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supported by a considerable number, but not a majority, of shareholders: 11y
wich, J., granted the application, on the ground that it was impossible 10
on the business with any reasonable hope of success, and in doing s0 he rev’leding
the cases in which the principles by which the Court is guided in wio e |
up a company at the suit of a shareholder, are laid down. We may Obsfion o
that the Winding Up Acts of the Dominion (R.S.C.,c. 129), makes no prOVlvgeﬁ
for winding up companies at the suit of shareholders. Probably in such i:tbe «
arising here resort would have to be had to the ordinary jurisdiction o O
High Court, see Harris v. Dry Dock, 7 Gr., 450; the Provincial Act (K- <.)f3
c. 183) enables the Court to make a winding up order at the instanc® =

contributory when it is “just and equitable.” /

5

CONFLICT OF Laws.—An interesting point on the conflict of laws i cae of

of agency was decided by Mr. Justice Day, on the 2nd inst., in the caSa e
Chatenav v. Brazilian Submarine Telegraph Company, Limited (notes, anté Eera'
198). The point is an entirely new one, and raised the question ¥ etntfy
power of attorney given in a foreign county, but put in force in this couiqeﬂf 1
is to be construed according to the law of the country where it was g-n ps §
or according to the law of the country where it was put in force. Story le‘» I |
work on the Conflict of Laws says that this point has never, so far aoth"'f ‘
researches extended, been directly decided either in America or a0y e
country, so that there is no direct authority on the question. The ¢a%¢ " g
before the court under the following circumstances: The plaintiff, who wa*
dent and domiciled in Brazil, executed in Brazil a power of attorney
empowered the attorney, a stockbroker in London, “ specially to pur® e |
sell shares in public companies and public funds, receive the dividends ? er’ &k
may accrue due, and give receipts in conformity with his letters of o "the §
Armed with this authority, the attorney sold out certain shares WHI¢ 10
plaintiff held in the defendant company, and the present action was brOu,gtiﬁdg E
recover the shares or their value from the defendant company. The plall pdef |
right so to recover, it was admitted, depended on the question whethelr oot
the terms of the power, the agent had power to dispose of the shares ¥ ¢ the 5
the plaintiff’s consent, and this again depended on the question whe ecofd'
document was to be construed, as to the powers conferred on the agent, accord'
i.ng to the Brazilian or English law, for it was admitted that if construed a;f:rrlif‘d 1
ing to English law the document would have given the attorney 2 more " Re
power than if construed according to Brazilian law. No doubt, if Enghe pe%’
had given the agent a wider authority than the Brazilian law, ic wou wi‘hf'ﬁ k
been contended, and would probably have been held, that persons deallﬂtghof;d i
tt}e agent in England would have been entitled to rely on the wider autop f |
given by English law, and that the foreign principal would have been |
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