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% T1he chief argumient ad.êresse te the Court hy Mr.

Armolur oni beha2lf of the respondent wai that this um&er-

taig iras a part3IelBhip and that nder the rule applicable

te thie takixig of accounts in such a case, the advance should

be deducted froin the gross receipts and the difference divided

as profits. It is open te doubt ubether the agreement entered

iuto betireen the. parties constituted a. partnerhiup.

Stroiud, 2nd edL, p. 1415, uder thre heading "1>artner-

ship " 11, (2) points out that "the sharing of gross returnfl.

;ih riirs n n rpryfo whi: or frexu the
useof hih te etunsare deried.' Tis question is~

more fully diseaxssed iii Lindley, 7th ed., pp. 38, 39, 55k, and

56; 30 Cyc. V. VII; H<usp v. Dobson, 15 CJ. B. N. S. 460;

Andrews v. P&gh, 24 L. J. Ch. 58.

But whether the agreement amuiiui to a ?p&rtner8lUp or

not the. ternlis are too clear te, lesve douiit as to the intention.

Ifth. constructien dlaiuod for the~ respondent hê the, true

one the resuit will b. ths.t instead of the plauiiff advaucD

and paying one-half of the expensesinc~uident te placingth

prpety unthe aret le uldifact bcpy oxily

ifth epese ae aiud out ofthe prcesof theusales, the

hus :i Setbsh, 0,000, quarter of ihi ,s $7,0,


