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Abstract: The litigation jurisdiction system respects the will of the parties of determining
the court of jurisdiction highlights their procedural subjectivity and finally services the
transformation of civil litigation mode. However as influenced by local protectionism and
departmentalism the litigation jurisdiction system with serious shortage of specific applicable
rules may transmute itself into a tool for some courts to compete or shirk the jurisdiction. In
order to make the case heard in the court that can save more litigation costs or mobilize more
resources to intervene with judicial decisions some plaintiffs deliberately lodge a complaint
with the court which does not possess statutory jurisdiction and seek access to make it
applicable for conditions of litigation jurisdiction system. And the defendants who fail to put
forward the objection to jurisdiction have to consider the non-appearing in case of the ruling
court’s mandatory application of jurisdiction system. As the actual results of the litigation
jurisdiction system run contrary to the legislative purpose it is urgent to summarize and
theoretically reflects on those judicial transmutation and build the system of rules compatible

with presumed consensus jurisdiction model in terms of interpretative theory.
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