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hiînseif and from entering into engagements in whichi he has a
personal interest conflicting, or which nay, possibiv conflict, with
the intcrests of those whom hie is bound to protect.

The Salomon case ;san interesting illustration of the resuit
iooking at a subject from tvo différent standpoints. Thc Ilousc
of Lords vindicatcd the riglht of an incorporated compati% to be
considcred a distinct entity apart altogether from those wiîo liad
joined in its iiîvorporation. The Lord Chancellor was %viliing to
a-ssume thit the formation of the company wvas a mere sciîemc

enabiing a i-nan* s business to be carried on iii the naine of a com-
pany%, but lie points out that the legal existence of the cornpany,
wvitii riglits and liabilities of it' own, was quite apart from tlic ideas
or sclhemes of those %vho brou-lit it into existence, iii rcadîng ail

the judgrnents in the case, it sccms as if the Court ('f Appeai and

j-f~Nl r. Justice Vaughan Wiiiiamis hiad entirely p>ut on one side the
E fundarnental idca in joint stock coinpanies, vii. :that of aiiowiîîg a
j i~nan le-i tiînatelv to carryv on business~ wh ile h in it îng hi k Iiability to

crediitor. preferring to tinkii thit if a nian formed a liîniited liabiiity
f ~Company wvali the oojct andi intent (>f ;)revcntiilg himscif fromi

being macle liable to its future creditois, lie %vaý foing ;1 descredlit-

i able action. and %vas in fact puttin- iiito operation a schicine tcu
dcfraud. Iii cîdcavouring to rec(>icilc this aspect withî the
separate existence of an incorporated coipany the Court of

IAp 1 ieal hceld t hat conipany to) he the niere niomince or a-ent of the

person c<)nt roiling its formation and îractical iv tîeated i t aud hirn
I as încrged into one frauduient actor.
t The ilouse of L.ords iii taking the oppozsitv vicw cm 1 hasized

thic fact thiat the A\ct for ;incoriporating, tiiese Colupanies appaî cîîtly
rcco4î ,.zedl (nly that artificial existence quite apart froîn tue mot ive
or conduct of individual c<rioratoi s.

lIn the recent case of 1•ai/c v. Bftr/ani the princilule uîuileýiig
the Becatty case lias bren carried a ste1) luirther, and iii it IS founîd dt
recognition of the abs 1 utc i iglit of tic J irrctors wh'ile i n office to

carry o11 the busîunc-s of the collnîuany iii ati) way tlîey cloose

1 îîovided tlîe% (o ii( h iîi il legal or ultra virus. Inii tiat case the
ected djrectoi s were chosemi really bv thecir owiî %otu-ý tý harc-

a lihîci The), liad made ft r innî.îîvears very lar ge profits, and

h i~~~iad u iriei! tlîem forward lIviicar t. o rar wNithouit cil lier foriiing

a rvýt (er resci ve, accot'n lt, ((r J i 't iblut ng t hem t() the îrlodc.
TIhe balance (>f undi. ît riiutc(i or uîidi.w n prtýfit, %%-" invested b>'


