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of the existence of a champertous ag,,reernetnt between the plaintiff and bris
solicitor : Hiltonl v. 11 oods, 4 Eq. 4ý32. Where, howvever, it appears thet the
piiitiff*s right is derived under a cha.mpertous agreement. it wviIl, as wve have
ahealvd seon, bc field invalid, and the Courts wvi1l refuse ta give effect to) the right
of tîi,: plaintiff Sa derived as against the defendant in the action : Al1uchail v. Uaks,
ia Gir. 2i 5 Little v. Hawkins, ij Gr. 267 1I'igle v. Setteriiîîgteni, 1lb. 312, 1ilton

v. l'l 4 l.4,32: Re (Cannon, Oates v. (Can non, 13 O.K. 70: a!nd wiUl aise rufluse
to utf .(rce an1v Suchi cluampertouls agreemient as between the parties te the agr-ec-
meult :lÇcrr v. felrîicte, 24 UC .C.O2.13. 390 a Ctrr v. Tannmahili, ej U.C.ÇQ.B-. 217
Hut1z' v. Hnlitlei, 1-R., 8 Q.i3. 112. A qolicitor w~ho procured înaney front his
clictut for the purpose ()f corrîîptlv iiufluencing a ji ry before N'hern the client wvas
te b(., tried for a criminai offence, which, as we have seelu, censtitutes thiit Species
of îuu;uiintenaniico called emnbracery. \vas struck off the relis : Re Titins, 3 O.R., 87.

viîgt<u the secret nature of agruciients for maintenance, it is gelneraillv
seuwutdifficuit for the party înjur'rýu te get ai the facts on whlich his right of
act ueend. lecaîseeven if lie recevers iiugiiieiit for cests in the action

11ia11vf1 11li nainta-inied. it is not openi to iîn te hring the exectien debtor uip for
examîiilationii Majors V. I9urik P.R. ý363 ; Fis il V. Tirotinan. C.P>.1)., 2ath
J eue. *Xq (net reorted.i. sell vide Re Jritin. 12 PAZ. 297 ; but wvhere it is sus-
pee'te I that iiial\\fuil maintenance lias been practised, it \vould sein an action
cflild lue iîruught against the suspecteul maintatiner,. iii which the plaintiff iii the
originual action inight eithîer be inade a co-defendanit for the purpose af discoverv,
see lilis v. I)ukt' of Portlaud, .3 Ves. 49)2, or ho îihdt, perhaps, without being
mau;1ic2 kt defendant, upon an interlecutoî'y application, be erdered te attend ta be
e-ueiined for discoverv Vcatc'\. Malsol, 12 l..278 ; Sillitlî V. lc 1-2

P.N1. 2 17 . Turner v. I.Jý vi, 18 C. J.- 403 : enreV. eln,2 C.L.T. 599
v. M1cI)iarnuid, 10 L.R. Ir. J70 : Rule :;66. Ir is net, hio\Never, withouit

dofult that tlue latter course can be adopted, as it has heen hield iiî Enlglantd that
the attendance of a third party fer examination or te praduco, documents can
only lie ordered for the purpose of a particular motion or proceeding (Central

Xe<~Co. v. Baistern Tciegraph Co., 76 L.T.Jor. 242 ;and see 1Rosenliî v. Siliian,
1.1l'R. 7.

\\'here the action uia,,vNfull\- inaintaitied has succeeded, it dees net appear
tiuî the defeîîdant iii the action euild recover substanitial damiages against the
nil:t\fi iaiîîîain2r, as it \vould ho a case of dimum n absque injuria.
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