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the' back of whieh thie other metuber of the flrm signed hie name.
Tihe proper legÊ interpretatf on to hte put upon the. transaction
in that case was thalf the. party putting hie name on the, baek of
the note, being llable on the considération for whieh the acte
was given, migiit b. treated w~ a joint maker: or it coula b. re-~
garded as evidence of an acocnt stated between the. plaintiff,
th whom thie amount represented by the. note was due, anid the
deîendant who had put hi unaine on the back thereof. Under
sme of the, American authorities a porson writing his naine on
the back of a non-negotiable note without more would b. re-
garded as a guarantor: but 1 was in errer in holding that under
the English or Canadian authorities he could b. so considered":
Robert8&ii v. Lonésdale, 21 O.R. 604.

The teehnical diffleulty of holding the, defendant in suci
euses liable where the note is flot negotiable, or, being iegotiable,
has net been indnrsed by the. payee, does net arise in the case
of a note made payable te bearer. Accordingly in Ram&kalt v.
Telifer, 5 U.C.Q.B. 508, it was referred te as a poin:t that *had
several tirnes been decided in the Queen'a Beneh, Upper Canada,
that a person who indorse a note payable te A.B. or bea.r
may b. sued as an indorser. A que tion scema te have been
raised whether, where A. made a note payable to B. or bearer
and C., te whoin it was delivered, indorsed the, note ta D., h.
coula or could flot b. oued on his indursernent, th. objection
augg.sted being that the, note being payable te bear.r, required
fia indorsement ta transfer the titis ta, B.te which the. obvions
answer was that, although it did net require indorsement to,
transfer the titI., yet the party writing his name upon it coula,
consistently with that assme the, obligations of an indorser:
B rot k v. BarclayÎ, 6 U.C.Q.B. 215.

What ha been said mnuet b. uudorstood as applying ta prom-
issory notes ad net; neeusarily bis of exehaug. There lu
roorn for a distinction between a promissory note and a bill ef
exebange in tuas respect and a reasn can b. gi'ven, very tech-
tieai and formai, it ia true, bu~t nevertielems sufficient ta b. the.
piuund of a legal distinction, why the. anomalous indorser of


