
paid b-Y the company ta themn in cash and shares. Tiiore areý
;at Moast but two issues of fact between the parties, viz., a,;Lu the exi.steiice of the allegcd flduciary reltiîontïlip, and asta the appellaîit and his associates having purchased the busi-lessfor less than they received from the company ; andwhat is not relevant ta these issues relates ta the 8tate ofthli account, on the footing that the Iiability of appellant andhis a800iates is estalishied. IL is admitt ' d that they receivedfromn the coinpany a soin iii cash and stock far in excess of'what thiey paid, and the ouîly mnatters really iii controversyare their liability ta ùccount for the profit, and, if 1'iability-ho estab)ilihed, the anmaint for which they are answerable.In this view of the case, there is no dîfflculty ini directing:

that digcovery as9 ta details of the expenditures mnade by,the appellant and his associates in acquiring the businesses,or consequienitial diseovery as,, it is terrned, slîould bc post-poned iintil their lîlt t account lias been established;nor will the piailititi bu 1w 'e iu<ice by suciîa course beingtakeîi;
while, if' it is ilot takoti,- and it turne out that plaintifi' fails,ta establish liability, tAie apipellant will have been conipelledta inake di.scovery as ta inattcrs i wliicli nîîther plaintiWrnor defendant coîsyhis any interest. IL tHe practiceof the Court, as a gellerad rule, to postponre coiîsequentiaidiseovery unltil liability lias heen esalsîd Great West-eri) Colliery Co. v. Tujeker, L. R. 9 Chi. :376 ; Re Leigh's Es-

tat, 6Ch.1Y 56;J~ebawv. Low, 16ý Cli. D. at p. 98P'arker v. Wells, 18 (Ch1. 1), 477;1 Verinincek v. Edwards, 29-WV. Ri. I9 9; Whîite v. Ahireils, 26 Ch. 1). 717 ; Fennessy v.Clark, 87 Ch. D. 184 ; Ruirst v. Barber, 12 P. R. 467; G-"r I-barn v. Teniperance and Genleral Life Assce. Co., 10 P. R.,53;Dickerson v. Radeliffe, 17 P. R. 586; Sydney Cheese-
and Butter Factory Assn. v. I3 rower, 19 P. R. 152; Evans v..jaffray, 3 0. L. R. at p. 341 ; Bray on Discovery, p. 125;Leiteh v. Abbott, 21 Ch. D. 374; Ehtner v. Creasv, L . R. elCl), 6,9, and Owen~ v. Morgan, 39 Ch. D. 316, distiîiguished..

As ta thle sain of e250,000 said ta have beeîî paid ta the-National Trust Comnpany for underwriting the shares of'defendant company, thîe apFellant oughit nu ta be requiredto mnake furtLher aîîswer. He admitted tlîat tlîis payinent,,was mnade, andl no abject is ta bo gained by requiring hlm tu>repeat that admission. If plaintiff establishes the liahility
of appehlant and luÎs associates ta accounit, and they seek tudiochiarg'e thernselves pro tanto by tîjis payment, it will farin
an item in the accaunt, as ta the particulars af which theapp.,llant should nat now ho required ta answer. If plaintif*
seeks to charge appellant and bis associates as direct ors of'


