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Ikruonally is eU as for the relief hi, seeks for the benctit of theewnpanly. 111 view% Of whaî %Vas said in Stroud v. Lawson, supra.
hit wo10<l will] tue onsider whlether he could do this undor
('e). Rl, 1,8,7 and M86 Tuat mould depend 01) iupen whetherthl- two actions (for such they wvere> arome out of the saim-tralisaetien or series of transactions andj involvedj et emimou
question of lawv or fact; and (2) whether the defendawts were11W~ saime in beth actions; as it wvas held they were asi-ý-tantiailly
in thev Streud case. The second dlaimi was onfly against tht, cein-pany and une of the persnal defendants. These quesitions iliiht
erne up fer diiscuwion later. At present an order ahetud goro-fliiriti,- the plaintiff te amiiend as he might be advist.d seo as telonformn te Con. Ruile 18.Cesta ef the motion tu be te the.gefrnilits in any (-vent. In Streud v. Lawson, tuev action wax
properiy broughit by the plaintiff iii his two aaciethoeugh
his statemnent ofet diim did net muake a case allowing Joindvr o!the. two clainis. Pentheyston Aylesworth, for the dee a Ts.
1'. Cait. K.C.. for tht, plaintiff.


