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FuIl Court.1 MCDo.,nOuOHi v. Cooic & CHAWFORD. [April 5.

Prom isory note.-ayer agqaiinst eiidorser--Irregidoar endorse-
,mcut-Liab ility.

Appoal by defendant Crawford fromn the judginent of
CLitTE, J». The plaintiff as payec of two proiRsory notes
recovered judgrnent against the maker and also against Craw-
ford, who had endorsed the notes before their delivery to the
plaintiff. Crawford appeaied on the grounid that this endorse-
ment did not malte hlm liable to the plaintiff.

IId, f,9llowiing Robinson v. Maîtn. 31 S.C.R. 484, that the
defendr...., Crawford wa8 liable. This was the case of a note, and
'there being rio drawer, the defendant, not havitig gigned as a
maker, is stibject to all the provisions of R.S.C. 1906, r. 119.
Even if the plaintiff were not a holder in due coursv, but only a
hiolder for value, lie woule, be entitled to recover under the
Act.

Bartram, for appellant. McG'urtij, for plaintif!, reNpondent.
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Ont.]1 SMUART V. BANK 0F MONTIEAL. [April 5.
Iliisband and Wife-COIt raCi-4'epa raie estaie-Sectirity for

h usband 's d4ebt-hidepe)tde n t advice-Stare decigiç.
A bank pressed its debtor for seeurity and accepted the

guarantee of hi. -fe and a rnortgage upon her property.
Held, reversing the judgment of the Court of Appeal (17

OIi.R. 436) IrnNcroTN, J., dissenting, that the wife having
executed the guarantee and mortgage on request from her
linsband and withouit any independeiit advice, the contract did
not bind lier. Coz v. Adaens, 35 Can. S.C.R. 393, followed.
Appeal allowed with eostç;.

Ifrlitit h, K.C., and IV. J. ElIiott, for appellant. Shepley,
K.C., for respondentg.


