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p.tners. The busginess of the fium in question was that of ag

cinematograph theatre. The articles of partnership expressly
provided that no partner should borrow money for the firm without
thte conseflt of the other partuers. In vtiolation of this article,Ti
one of the partners borrowed money fron the plaintiff, and for ~
which the plaintif! sought to make the other partners hiable, on
the ground of the borrower ha-A'ng an inplied authority to contract

the loan. The borrowed money was m»sappropriated by the
borrower. The County Court Judg2 who tried the case gave

and Lush, JJ.) held that the implied autFority only existed for t
the purpose of trading businesses, and that a cinematograph t
t!icatrt? w&s not a trading concern. The judg-nent was therefore
re vers;ed.

I LLEGITIMATE CHILD-M AINTE. &.NCE-PROOF Of P.ttENTAGE-
CORROBORATIVE EVIDENCE-PREVIOUS CONVICTION OF PUTA- 4
TIVE FATHR-(R.S.O. c. 154, s. 2 (2) )

.Iaq v. Darley (1914) 3 E .B. 1226. This ivas an appeal front
the decision of the Di-,isonal Court (1914) 1 K.B. I (notQd apie
vol. 50, P. 115), affirming an order for the maintenance of an ilie-À

gifiînate child, in which the C'ourt of Appeal (Buckle%. Kennedy
and Phillimore, L.JJ.), though affirming the- decision. (Io so un W
(hiferent gcourLds front tiiose taken hv the Divisio-zd Court.
The proof of the prior conviction of the defendant for carnally
knowing the% applicant, bv oral testirnon%, their Lordships holà
ivas insufficient, proof of the conviction: but tbe oral testiniony
of wlîat took plare before the magistraltes ani at the trial of the
defendant thev hoid was nev-ertheless admissible as, and wa.s
corroborative evidence, within the meaning of the Art <sec R.S.O.

r- 154, s. 2) of the applicant's evidencc à-., to the paternity of the

Il.1(;ITIË4ATE CHILD-CHILD î3oR ROA) AFL ~TORDER

The King r. Humphrys (1914) 1237. This va., at motion fur a
certiorari to hring up an order of Jutcsadjudging (lie îipplirant
to he the father of an illegitimate chil<l. It wai contcîided that k.
the child having heen bora abroud, though now with its mother.
diniciled iii England, was not properly the sul)ject of sucli
jtroceedings. The Di visional Court (Ban kes and Lushi, A1. .,Ar y'

Ji.sisscnting) overruled the oh)jet.oti.


