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Defendaut himiself admits that lie told, Mackey about 1*
in the suimer of 1912. But notwithstandiiig this knowI-
edge he made no0 attempt to repudiate Iiability or deny the
giving of the guarantee until aifter lie had received trom
plaintifsé their letter of June 10th, 1913, requiring him to
make good the indebtedmess which (lait und 'Maekey ba4
fuiled to pay. Soine time previously Arinstronig had dis,»
eussed with defendant what; ateps the bank propoedl t.king
to colleet the indebtednesa. He sems to have trented it -a
an existing obligation, though until Gait and Mackey aet-a-
ally defaulted, bis belief may have been, andl very probably
was, that he wotild net be called upon to pay'% anythiag.
Eveni after receipt of the letter of June lOth the Only Ob-
jection lie mad& was; to the bank proceeding agaliat hiin
before tbey had exhausted their resources against Gait and.
Mackey,

A reasonable view of the evidence is that defendant
knowingly andl willingly and withoqut any undute inilnenço.,
fraifd or ni.sreýpre.sentation on the part of Armistrong, siguel
the guiarantee, thiough it Inay~ be thatg trom bis knowiedg. of
(Itit mnd Uaeùkey' busýiness; for mnny yearsz, h)e felt safe in
dloitg ~o-htthe probabIilityv of his being calied uipox by
the bank for paym vient was remote. A carefl analysie of the.
whl'O e rieccnpled w'ith the cicisacs srrotining
the trAnsaction nd whait followe&J it, leads mue to tWe on-
clualson tlwit defendant bas. not establishied Ray grouind for
eqscaping liahility for the amount, claimeil.

J11ndgment will, therefore, go agarnst hixn ae.cordingly,
with Costs.


