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:E:sref was no stipulation that inter se they should becom? sure-
exact?r each other. In fanson v. Paxiton, 'however, this was
said iy what the manager who made the advance did do. He
you nil eff.ect to Paxton: “If .Iansen is as good as you say,
Sponsizyl'md’?me the note with safety and will incur no re-
of hig il (lity- He in fact did point out to Paxton that the effect
of part'n Ors.ement v.vas only to make him liable for the default
and A tes prior to him upon thfa note. The Court of Error
to Sho\ipeal he'ld that Jansen fallejd under these circumstances
tion, oo what is t-he very foun-datlon of the right to contribu-
quo‘ée q -Sure,tysmp. The .dlctum of Lord Plunkett, above
PaXton’ was directly applicable, and the undertaking of
Stret Sh‘Was a collatc?ral. or sgbs'equent suretyship, not c.o-
]"’l-\‘oz’v 11[)) Tl.le principle eliminated by the decision 1n
indorSeI: axton .1s that the bare fact alone .that the successive
Suffici en: .Of a bill or note are accoTnmodatlon indorsers is not
Sureties, they are not necessarily to be regarded as co-
tiCularL: That must depend upon all the facts of e.ach par-
the evidase- In Macdonald v. Whitfield their Lordships held
Lansoy E;‘)‘Ce proved the relation ‘_)f c.:o-suretyship, and in
Befo'r axion th(? f)our.t held that it did not.

ave beee the dec{smn in Janson v. Paxton, the rule seems to
€TS to oo ::t t.hat f:lll it was necessary to show to enti'tle indors-
ers, Althnbutlon was tchat they were accommodation indors-
the part; ough the earlier cases in our own Courts may upon
N ghly d:l'llar t:a<fts and' mrcumstances. of each .have been
decideq thc ided, it is sl1bm}tted that th.e dicta of the Judgc?s who
Gr. 303 em were too wide. Thus in Mitchell v. English, 17
establis}'lezt P. 304, Strong, Y.C., says, “It is equally 'well
Security a that accommodation indorsers of a 1.1egot1able
Order of t;e to !Je f‘(?nSidered as co-sureties, irrespective of Fhe
Which pe hf’“’ liability on the instrument itself.” An opinion

. .lm.Self receded from in Janson v. Paxton, P 468.

(1) rpi‘l;nmples de.ducible from the cases are:

ill or o at where indorsers have mutually agreed to
Ship existOte for the same holder for the same debt, co-surs
tion, 4, S, and they are inter se liable to mutual contribu-
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