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Iii the Ileiis\,lvaniia case the tendency to exonerate from liability directors
whîî are persoîiallv free froin fraud was certainy: carried to considerable ]eiigthls.-
A riile adopted liv several Pittsburgh h)anks is adverted ta ini the opinion

The reports 'f the bank's condition nmade by the president to the directors
frolln tirle to tino'e shiwed it to be ini good condition, w'hile in point of fact it was
honevcornhilcd Nvith fratid, and its assets squandered iii Nvild spectulations. It
niav li askud.(vh did not the directors discover this by -un exarnination of the~
books T''le aiiswer is that if they lizd e.xanined everY book in the vvn, ith a

q SigleI e\:uce it iî cii tlhtv wvolld îlot lia vt f id the fraud. That exception is thei
i iivi< i l ldu.Ail the fra îls wvere dilnnp inito tiiis book and appearud
lioN\lic'rc 'l'li Te ilnd ivâd nul lvdgt'r conitaiins tlic accotints of the individ ual
dup su to i d l.Iis boo k, bv th lid es (cf a large mlajor ty <of the Pitt ) u-gl )anki
the. diutc rs art Uc iit aI lowetI t< sec. Thiis is a ride of pol ucv on the' part of înost
cit.v lxiiiks, a id t1e rcason for it is at least plausible. A director largelv nago
il) bliisilluss îiav Iliave a il un i1 îr of îi vals iii the' sainle business vho are depositors
iliitlic I ciî If lie i.,i îîcrnîitted tc c ixainirle thecir accohînts. it gives hiii ani

ad ~'ali al iî a î iiîsigýlît iliti a rival s affairs tliat few but.-,iness meni woîilcI
toluraze. H uîîî' it us a quecstuonî witli nîanv batiks w~liether to adopt this ride or

os'valmla h'u c ustc cl ers. anud tiuv geîîcrailv îîrefer the former. \\'e are flot spea k-
iig cuc' t1uW5c isi oif the rîîlt , il\ ofiu its existulîce as ocaritng îî poî the question
of' t t<îuct crs nglîgelîce. Are the\ tbuelt iegoss liegligt'ncv
Iiili cic'aii ui a ly<ok wlîicli . li the rides (cf thvir (.)\-i banik. and of four-tiftlis
if the c tiier bauks ini Puttsbuîrghî, the directors are îlot permitted to se

Tilugistof tic ucison i tlat drectr' are onilv hiable for fra nd. ior of suiclh
nî nugl igei(cu as aicîîuît s tu fraud' anîd the court fiîrtlîer cites ini support of

tue gui iral r rs i eaclîed a clecisioii cof tli bu ipreli lu (Court of the L n ited stat us
v.8pîîIdn~.141 lSi321.

3Pii riîuig to thle decuisic il] o lr oNvil State, weo dIo ilot tiîîd sîîch a lax mie of
accccîîîîtaliilitv admîilîisterecl as ini I>fiivvai l [n la v. Cary, 8.2 N.A., 6>5,
our Cocuirt (if Aplpuals cu-ticusus anil isappru ves ot tue(- doctrinîe la id doNwîî ili

SpnîsAppc'aL. 71 Peln St.,. -,N-hicli case Nvas imicli rehied on in Sticenzdc
v. I>c'>i Plimk .supra) 1c. l'anl, J., rcîîîarks: - It seeîîîs te Ile that it would be, a
înoîstrous prop1 ositic ii te lîold tlîat truîstees, iintrusted w~itli the mnanagemlent of
tlu pi <cjirtv. illterests, anld buîsîiess of citier peoiple, wlhc, divest thenîselves of
the a aîaen naid contide ini tliemu, ai-c botn îd te gi\'e oîîlv slight care to the

Pl, duties, of thecir trust, and are lhable on]l\ iii Case of gross inattention and negli-
gence. The opinion states the standard (if care adîepniiiva olw

Th'tt the truîstees of snch co-porationis aire botind to uise soi-ne diligence iii the
disuhargu of' tlicir diîties canuuot bce dusputed. All the authorities hold so.
What (ericf" cau and diliguîic'e.( are tlîev bounid te exercise? Not the highest

Zdegrue, îlot siiehu as a verv vigilant or' extreînely careful person %vould exercise.
If seeli were reqîîired it wcnild bie diffictilt te) find trustees w~ho would incur the
responsibilutv of siich trust positions. It would not be proper to answer the

et. uestion by stt'inig tile lowest degree. Few persons mrould be wilhing to deposit
nîonev in savings Imanks, or, to take stock in corporations. with the understandinig
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