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ever, that when the defendant submits to-answer the exceptions;
or the answer upon exceptions, is held to be insufficient, and the
defendant answers accordingly, the plaintiff can take no other or
new exceptions, but must have the sufficiency of the whole of such
answers again put to the test upon the original exceptions. (¥)

An insufficient answer must of necessity, be regarded as no
answer ; since it would be unjust or ruinous, to compel a plaintiff
to reply to, and go to trial, on an insufficient answer, full of absur-
dities and inconsistencies, or which was, in many particulars, pal-
pably deficient. The taking of exceptions to an answer, is tanta-
mount to a demurrer, upon an insufficient plea at law; and if
such a demurrer is sustained, the plaintiff has judgment, because
the plea is insufficient; and so in equity, on exceptions to the
answer being sustained, the like consequences must follow. But
for the adoption of this rule, there would seem to be no end to the
delays which a defendant might produce by repeated sham an-
swers. And indeed, even as the rule now stands, according to
the English system, the expensive delays in chancery proceedings,
under the present mode of obtaining a full answer, after a previous
one had been declared insufficient, have been considered as so
serious a grievance, that there has been recently a great effort
made to obtain from parliament, some reforms, similar to those
which have been so long since engrafted into our system. (2)

If, then, we apply these reasonable and established principles,
that, where a defendant has failed to put in a sufficient answer, as
required, the plaintiff may renew his course of proceeding from
the point at which he had left off when the insufficient answer was
filed; and that an insufficient answer must be regarded as no an-
swer, to the course of proceedings prescribed by the before-men-
tioned legislative enactments, it will be seen that it has been
expressly declared, that on a defendant being returned attached for
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