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pany sent what was called a "bonus dividend warrant" to eaeh
shareholder asking him to "be good enough to sign and return
the sanie whe-i the ainount will be applied in payment of £7 10s.
per share on your above named new shares. " The ' bonus divi-
dend warrant" was, of course, returned. The shareholder, the
Bondi esta-te, was now the owner of 800 shares worth £21 eachi
and ainounting to £17,200, ini lieu of the 600 shares which it held
a few days before, worth £28 10s. each, amotinting to £17,100.
The resuit was nothing more nor less than a watering of the
stock, to the extent of one-third minus a fraction. 'Nobody madt'
any money. There was no0 " fonnd nioney. " No one Ivas richer
or poorer. The property mwas more bulky. but not a penny nmore
valuable. When you add a gallon of water to tbree gallons --f
wine you have a larger qua.ntity of liquid, and iiiay inake a
bigger show; but yen have no mnore wine than you hiad at first.

Iens uirle niirlto o'ïon iny' n have referred at length to the Boiich deciuion hecause it hias

arin mrore than surprised te find that any one should considleî it to
be an authority in a case of "fonnd mioney." To my mmd ixatter

studying the decision carefully I cannot "se th--t it lias t-he .ýligh1-
est relation to or bearing uipon tHe imotter ii0w under considlera-
tion. If any one differs fromn ie iii this regard I trust tlîat lie
Nvill look into the Bom<ch case with exhaustive eare, and îiot nerelyv
glance a~t it, as those seern to, have -done, who in niy humible opiîî-
ion have iiisappXed it. There iay be othier Eîîglism deeision.s

as I have already said correetly states the Englishi law andl, tlmere-
fore, the law in Canada on this sub.ject, and wlmiell lias îîot lween
aîîd is net contravened. or in any way affected or weakenedi 1h.
the Boieh case or ainy other Englisli decisiomi. It is, thewrefore.
gmod lav to-day. This is mniy Iirst preinise. 1Aet us thieu see if
the dictumn of Mr. Justice Neville mpplies ti) 'foiiid oney


