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porations. Sec for example of an old-fashioned joint stock com-
pauy the case of Wome'r8ley v. Morritt (1867) L.R. 4 Bq. 695.iThe most important difterence was the inability of the share-
holders, exeept at stated intervals in general meeti- ,, to inter-
fere with ita concerns or to bind the oom.pany; a power belong
ing to menibers of a partnership. In fact joint stock companies
were formed with the expressed ides, of allowing their members
to participate in the proflts without being liable for the. losses,
a condition of affaira naturally following from the faet that they

1E hed no real voice in the management and no control as to who
should or w~ho should not be admitted into the concern.

The relationship of the shareholders inter se is flot identical
with their rights and obligations towards the entity known a%
the company, nor are the rights and obligations of the conxpany
eni&wccahle against the individual shareholders in a Uimited
conipany. Enchi partnet is the agent of his co-partners, but no
such position is enjoyed by shareholders towards each other, nor
im a sharoholder the agent of the onipany: Buriies v. Peniteil
(1849) 2 11.1.C. 497. The shareholder has nierely a defineci

tî and aliquot part in the assets whieh belong in law to the com-
pany as such, anid his interference is limited to such mattera an
tire, permitted by the special or general Act, which govet ns hise
eornpany. The inimediate superintendence of the. company's
affairg is delegated to a portion of the members called direc-
tors. Their position is that Of agents merply and they are the
only agents conipetent to bind the conipany. But they are joint
agents and can only bind the company, speaking gene-rally,

-- Z w'hen the>y ett ini R (11lY constitulted meeting, and th n b.' a
inajorîty'when such a provision existe for their governance. It
is true thut in certain corporations and under certain eonditionR
thec aets of winme directors holding defined positions, mhieh carry
with them stated Powers, can, within the scope of thesje poiwers,
bind the company. The relation of the directors to the corn-
pany, an d throngh it to the shareholders, do inelude mia'tters
whieh are flot merely afÉairs of agenoy; but the principle of
agency ruans through ail ideaq of their responsibilit and must


