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C.P. 134, wvas flot a case of partnership at ail. As far as the report
shevs, the defendant who instructed the attorney liad no authority,
irnplied or otherwvise, to 50 instruct for the defend.ant who, had flot
been served,. The sae re ark applies to Bay'ky v. Bück/and, i
Ex i. Roissi'r v. Weribrvok, 24 CA'. 9 1, was a" action Of eject-
mient against three defendants, There was no partnership or other

'connection between these defendants. Thcy Ina> have had distinct
and eveti conflicting defences. Unless the saine mile applies to a
cognovit and anl appearance, none of these cases .seeni tu me to
have any bearing upon the question. On page 27-2 of Lindle%.
almnost immediately foilowviug the citation 1 have given, he says oune
partner cannot give a cognovit thus drawiug a distinction between

noi.weoepart iier confsse juffient tuianai u geut a] d eaultgiest

the tiin. It certainly' is a pectuliar resit if a valid jt.dg'nent cani
be obtained agaitist a firin becauise the partiier served neglects tu
enter anl apIearanice, but the judguient cati be set aside if the saine
partner eniters an appearance to the action. Since AIaso>n v. Coper
WvaS decided, the saine question caine- before the C'ourt nf A\ppeal
in Eugland in 7oin.wnisk) v. Drowdsimi/i (1896> i Q. B. 386, atic it
%vas hded that a inauiagirg partnier hadi implied auithoritv to direct
a solicitor to enter an appearance ili ail action hrotught againist the
partiuership. kigby, L.J. went so far as to sa>' that he did ilot think
it %vould have madle an>' différence if the other partiuer hiad objected,
and so infornmed the solicitor. Lord' 1Esher, MAZ., said :" C)tliý
v.DeBeauir, 12 jur. 9,89, t037 ks a direct andi clear authority that

CMue Of a ,linber of persotir in the position of partilers lias authority
to eniter anl appettranice ini anl action against the p)artiler.s." Good-
enan v. DeBeauvoir, does flot appear to have beu i brought to the
attention of the court iii Ah#son V. oope~r.

Onuc trustee or cxccutor, unless authorized to do so, caninot
plecige to a solicitor the credit of his co-trustce or co-executor,
although the latter ma>, b3' his acts or conduct ratify sucb appoint-
ment -. Corder>' ou Solicitors, 65. But in Sinmpson v. G'e<lleridge, i
Il add. 609., t %vas stated that une of several execuitors has power to


