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if the effect of the revision of the statutes were to bring into force
again a provision which had been repealed a year before.

Section 20 Of 47 Viet., c. i9, having been superseded by s. 5 of
49 Vict., c. 22, should certainly have been omitted in the revision
of the statutes, but 1 cannot see that its retention there gives
rise to the conflict which yotu apparently find.

Ottawa, Sept. xi th, 18,3. BARRISTER.

[We refer to the above ietters in another place-ante p. 545.
-ED. C.L.J.]__

RIGHTS AND REMEDIES 1V A FORECLOSURE
A CTION.

To the Edi/op q/ THE CANAMi L~w JouRNAF.:

SiR,-In reply to the letter of Mr. George Patterson, of
Winnipeg, which appeared in this journal on the eve of
vacation, criticizing the vie\vs I ventured to take of WValker v.
Dickson, 2o A.R. 96, in your NMay number. 1 %vould like to add a

fwwords.
One portion of in\ argument wvas certainly based upon the~

prirnciple enunciated (althoughi fot for the first tiniel in Campbell
v. R<obinson, 27 Gr. 634-0 case whici, 1 showed to have been
approved and followed in our Ontario courts.

-But," says Mr. Patterson. its authority bas been very
intchi weakened, if tiot expressly overritled, bv the Suprem2
Court mn lk'illiiamis V. Baifruir, 18 S.(.- 472."

That %vas an action brought in Manitoba Uv a moortgagee
against a mortgagor, and th* defendant set up that iii gîving the
mîortgage he %vas acting nierely' as trustee for a svndicate, and
he sought to have the niiiibers of the syndicate muade parties
and orlered to contribute to the payment of the iîîtortgaige dtbt.
l'le plaintiff thereupon arnended bis bill. chargîng that the ne%%
defendants had exectited a bond in favotir î,f the original
defendant. wherelwy each of thein bound hiimself to pav the
plaintiff $.i90, etc.

The plaintiff succeeded at the trial, and (bv au equal division
of opinion) in the court iii banc.

On appeal to the Siipreine Court. by three of the dvfundants,
hit wr oudta h xrto ftebn yteaplat a uj ~ ~~eit froud ta h xctin<ftebodk h pel t a

Iis diffi'-tlt to sec in what respect the principle of Campbell v.


