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Wheni one accepts and hais the beniefit of the. s
another, and there is no reason why those services s
given gratuitously, ordiriarily no other conclusion canib
than that there was a tacit agreement between the pa
the services should be paid for.

But in this case' no sucli obligation shotuld b. imp1i
orcfinarily there would b. great difficulty iii finding ani
-tacit or expressed-im any case in whiich no contraiet wa
by cither party and of which each party was ignora
does not, of course, refer to obligations imlposed by law.

The plaintiff was and is a large shareholder of the d(
h. is said to have owned and yet to own about one-foii
whole capital stock; and lie is, and was duiring half of thi
wvhicli lie claimns remiuneration, one of thec defendants7

The services rendered were not of an onerous character;
not more than it might rcasonably b. expected a large st
iniiglit dIo in the interests of his comi-pany, and so indirer.
own benefit, without salary or other remuneration.

Then there are statutory provisions against pa;
dirctors of companies unless 8ucli paymient is exprn
vided for as required bythe statute; and in tbis case the C
were botùid by their own by-law 18, giving power to th(
to grant and fix the amouints of salaries of the president,
officers, etc., of the. company, imcluiding the. salaries and:
tion of s.uel officers as mnay b. directors, whether such
remuneration b. paid to themi as directors or otherwise.

The trial Judge was right in finding that tlie plaii
not reco ver on the ground that an expressed contract was

It was not contended tiat anything done under
helped tie plaintiff; but a resolution passed ait a generi
of the. uiareholders of the. comipany was relied on, and
gave the. plaintiff a salary of $204 ) Pr montli, but pa,:
"when the finances of the. cojiipany will warrant so d
this was ail that the plaintiff could rely upon in supl
claini, and as there was no evideiice that, when the .
begun, thi. finances of the company warranted pay
acetion faiuIed and should have been disiised.

For the. reasons stated by the trial Judge, tiiere waa
ini the. sharèholders, at that meeting, to pass .suiih a re
as to hind the. eompahy.

The. arnneal should b. ailowed and the. action shoi
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