to show that that was—and
in it wassense which used—service on the secretarynot the of state

provisions givesthe of s. 1 jurisdictionwith the courtin accordance
ofcorporation propertyas well as thethe attached on writ;of the

in provisionsmade accordance with the givesof s. 5while service
of thejurisdiction property only.attachedthe court Since service



Merrill. 175Rolfe v.Orr & Co.N. H.]

corpora-of is on theprovisionsthe s. 1 servicein withaccordance
had thetion, copy legislaturethe in mind wasthat theprobableit is

2, by 67, s.S., 219, 1893,P. s. as amended c.byfor c. Laws•one called
6, processes“all writs and other shall be servedprovides thatwhich

attesteddefendant, leaving abode,or at his anby to thegiving
otherprovided for.” Inthereof, except in cases otherwisecopy
to,1 orlegislature intended s. as an additionprobable thewords, it is
to,2 than an or219, s. as additionof, S.,P. c. ratheramendment

219,P. s. 5.of, S., c.amendment

Exception overruled.
All concurred.
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Company v. K. a.& Rolfe Arthur Merrill &Orr

S., 2, byliable, 176,P. c. s. aA woman is under on contract made herselfmarried
goodspurchase partnershiphusband of for aher for the of which bothand

are members.

Assumpsit, goods byfor sold. Trial the court and forverdict
defendants,plaintiffs. wife,The who are husband andthe visited

goodsJune, 1914, bought the inplaintiffs’ questionstore in andthe
theyofCo., partnershipfor & a were theMerrill which members.

by Branch, J., April term,from 1916, supe-Transferred the of the
exceptionon the to the verdict.rior court wife’s

Brown,Harry plaintiffs.J. for the

George Pike, theW. for defendants.

Young, question by exceptionJ. The theraised iswife’s
awhether she is liable on contract made with plaintiffsshe the

benefit of ofpartnership composedfor the a herself and her hus-
beband —not whether would liable on a hershe contract husband

for the benefit of the otherpartnership. words, ques-made In the
not liable ontion is whether she is a contract made herby husband,

on one she made the thatplaintiffs, openbut with and she notis, is
question. 176,to P. c. s. 2.S.,

Exception overruled.
All concurred.


