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4. Where the father, or the mother being a
widow, has obtained a certificate of re-admission
to British nationality, every child of such father
or mother who during infancy has bec me resi-
dent in the British dominions with such father
or mother, shall be dermed to have resumed the
position of & British subject to all intents.

5. Where the father or the mother being a
widow. has obtained a certificate of naturalization
in the United Kingdom, every child of such father
or mother who during infancy has become resi-
dent with such father or wother in any part of
the United Kiogdom, shall be deemed to be a
naturalized British subject.

The bill proposes to retain to the Crown the
right to grant letters oftdenization. It farther
declares that nothing in the Act shall qualify
an alien to be the owner of a British ship. On
thig last point we may make an observation.
The matter, in view of the costly and at times
embarrassing protection which the Crown ig
compelled to afford to British subjects, is one
deserving much consideration ; and, strangely
enough, the Report of the Commission is silent
thereon. By section 18 of the Merchant Ship-
ping Act, persons made denizens or naturalized
can only be owners of British shipping pro-
vided that, during the whole period of their
being so, they are, and continue to be, resident
in some place within Her Majesty’s dominions;
or, if not so resident, members of a British fac-
tory or partners in a house actually carrying
on business in the United Kingdom or some
other place within Her Majesty’s dominions,
and have taken the oath of allegiance. 'The
Lord Chief Justice scemed to be of opinion
that this proviso furnishes sufficient security
Without denization or naturalization, but sug-
Bests that a license from the Board of Trade
Dnight also be insisted on as further security.

n the whole the proposition of the bill seems
to be the safer one; but perhaps the above sec-
tion of the Merchant Shipping Act might be
Tepealed, having regard to the strict conditions
Upon which naturalization is in future to be
Obtained and retained.—ZLaw Journal.

THE POWER OF ONE PARTNER TO
BIND THE FIRM BY SEALED
INSTRUMENT.

b That one partner cannot bind his co-partners
ry any instrument under seal, is a general
ule firmly established, and we believe not
g“eStioned by any decision, either in England
,; America. ~ The leading case is Harrison v.
J¢kson, 7 Term Rep. 207, decided by the
th°‘"t of King's Bench, in 1797, In delivering
sa‘e OPpinion of the court, Lord Kenyon, C. J.,
'd‘: “The power of binding each other by
ee*(" 18 now, for the first time insisted on. *
wen. . Then it was said, if this partnership
°re constituted by writing under seal, that
Ve authority to each to bind the others by
eed 5 byt | deny that consequence just as
pOSItlvely as the former; for a general part-

rship agrecment, though under seal, does

.

not authorize the partners to execute deeds
for each other, unless a particular power be
given for that purpose. This woud bea most
alarming doctrine to hold out to the mercantile
world; if one partner could binc the others
by such a deed as the present, it would ex-
tend to the case of mortgages, anl would en-
able a partner to give to a favourize creditor a
real lien on the estates of the other partners.”
The same point had already been decided in
Pennsylvania, thirteen years earlier, in Gerard
v. Basse et al., 1 Dalias, 119. In that case
one partner had executed a bond and warrant
to confess judgment, to which there was one
geal, and the signature “John A, Soyer, for
Basse & Soyer.” Judgment was entered on
the bond against both partners, ard the court
held it good only as to the one signing, and
gave the plaintiff leave to strike out the name
of the other. In delivering the opinion of the
court, Shippen, President, said: *there can
be no doubt that in the course of trade, the
act of one partner is the act of both. There
is virtual authority for that purpose. mutually
given by entering into partnership, and in
everything that relates to their usual dealings
each must be considered as the attorney of the
other. Bug this principle cannot be extended
further to embrace objects out of the course
of trade. It does not authorize one to execute
a deed for the other ; this does not result
from their connection as partners; and there
is not a single instance in the books which
can countenance such an implication.”
he principle thus laid down in these two
cases has been very rigidly adhered to in Eng-
land, but in the United States there has al-
ways been more or less disposition to limit its
generality, and though, as a general rule, it
has not been shaken, yet several important
exceptions may now be considered as firmly
established in"most of the states. Thus in
Hart v. Wither, 1 Penn, Rep. 285, though the
Supreme Court of Pennsylvannia decided that
the other partners were not bound by the deed,
not'hWIthstanding it had been given in a trans-
action in the course of business of the firm,
and the benefit had beena received by them,
yet Huston, J., dissented, and stated his rea-
sons so briefly and pointedly, that they are
well worth reproducing in his own language.
“The grounds on which one partner is not
permitted to bind the other by deed, in Eng-
land do not exist, or at least, all of them do
not exist here. They are: 1st. That the con-
sideration of a deed cannot be inquired into—
here it can. 9nd. That a bond will bind the
lands of any partner who has lands, after his
death—here a common note, nay account, is
recovered after the death of the debtor out of
land. It ig admitted, even there, that one
partner may bind another by bond, sealed in
his presence, although with but one seal. This
must be solely because his assent is _clearly
proved by his being present and agreeing, not
dissenting; now 1 cannot see why assent
clearly proved in one way is not as effectual as



