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such ciroumstances was flot liable in any fonm t the paye...
In that cm William ald Thoma MeXinley :equiring funds,
commisuioned their father James MeRinley ta obtu.in for them
an advanee of ans thousand pounds. Ne eommufliested .with
John Walker, with the. resuit thst IlW'alker drew a bill for the
amomit addreuaed to William and Thoma McKinley, hé h
handed ta their fa'ther. Re sent it .ý hissbra, who returned it
duly accepted. fit thon wrote hie own naine on the back and
handed it ta Mr. Walker, who reinitted it. amonoit, leua the is-
count, ta the accepter.. go stated the tranhaction aeems very
plain, and it ià identie&l with that ini Pionny v. Innis, except that
in thre latter caue Imais put hi. naine on thre back alter thre bill
lied become payable ta, Brooks & Penny by virtue of a opecial
indorsement ta them., while bore McKinley put bis r'ame on
while thre bill, on ifs face, was payable te Walker. Ail t -a esseii-
tiai conditions seam ta be exactiy thre saine. Moreover, in Penny
v. litnis9, the court had simply before it thre faet of Innis having
put, iris name on thre bill. In Steale v. MoKiniiy, they had thre
facts already stated allang with Cthers whieh induced Lord Blsek-
buru to think it probable that Wailker attached sme importance
ta the signature of James McKinley, and advnoed him manty,
hi part at least, upon tire faith of' that signatmr being thore.

Âpplying thre doctrine of Penny v. Innie, it àe dilftcult te
me why thre court did not may as in that case thrat the indo-tse-

ment of thre bill by James McKinley wus a netw drawing. Con-
sistently with thre case of Penny v. Initis, they should have sald,
in the hibnguage, cf Parke, B., Il every indorser of a bill is a new
clrawer, and it je part of the irent property of tire original
instrument that an indormement operes as agaluat tire ixidorsor
in the nature of a new drawing of tire bill by hlm.".
"It la urged that the defendant when lie indorsed tire bill had
no property in it biit that la not neceasary in order ta render
hlm hiable to be sued upon thre bih).1 Thua wu thre ressoniug
applied in thre caue of Penny v. I4nis. It wua fot adopted by
the, Bous of Lords i this cas. Lord Blackburn admitted
tuat tire mlgirt be an indormement by a person flot thre holder


