
to redeem the property cornprised in the asuignment end prayed

that the-defendant miight be eharged with the ainourit he re-

eeived on the poliey. Sir James Wigram, V.C. aid -'The

evetit, against th,2 consequences of whieh it was his (the d4end-

ant 's) interest to guar1. was the death of the huBband, leaving

thr wife surviving ..-. Fe had a right to a guarantee againat

the consequences of ber surviving the plaintiff.. . . 'rhe

vase of Ex parte Andreu.x . .. is au authority in poinit,...
he (Sir Thomas Plumer) stated the law as clearly as posesible in

favour of the proposition contended. for by the plaintiff.
If it ha<1 heen a void poiieY, f roun the beginning. hc (the plain-

tiff) eoilld eaiimi nothing.. .... She (the wifc) did flot sur-
vive her husband. The risk intended to be guarded. againat was

at an end; and I think that, when the risk ceased, the guarantee
nirt be eonsidered as satisficd." There waa a decec for re-
demiption. with a deelaration that the plaintiff was flot entitIed
to have the a!flouft reeeived on the poliey iet off ngainst the
iiurtgiigc dCI)t.

In 1849. Bell V. Ahan"another Irish case, arose for de-
rision. L. B.. the riother of a rnortgagor joined ber son in a col-
biterai bond to seeure the ainount of the miortgage rnoney due
la the defendajît. Nwho subsequently effeeted a policy of assur-
anc on ber life. L B. lied and thu defendant received the in-
surance mne * v. TIhe mioîrtWggor filed hi-4 ill t() redeîni the prc-
iiisés iortgage~i to the deefîîdit w~ho had gune imîto possesion.
ani there wsa elajimi to have eredit for the insurance money.
The Righit I Iuiîoturahle -Maziere Braîdy, L.C ., fo!lowed rliii?-
phre.1 v A.rabir. anîd deeided against this eimii.

The aiîsw-î' Io the question rput iit the eo.'nîaenccînent of this
article in that the deht stili exists. and that B. is entitled to de-
IMîîand pImYiîieit froîn the legal personal representatives of A.
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