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The present edition is, as rnight be. expected, an improve.
ment mmt the firut, having evidenxtly undergone a pretty thorough
revision, and a uew and valuable chapter on Paymnent and Dis.
charge of Mortgages has been added. We could wish, however,
that the author-had seen his way--to~ adopting-the-sugge-tion
made in our review of bis Birst edition, and given sanie account of
such matters as estoppel, restrictive covenants, and tax. tit1.s.
The absence of any reference ta the last tiarrned subjeet, In
particular, seerns ta us a serious defect. It may be truc that Ilit
cannot be deait with coin prehensively, " but surely the Horatian
maxim applies, E~st quadain prodire tenus, si n;on datu,' Ultra, and
we are sure that the hurried practitioner, when called upont
examine one of these thorny and perilous tities, w'ould have got
much more help from even a brief discussion than from the 'excei-
lent American treatises" to which the authar obligingly refers
hîim, and which, we fear, are neither sa Ileasily ac(,cessible "in'
those regions where tax Uides most abound, nor sa generallv, ise-
fui, as Mr. Armour seems to think. W'e have only to add that
the typographical appearance of this, as of the former edition, is
excellent, and in every way creditable to the publishers.

7s the Editor of Tiiz CANADA LAw JOtaNAI.

DEAR SiR,-Inl the issue of your journal dated xoth Septen-
ber is an article on IlMartgagee v. Purchaser Subject ta Mort-
gage," of %vhich the opening sentence is as follows: The argu-
ment that there is a ' want of priority ' between a mortgagee and
a purchaser of the lands subject to the mortgage, whereby thc,
formur is debarred from recovering his debt directly from the lat-
ter, does not appear ta have been caver seriouslv questioned.-
\Ve are told that th,,rc is no new thing under the suni, and cer-
tainly the question discussed by your contributor is not a new
one. Sonewhat more than twelve years aga 1 wrestled with the:
question as fully as 1 lvas able to do, and 1 arrived, by a différent
route, at the same conclusion at which your contributor has
arrived. My treatnient of the question was published in The
Canadian Law Ti:nds, pp. 49, 109, 157 and. 217- It may be that
your contributor is af opinion that the matter is not therc treated


