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Examples	of	subject	matter	jurisdiction

Subject	matter	jurisdiction	refers	to	a	court's	authority	to	hear	and	decide	over	specific	types	of	cases,	limiting	its	power	to	only	that	particular	subject	matter.	There	are	two	main	types:	limited	subject-matter	jurisdiction,	which	restricts	courts	to	certain	types	of	cases,	and	general	subject-matter	jurisdiction,	where	courts	can	handle	most	types	of
cases	with	exclusive	jurisdiction.	In	contrast,	personal	jurisdiction	deals	with	the	court's	ability	to	enforce	its	judgments	over	individuals	or	entities,	based	on	their	geographical	location.	There	are	three	main	categories:	in	personam	jurisdiction,	allowing	for	personally	binding	judgments;	in	rem	jurisdiction,	focusing	on	rights	and	interests;	and	quasi
in	rem	jurisdiction,	a	mix	of	both.	For	a	judgment	to	be	valid,	both	subject	matter	and	personal	jurisdiction	must	be	present.	If	either	is	lacking,	the	trial	court	may	struggle	or	have	its	decision	overturned.	The	parties	involved	can	raise	these	concerns	at	any	time	during	proceedings.	The	concept	of	personal	jurisdiction	involves	determining	whether	a
defendant	has	sufficient	connections	to	a	particular	court,	allowing	that	court	to	decide	over	their	property	or	take	action	against	them	personally.	There	are	three	types	of	personal	jurisdiction:	"in	personam"	(over	the	defendant	personally),	"in	rem"	(over	the	defendant's	property	but	not	the	person),	and	"quasi	in	rem"	(over	the	defendant's	property
for	a	specific	purpose).	Challenges	to	or	issues	with	personal	jurisdiction	must	be	resolved	before	the	proceedings	can	move	forward.	A	defendant	can	raise	objections	to	a	court's	personal	jurisdiction	or	waive	it	by	consent.	If	a	defect	in	personal	jurisdiction	is	later	found	without	objection,	it	is	considered	waived,	and	the	case	proceeds	as	normal.
Jean	is	a	licensed	professional	teacher	and	freelance	academic	and	creative	writer	who	teaches	social	science	courses	at	both	undergraduate	and	graduate	levels.	She	has	also	served	as	a	research	adviser	and	panel	member	for	psychology	and	special	education	paper	presentations,	holding	certifications	like	TESOL,	Psychiatric	Ward	Practicum
Certification,	and	Marker	of	Diploma	Courses.	Understanding	subject	matter	jurisdiction	is	crucial,	as	it	determines	whether	a	court	has	the	authority	to	hear	a	specific	case.	This	concept	can	be	broken	down	into	three	parts:	private	jurisdiction,	which	includes	in	personam,	in	rem,	and	quasi	in	rem	jurisdictions;	jurisdiction	over	the	subject	matter;
and	the	ability	to	deliver	a	specific	judgment.	The	term	jurisdiction	is	often	contrasted	with	"power,"	as	any	court's	authority	is	limited	to	what	is	granted	by	the	constitution	and	laws	of	its	sovereign.	Subject	matter	jurisdiction	refers	to	a	court's	power	to	decide	on	issues	such	as	contract	disputes	or	social	equality	cases.	State	courts	generally	have
broad	jurisdiction,	while	federal	courts	have	limited	jurisdiction,	only	hearing	cases	that	fall	within	the	scope	defined	by	Article	II	Section	2	of	the	constitution.	This	article	aims	to	provide	informative	aspects	of	subject	matter	jurisdiction,	answering	questions	and	concerns	about	this	topic.	Subject	matter	jurisdiction	can	be	distinguished	from	personal
jurisdiction,	which	requires	a	court	to	have	control	over	the	defendant	due	to	minimum	contact	with	the	dispute.	While	parties	may	waive	personal	jurisdiction,	they	cannot	waive	subject	matter	jurisdiction.	In	federal	court,	a	motion	to	dismiss	for	lack	of	subject	matter	jurisdiction	is	considered	a	favored	defense	and	can	be	raised	at	any	time	during
the	lawsuit	cycle.	The	court	may	even	dismiss	a	case	on	its	own	initiative	for	lack	of	subject	matter	jurisdiction.	Essentially,	subject	matter	jurisdiction	refers	to	a	court's	authority	to	hear	and	decide	cases	of	a	particular	class,	such	as	bankruptcy	cases.	In	certain	insolvency	cases,	courts	may	impose	financial	cutoffs	on	granting	cash	to	affected	parties.
A	court's	jurisdiction	is	crucial	in	resolving	specific	issues	and	delivering	judgments	that	are	substantial	and	enforceable.	Jurisdiction	can	be	divided	into	three	categories:	subject	matter,	personal,	and	regional.	Subject	matter	jurisdiction	refers	to	the	court's	authority	to	hear	a	particular	type	of	case,	such	as	criminal	or	civil	matters.	Personal
jurisdiction	involves	the	court's	power	to	deliver	a	judgment	against	a	specific	individual,	whereas	regional	jurisdiction	concerns	cases	that	occur	within	a	specific	geographic	area.	For	a	court	to	have	jurisdiction	over	a	case,	it	must	possess	both	subject	matter	and	personal	or	regional	jurisdiction.	The	absence	of	subject	matter	jurisdiction	renders	a
judgment	null	and	void.	In	the	United	States,	courts	have	varying	levels	of	subject	matter	jurisdiction,	with	some	having	authority	over	all	types	of	cases,	while	others	specialize	in	specific	areas	such	as	probate,	family	law,	or	juvenile	matters.	The	Constitution	grants	government	courts	jurisdiction	over	certain	types	of	cases,	including	those	involving
diplomats,	public	officials,	and	disputes	related	to	the	constitution.	Congress	has	also	established	subject	matter	jurisdiction	for	antitrust	suits,	intellectual	property	claims,	and	bankruptcy	proceedings.	Additionally,	government	regional	courts	have	authority	to	hear	cases	arising	from	constitutional	or	regulatory	provisions.	Federal	courts	in	the
United	States	have	seven	subject	matter	courts,	including	Article	I	and	Article	III,	which	deal	with	different	types	of	cases.	These	courts	have	regional	jurisdictions	similar	to	the	US	District	Court,	but	they	also	have	limitations	on	their	power	to	hear	cases.	Some	examples	of	federal	courts	with	subject	matter	jurisdiction	include	the	tax	court,	court	of
appeals	for	the	armed	forces,	and	court	of	international	trade.	There	are	two	ways	for	these	courts	to	acquire	subject	matter	jurisdiction:	administrative	inquiry	jurisdiction	and	variety	jurisdiction.	For	administrative	inquiry	jurisdiction,	a	claim	must	emerge	under	federal	regulation,	not	state	law.	For	variety	jurisdiction,	the	case	must	involve	a	sum
exceeding	$75,000	and	no	party	be	a	resident	of	the	same	state	as	any	other	litigant.	The	US	Constitution	sets	limits	on	government	courts'	subject	matter	jurisdiction,	but	these	can	be	expanded	by	congressional	resolutions.	The	main	types	of	government	subject	matter	jurisdiction	are	bureaucratic	inquiry	jurisdiction	and	variety	jurisdiction.
Bureaucratic	inquiry	jurisdiction	awards	jurisdiction	to	all	affable	activities	under	federal	law	or	regulation,	while	variety	jurisdiction	awards	jurisdiction	to	district	courts	in	cases	that	meet	certain	conditions,	such	as	a	complete	sum	exceeding	$75,000	and	no	respondent	being	from	the	same	state	as	any	other	party.	The	hierarchy	of	state	court
systems	involves	divisions	such	as	common	regulation,	family,	and	probate.	A	court	within	these	areas	requires	subject	matter	jurisdiction	to	address	cases	assigned	to	another	division.	All	state	court	frameworks	have	an	overall	general	preliminary	court	capable	of	hearing	any	case	where	no	other	council	has	exclusive	jurisdiction.	Most	US	court
systems	include	a	superior	court	with	general	jurisdiction	that	can	hear	any	case	where	no	other	state	has	exclusive	jurisdiction.	Because	federal	courts	in	the	US	have	exclusive	jurisdiction	over	a	small	percentage	of	cases,	such	as	copyright	disputes	and	patent	issues,	state	courts	have	authority	to	handle	the	vast	majority	of	cases.	There	are	three
types	of	subject	matter	jurisdiction:	General,	Limited,	and	Exclusive.	General	jurisdiction	grants	a	court	the	power	to	hear	any	kind	of	case	not	vested	in	another	court.	Preliminary	courts	often	possess	general	jurisdiction,	with	states	vesting	them	over	various	matters	such	as	criminal	cases,	common	situations,	probate	issues,	and	more.	This	type	of
jurisdiction	might	enable	individual	jurisdiction	over	corporate	litigants	without	disregarding	fair	treatment.	Exclusive	jurisdiction	is	a	court's	power	to	hear	only	specific	cases	not	vested	in	another	court,	typically	requiring	non-stop	and	deliberate	activities	within	the	state.	While	general	jurisdiction	can	fulfill	individual	purview	when	combined	with
explicit	jurisdiction	over	an	individual	respondent,	overall	jurisdiction	alone	cannot	meet	this	requirement.	Limited	jurisdiction	grants	a	court	the	power	to	hear	and	decide	cases	of	a	specific	subject.	All	government	courts	are	limited	in	jurisdiction,	hearing	only	cases	that	emerge	under	administrative	regulation	or	meet	varied	jurisdiction
requirements.	In	exceptional	instances,	the	jurisdiction	of	state	courts	can	vary	significantly	from	one	state	to	another,	with	differences	often	observed	in	metropolitan,	provincial,	or	equity	courts	at	the	state	level.	A	notable	aspect	is	that	most	restricted	jurisdiction	courts	operate	within	the	state	court	system.	Data	from	the	National	Center	for	State
Courts	indicates	that	in	2013,	approximately	66%	of	cases	handled	by	these	courts	were	traffic-related,	with	the	remainder	comprising	criminal	(20.05%),	common	(13.31%),	domestic	relations	(0.38%),	and	juvenile	cases	(0.15%).	The	Supreme	Court	holds	exclusive	jurisdiction	over	disputes	between	at	least	two	states	and	has	unique	but	not	exclusive
jurisdiction	in	matters	involving	diplomats	or	public	ministers	of	foreign	states,	debates	between	the	U.S.	and	a	state,	and	actions	by	a	state	against	residents	of	another	state	or	foreigners.	A	crucial	consideration	for	federal	courts	is	the	concept	of	standing,	which	dictates	that	only	cases	with	a	genuine,	resolvable	issue	can	be	adjudicated.	This
principle,	rooted	in	Article	III	of	the	Constitution,	ensures	that	federal	courts	do	not	overstep	their	authority	by	addressing	abstract	or	hypothetical	questions.	The	doctrine	of	standing,	alongside	subject	matter	jurisdiction,	plays	a	vital	role	in	maintaining	the	separation	of	powers.	Federal	subject	matter	jurisdiction	stems	from	two	primary	sources:
diversity	jurisdiction	and	federal	question	jurisdiction.	Diversity	jurisdiction	allows	for	cases	exceeding	$75,000	involving	parties	from	different	states	to	be	heard	in	federal	court,	while	federal	question	jurisdiction	enables	claimants	to	bring	cases	under	federal	regulation	or	the	U.S.	Constitution,	regardless	of	the	case's	value.	Additionally,
supplemental	jurisdiction	permits	federal	courts	to	hear	related	cases	over	which	they	do	not	have	original	jurisdiction,	provided	they	are	connected	to	a	case	within	the	court's	purview.	This	jurisdictional	division	between	state	and	federal	courts	is	essential	to	American	federalism,	with	federal	courts	holding	selective	jurisdiction	over	specific
subjects	like	patent	and	admiralty	cases.	The	scope	of	government	power	is	determined	by	its	jurisdiction	over	public	issues.	Selective	jurisdiction	signifies	a	critical	interest	in	addressing	complex	problems	and	improving	bureaucratic	regulations.	Neighborhood	councils	are	encouraged	to	mediate	disputes	related	to	court	decisions,	limiting	excessive
government	intervention.	Courts	often	have	concurrent	subject	matter	jurisdiction	with	state	courts,	allowing	gatherings	to	choose	between	administrative	or	state	council	proceedings.	Understanding	the	concept	of	subject	matter	jurisdiction	is	essential	for	appreciating	its	global	significance,	as	it	applies	not	only	domestically	but	also	internationally.
For	instance,	international	criminal	tribunals	in	countries	like	Rwanda	face	challenges	in	determining	their	authority	over	domestic	regulations	and	laws.	Subject	matter	jurisdiction	refers	to	a	court's	authority	to	hear	and	decide	specific	types	of	cases,	ensuring	that	cases	are	handled	by	the	appropriate	court	based	on	the	nature	of	the	legal	issue.
This	jurisdiction	cannot	be	waived,	meaning	even	if	both	parties	agree	to	proceed	in	a	court	lacking	proper	jurisdiction,	the	court	can	still	dismiss	the	case.	Understanding	subject	matter	jurisdiction	is	crucial	for	anyone	involved	in	a	legal	dispute,	as	it	helps	parties	know	where	to	file	their	cases	and	what	types	of	claims	can	be	heard	in	different
courts.	Failing	to	understand	this	concept	can	lead	to	delays	and	additional	costs.	For	instance,	if	you	file	a	case	in	the	wrong	court,	it	may	be	dismissed,	and	the	parties	may	need	to	refile	in	a	different	court	with	proper	jurisdiction.	If	someone	thinks	the	court	shouldn't	handle	their	case,	they	can	bring	this	up	as	an	issue,	leaving	it	for	the	judge	to
decide	if	they	have	power	over	the	matter.	A	court	needs	both	kinds	of	authority	-	what	kind	of	cases	they	can	deal	with	and	who	is	under	their	control	-	to	make	a	proper	decision.	The	type	of	case	affects	where	you	can	take	your	lawsuit,	so	being	in	the	wrong	courtroom	can	result	in	dismissal	and	wasted	time	and	money.	It's	crucial	to	pick	the	right
court	from	the	start.	Various	types	of	court	power	exist,	including	federal	law	cases	and	state	matters,	as	well	as	specialized	areas	like	bankruptcy	or	family	law.	If	you're	unsure	about	which	jurisdiction	applies,	it's	a	good	idea	to	talk	to	a	lawyer	who	can	guide	you	on	where	your	case	should	be	filed	and	ensure	you	follow	the	correct	procedures.


