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for otherwise the deed will only pass the individual interest of the partner who
executes it.*

It would seem, however, that a declaration alleging that the partners “made
their certain writing obligatory signed by their firm-name,” “and sealed with
their seal,” etc,, is good on demurrer; {f it was the deed of but one, it mu.* be
shown by plea on the part of the partner who did not execute the bond.+

The instrument may also become binding on the other partaers on the prin-
ciples of estoppel and ratification,} and the bringing of an action upon it, by
the firm, is an adoption of the instrument, and the defendant cannot object that
it is not the deed of the partnership§

Ayain, such a deed is binding on the partner who does not execute it, if he
is present and sees the other partner execute it and does not object; his acquies-
cence, with full knowledge of the act done, amounts to consent.j|

IV. Iustrument Egually Operative Without a Seal—Where an instrument
executed by one partner, in the firm-name, and sealed, would be equally opera-
tive without a seal, the rule does not apply, ez, in the case of a sealed bill of
sale of partnership property. ¥ Thus, an eminent English jurist, in a bankruptcy
case, remarked: “As to the objection that the security, being effected by a deed
executed by one partner, could not bind the firm, it might be true that the
instrument would not take effect as the deed of the firm; but the transaction
itself was one within the authority. of the partner, and the circumstance of a deed
being exequted would not invalidate the contract.”** Accordingly, one partner
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