
and poBitively brought home to all the otherpartners order to bind them.
The mtroduclion of a third person into afirm ,3 a contract with each of the partners towhich eachmustconsentindividuallyfandUma?

be said that there nre as many contrails as t^Vi
«re partners. NorwiU the approbation o the mln

mr?„p7= «°'''f P^tnersof the act of theirpartner sufficient. Knowledge is not acauies-
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inference in sup^r ofthe r partners act be drawn or allowid fromheir knowledge or their silence upon the su"ect during the interval until the time of whenthe contract might be expected to take effectActs and words may be suflficient to cons ti-

ho«Ar,?r.'°''''^'P «°°t^''«t when thejarethose of all the partners and shew an accent!ancebj the partners, therefore, to bind themEvidence of this acceptance is required" 6 Madd
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. £1'^: 'r'°'' ^ ^"^' '" '*« •"'^•-"Ption securedthe r sanction and countenance, the joint obligation attaching upon them ti perlS hplain and manifest as a general nr nciole FJh
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member is necessarily iresumeTto particfnate

( contrL'fP^'h'^"'' ^""'"°^ benefits of sudi acontract, and to countervail that advaanta^ethe joint duty obliging them to fulfill UisZ'posed :snch an engagement bv thA firm •

respect yrs from^,^uTf"asXSlie'mber"ti;:
only difference is in the number of t «parties, the consequences and respousibilitieswhich ensue upon a breach of it are preciselvthe same, but where the inception of the con ^aci^was unknown to the other partners who rejected IU upon the arrival of :he feriod when it Stotake effect and no evidence of their acceScewas given by act or word, and no acSuiescence
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responsibilit'ies are th^fr^^wnra^'dwhether the other partners be many or fewthey are m no way compelled to fulfi7whrtthey have not sanctioned. It has hlnargued that the payment of the 5 nL n .

cent on the profits Lie allowed to theSSduring the two years mentioned in the proDOsLfof agreement, is a sanction of it by the other
p.-ir ners. The circumstances attendygthe inception of that matter ere within vourfecoUec"tion; the charge was unknown trtheX;partners until after the rupture-Yt was never

even? f'\T''''ll^\^'''''' ""tirafter [heevent. Mr. Clare, the book-keeper was nnt

fhTV-^t'""*'^ °° b«'n« required to make outhe plaintiff's account after the rupture thelatter, for the first time, objected, because thlfiper cent had not been cr'edited to him he neverpreviously had objected to the entries in th!

to them. Moreover, so far from acquiescinrfn
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^ h.m a continuance of his service with oe fimft)Mwo years u» an increased rate of wages

instead of jCiao, jC200 per annum with « «.
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"•> Mo'n rS^atter that time the writer proposes to nlainf iffhis admission into the firm upon terras to h!agreed upon and to be mutuallyMtX orvThis was to take place after the two years thi-proposal had never been communffl to tt

eUher b'v b"'P'
*'''•
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^^""^^ or Mn l^^eeitnerbyB. L., or what s more stranirp h«the plaintiff himself, until his demand' nV

itTT^'^V^.' ^"^' •^Itho-'Kh B. L Tnforme,hira he had not his partners' sanction for makin!the pro])03al. Until that time therp L «„ ^
prpach to evidence to even toTheirknowleSgeTfhis proposal, much less of their acceptance ofthe agreement or the acquiesce in it by eUh.?,

s" leSrul"?? '' "''-'''' P>«intiff is not onsilent upon this important subicct wWh IM
partners, but he is equally so wii'hilr Clare-there IS no proof of his having done, orbcl^concerned m any partnership acT which the oo

sTdered b'vte^'^'''
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clerk inHm/n " «°y °^her quality than theirClerk and manager as before the rupture Thlaw refuses to compel non-consenting I^tnersto submit to proposals of this character wl?i it*
.t denies to the partnership signature sub'sSo.by one partner for objects bfyond the sco '« "^
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this case the assumed power of one p?r[ne Tobind 1.18 co-partners in this matter, and removeany leeal responsibility which could .»supposed to have arisen from he use o? thopartnership name to the abuse of the partnersh n
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any of them
;
hence it necessarily follows hafIf the agreement were perfect which it i« mf*
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