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Mortgages and also Nvith the species knowvn as Bristol Bargains,
was found to be sa peculiar as to necessitate its classification as a
distinct species ta be known henceforth as Triangf'.

Natwithstanding the opinions of the appellate court, we V
<loubt %Vhether the forni of mortgage they have sanitctioiied-thie
shortest farin an record, we iîrie~ilnicet with aiiy general
acceptatian by ovencers. \Ve shall listen with a goad deal
of curiosity ta the apinion of their Lardships %vhenl such a mort-
gagee camnes ta the court ti enforce his security againist such a
niortgagor.

The mile of Practice above referredi ta is cieserving- of mare
serionis attention. It is thus expressed in the headriote

It is not proper, in an action for foreclosiure, to join as
original defendants the interînediate purchasers of the equity nf
redeniption, and ta order each one ta pay the înartgage debt and
indeînnify his pre(lecessor in titie.''

The right of a defendant in a forcclosure action ta relief
against a co-defendant wvas well established even before the
Judlicature Act. (Campbell v. Robiinsom, 27 Ci\,. 634, is a ieading
case upon the snbject. Tiere the plai'ntiff held two inortgages
made bv the defendanit Grahain, who snibseqnienitl\v conveved the
lands ta the defmndmnts Robiinson and Davidson, snibject. ta the
iniortgit!es. 'l'ie plaintiff fiied his billgans Graliain, ciainîing-àýï 1
relief iipon the cavenanît and against Robinson and Davidson,
as being the parties entitled ta redcem. Grahani, b\ his aniswer,
praved relief zi,,iinst his co-defendants-tliat thev should be
ordered to pay ta the plaintiff the aîîîounit which lie (Grahami) Nvas ~
liable to pay ta the plaintiff.

After a careful examnination ef the autiiorities, the late, Chan-
cellor Spragge gave judgmnent in favour of Graharn's contention. q
H is Lordship, iiaving pointed ont that Graiam occupied the posi-
tion of suretY for pavinient of the debt, went on ta sav: -' And it
is clear also that it is the right ,) a surety, upon the debt being iii
defatilt, ta cail upon the party as ta whoin lie stands in the rela-
tion of surety ta pay the debt. This being the,case, the question
that remnains is whether the snrety Grahami can have that relief
against those for win he is surety iii this suit, and 1 sce nlo
good reason wvhy he should not. It fails \vithin the principle laid .

dow'n by Lord Eldon iii Chamfr>' v. Lord Dunsany, 2 S. & L. 718, on
appeai: 'Wherc a case is made ont betwveen defendants, by evidence


