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corpora-of is on theprovisionsthe s. 1 servicein withaccordance
had thetion, copy legislaturethe in mind wasthat theprobableit is

2, by 67, s.S., 219, 1893,P. s. as amended c.byfor c. Laws•one called
6, processes“all writs and other shall be servedprovides thatwhich

attesteddefendant, leaving abode,or at his anby to thegiving
otherprovided for.” Inthereof, except in cases otherwisecopy
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Exception overruled.
All concurred.

Merrimack,
May 2, 1916.
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S., 2, byliable, 176,P. c. s. aA woman is under on contract made herselfmarried
goodspurchase partnershiphusband of for aher for the of which bothand

are members.

Assumpsit, goods byfor sold. Trial the court and forverdict
defendants,plaintiffs. wife,The who are husband andthe visited

goodsJune, 1914, bought the inplaintiffs’ questionstore in andthe
theyofCo., partnershipfor & a were theMerrill which members.

by Branch, J., April term,from 1916, supe-Transferred the of the
exceptionon the to the verdict.rior court wife’s

Brown,Harry plaintiffs.J. for the

George Pike, theW. for defendants.

Young, question by exceptionJ. The theraised iswife’s
awhether she is liable on contract made with plaintiffsshe the

benefit of ofpartnership composedfor the a herself and her hus-
beband —not whether would liable on a hershe contract husband

for the benefit of the otherpartnership. words, ques-made In the
not liable ontion is whether she is a contract made herby husband,

on one she made the thatplaintiffs, openbut with and she notis, is
question. 176,to P. c. s. 2.S.,

Exception overruled.
All concurred.


