
Htlfil V. WUoods, .. Eq. 4.32, the plaintiff xvas flot aware that lie was the o erofr
Certaini coal inines atil his solicitor infortrned hini of it. Ant agreement was tbien
inade(. betwveen the plaintiff and the solicitor that ini consideration of the sl't r__
gua;raniteeiing the plaintiff against costs the solicitor should have a portion of the
propertv. Tht' duLfent(ianIt CIlillICd thait t be bill sh< nmld be disinissud, buat Mialins,

V.C_ said in giving juigfent, "I have carefuilly exainied ail the zmithoritius
w~hic'b w~ere referred to in support of the argumnlt (as to ulisnî îssing the( bilhl auld
thiev clearlv establisb that wbi'rever the right of the plaintiff in repitof wvhich
hie sites is derived iinder a title fi unud on chaînperty or m aintenance, Iiis suitM
wvill o n thait accouint nef.cessatrilv- fail. 1 »lit no iiutliorit\v \\as citud , ii<r liave I omet
w\itli arv wvhicl gous the length of duii ing that wlbcni a plaimt iff lias an <)rigi ual

anliodu title to propertv, lie IJecoillrs <tîsçualîlied to sute for it 1wlv b ving ;f
.n< rtr iu i nimpllropirr liargaîmi w~itli h i ' sol icitor as to the 1<< im ofre milrai g

humii fo r lus professiouual survices ini the soit or Otherwise. .If Mr.\rgt
h<mîl b('eu thu plailitiff suilig Ik' vrui f a titie îlcrivt'îl uinder tîlat c<întrac. it
wotili have iRellili OVilutv to dilismiss tla bI)P. li tbis Case thme plainitif ''f

counCs forwvard to assert his title to propî'rty wvhicli \vas vested in biru long b<'fî re ~~
hv uttered into an inuproper bargain \\-'t Mir. WVright, and 1 canuot, therefore, 1-
hohi hiinu d isqumalifie'< tb suistain the ,iiit." Anmd lie refused to disu iss the blIl,
buit Imi also uýeflsedl the plainitiff bis costs. tboogbi granting a dlecec iii bis fiivour.
13ut i t .voldç seenui tîmat if i n suicb a cru'.e the action fa ilud, the, defvmilan t x mld
haive laid a good causeu of action aan thte solici te r for miaintenane', Harrîis~ N..
BM'irrcc, supra. Tb us wl'beu ai iuemîber of parliainent iuc c d îeî ai pî'ounisc of
iinîîeiiinîtv against costs, a mati of strawv t(< prosectet an action iga nsiauthler
Mîruumbher of parlianieuut for penalties for Sitting rind vnting witiiouit hiavi ng Imliv
takvii the required oathms. w'bich action failed, it was field tîmat wvas unafu r4

mainutenance, and the nienuber of parliamnent w~ho hiad i usti gated the proceedînigs
\vas lwl able for ail costs uncuýtrred b<\ the. defenhlant ini the acticîn Vrlî'adIuuh
v. .Yweirdgate, ii Q.B.D, i.

.\sit ;s Unlaxvful, generally speakiug, to assist amother directlv 'vith liuone\' to
carry on or defénd litigation, ini wlmich one is îlot couicerrnet, it is also tiinl;ovftml r

tî< do so indirectIv 1wI aving or taking aun assigninent of ai bare right to litipate.
Altluougli a inere righit of entr' nia\ lie sold andl <onve\'e( uinder thie statute ~
alreadv refei-red to, yet ever sunice thiat statute it has been hield tliat thîe puirchase
of an estate for the purpose of setting aside o prcviuus agreemienit affecting the
property on the ground of fraud, partakes of the nature of chaînperty, and

'vill ruot bcencforced De v,<gIU; v. 3oney, i Eq. 154 2i Ch. 164 ;and see ~r
Ilîîîeir v. Hobson, 51 Nie, 62 ;Little v. llîutîius, i9 Gr.X 267 l'gcv. Selleiu,~tm

î;(r. 512 ; Mluclull v. Baniks, P0G.2 r<sma v*. Eo'wmrds, i Y. & C. amx.)

481. But wvhen a part\', having obtaincd an assigniment of a judgmîem againist aM
tnortgmgor, thereuipon brouight an action agaitist the înortgagee, -wvho iail sold
under the powver of sale, to compel bini to accotint for the surplus iinoncys left nr
Ilis luancs after stuch sale, it \\as hieldj that the plaiintiff was entitled to site, and
that the assigniment 'vas flot ini contravention of the lawv respecting charuîperty
anld înaintenauce Harpier» v. ('dc',~O.R. 152. Buit where a creditor of a (


