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however, 1 should probably have corne to the saine conclusion
as did the learncd Chancellor, wlio tried the case, as to what was
the intention of ail the parties to the contract, aithougli sorne
of the words used are inapt to the real relations existing be-
tween thcrn.

The appellant corporation contended before us that the ap-
peal should be allowed on the ground that a full disclosure was
flot made as to ftic indebfedness of Mumme af flic time of the
application, and that the policy was voided by the respondent
flot fultillin- flie promises contained in the answers, but cliang-
ing the salary and position of Mumme witliout notice to the
appellant corporation, and not disclosingo but eoncealing his de-
falcations.

The firsf of tiiese coîniplainfs is, fliat it was îlot disclosed
thaf Mumue'hîad not contributed his share toivards t he capital
of tlie firrn, and that the firm was indebtcd f0 fthc Canadian
Packing Comnpany of London, of whici fthc plaintiff was a mcmn-
ber. As f0 this, if is a sufficient. answer f0 say that neither in
flic questions put to Mummne nor in those put fo flie Dominion
Dresscd CasingCompany was there any question that would re-
quire or suggest the neccssity for sucli an answer. In both papers
flie answers disclosed, and were based upon, flic fact' that
Mumme was a member of the flrm and wvas fo share in fthc pro-
fits, but no inquiry was made af any tiinc as fo his contribution
f0 flic capital or whefher lie wvas f0 contribute anything toward
if.

As a iatter of fact, ailihongl flic articles of partnersltip
provi-ded thaf the t wo partners sliould confribute cqually f0 the
capital of flie firm, tliey are entircly sulent as to ainount, and
fhe evidence discloses flic reason given by Munime why lic did
flot confribufe, in which lis partner acquiesced. Tlie appellaîît
corporation, liowevcr, did flot ask any question on this point,
so fIat if would appcar fIat if did not consider if maferial or
relevant. In flic absence of any question on flic point, I do miof
think if was incumbent on thie respondent to volunteer flic in-
formation. Tlie case of Hlamilton v. Watson (1845), 12 CI. &
F. 109, clearly sliews fIat such non-disclosure would not void flic
policy in a case like fhe present. See also Seat on v. Burnauid,
[19001 A.C. 135.

Complaint is also made of the non-discloSure of flie iuîdebted-
ness of flic casing company f0 the Canadian Packing Comnpany,
and the ia mburg lirandli to the head office at London. All fIat
lias béen said ahove applies witli even greafer force to-both thèse


