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That case deterinines ouly that, in the circumstances there
shewn, the statute had been complied witli; whereas, in this
case, neither in form uer lu substance lia there been any ait-
tempt, in mnyopinion, to comply with its provisions. In the first
place, there was no by-law wliatever by the directors authorisiug
amy payment to a director, except by-law 84 in reference to the
president; and, Mien the resolution appointing the plaintiff
mineralogist was passed, he was flot a director; and, after he
hecame a director, there îs no preteuce of any resolution or by-
lawv of the direetors autliorising payment to hini of bis salary
as miÎneralogist during the tinie lie was also a director.

The purpose or object of sec. 88 18 that those who govern the
company shal flot have it lu their power to pay themseives for
their services wîthout the shareholders' sanction. '*[Reference to and quotations from Birney v. Toronto Millc
CJo., 6 O.L&R 1, 5, 6; Beaudr-y v. Reid, 10 O.W.R. 607, 625;
Re Queen City Plate G]ass Co., Eastmure's Case, 1 O.W.N.
863.]

In the lighit of the above judicial opinions, and in the absence
of amy statutory provision that the individual consent of the,
shareholders ia equivaient to the confirmation of a by-law ait a
general meeting, 1 think it caunot be held that the signature of
a211 but one of the shareholders to the minutes ln this case-as.
squining that they kniew ait the tune that they were confirnilng the,
resolution lu question-la a compliance wit)i eltiier the. letter or
spirit of sec. 88.

The crnly section of tue Act lu whieh any such provision la
made la sec. 138. whicli Drovides that wberp. nv hv..lnw i- ,.
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