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In the greater number of jurisdictions, reputation is accordingly admissible
to show insolvency or solvency.* Distinguish the circumstantial use of repu-

^aZvSl
^^1^9' by a purehaser of a debtor's insolvency

It has also been held occasionally that the wealth ot a party (usually in
proving damages for breach of promise of marriage) may be evidenced byreputation;' but this seems unsound.

^
§ 1624. Heputauon to prov. P.rtne«Up. The use of reputation to provethe existence of an apement of partnership does not seem justifiable eitherby the necessity of the case or by the trustworthiness of the evidence : fornot only may the testimony of the alleged partners, their admissions, and thewr, ten agreement If any. be ordinarily obtained, but the possibilities of amuleading reputation are particulariy strong. These considerations havebeen more than once clearly set forth judicially

:

1833, Waite,3., in Brown v. Crantlall, 11 Conn. 92, 05: "fThe rule i. lh«tT h.n«..endence i, incompetent to establinh any .peciBc fact ;hichfK ^t^ nature Z^ltible of being proved by witne«e. ,ho speak frem their own knowledge. flf renTt^ion here were admi«,ible,] a person of doubtful credit might cTu^ a report to
^"

mreulated that another wa. in partner.hip ,ith him, for the ve?r p„^. ofZnLbin^h« credit H.. creditor. .!«, might aid in circulating the report LTe purJTS fur^nWimg evioence to enable them to collect their debt. There^ nothing in toTLture o
,«« ^^ P"'*^ '*^""'"« **» •dn'i-Jon of .uch testimony."

' ^

1838, Cowen, J., in HaUida!, r. McDougaU, 20 Wend. 81, 80 (after quoting the rea«)n.

S
I 9^^**^ '• SP^ke, ante, 1 1887.

V^ffT"-' '***• 1**«>«> »• Orear, 7 Ala. 786.
ir Qoldthwaite, J.; 18«1, McNeiU v. Arnold

^^Ark. 4Sa,umbU; 1871, Hayes v. Welit, 34
Md. SIS; 1884, Aosell v. RoMnborj. IS Mich.
Ml. 258

: 1863, iflninger v. Knox 8 Mian!
140, 147 (quoted rupra): 1875. Burr p. WOtoa,
98 Id. 806, SI 1 ; 1893, VTest v. Bank, 54 id 466
*«». M N- W. 54 ; 1895. Hahn v. Penney. 60 id!
487 68 N. W. 1119; 1900. Garrett v. Weinberir.

18 Vt. 97 (where the lolrencv of R. wai ma-
terial m determining the adequacy of his note

fj.^x?™"'*'" »e<:nrity" under a contract);

I?-. ;.
,"'^** "• J^™*". 38 id- «0; 1860, Bank of

Middlehury o. RntUnd, 33 id. 430. Contra:
1837, Ward v. Heradon, S I'ort. 382, 38.5 (unde-
ciiled

; here, of a debtor gusranteed by the de-
fendant)

; 1843, Branch auik i>,
" •

-

. Parker, 5 Ala.

736; 1858, Price v. Bfatange, 31 id. 701, 708
(ftandulent mortgage); 1876, Holten r. Board.
55 Ind. 199; 1903. WoUson v. AUen B. Co
180 la. 455. 94 N. W. 910 (flnancial condiUon of
vendees procured by the plaintiff u commission
agent for the defendant); 1903, Coleman i>.

if"!!; l^ M«» <8S. 67 N. E. 603 (bat here
admitted to corroborate testimony to an indors-ee waiver of presentment).

^«*«'?^ I*,®.*'
®"»"°" "• J'"'*. « Nebr.

so N. Y. 885, 889; in State v. Cochran, 1828, S
iJev. 6S, reputation was thus admitted on an-

?i» ',."""* ^""'••" 189*. Bliss V. JohiLon.
162 Maw. 323, 38 N. E. 446 (not received to
show lack of means of one claiminit to have
loaned money)

; 1902. Birum v. Johnson. 87
Minn. 362. 92 N. W. 1.

'
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