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will interf tre where the majority of a eompany propose to benefit

themaelves at the expense of the minority: enier v. Jlooper'x

Telegraph WVorki, 30 L.T. Rcp. 209, L. Hep. 9 Ch. 350.1 Tu give

the ininority a cause of action, the majority must abuse their

Dowers so as to deprive the ininority of their rights and con-

fiscate their interesta: Dominion Cotton Mills Cempas y v. Amyot,
106 L.T. Rep. 934, (1912) A.C. 546; and see Mexander v. Auto-
ntic TelepJaome Company Limnited, 82 L.T. Rep. 400; (1900)

2 C'h. 56. Where a seheme for voluntary winding-up and amnal-
gamiation of company A and conpany B by sale and tranaferfi of their ass to a new comnpan! is unfair to the independent
rninority of A company, and is only 1, msd as regards A coin-
pa-ny by uieans of a large rnajority of shares hcld by B coi-

t ~ -pany. ivho benefit b% the seherne. the court iiill at -the instance
of the niinority of A company stop the sehere b:- rnaking a

cornpulsory winding-up order, and will not Icave the mnirity

3 I to their rernedy of being paid otit as disseiiting mneniher:

Re Consolidated Son.dh Rand Mines Deepe 100 LT. Rep. 319.
(1909) 1 (Ch. 491.

Whcni a shareholder wishes to sue. the question arises as ta

who are thc proper parties to the actioni. A rnajoritv ina% vote ini

favour of taking action, and thvii. of course. the proper J)laiIItiff

t j is the cornpaxiv. Rissell v. Waikefield Watcrivorks Coumpa ny, 32
L.T. Rep. 685, 20 Eq. 4î4. -Where there is a corporute bod '
capable of filing a bill for itseif to recover l)roperty. either froîî

t, ~ its directors o);- tffieers, or froin any othrr peirsil. thalt eorporate

F body is the propcr plaintifi. and the only proper plaintiff": Gray
v. Lei.si 29 L.T. Rep. 12, Lj Rej). 8 C'h, 1015. at p). 1050.il Whcre the aet eoîiplaincd of is alleged to be ultra vires the
cornpany or unfair to thc mninority. a sini-le shareholder eaui

r sue on behalf of hiniself anxd ail other Ph,:ix-holders execpt the
P' defivndants. ,is the forni of action is preferable to an aetion ini

t the îiame (if the conpany and then a figlit am to the rig'it to ast.
its namne: Alexaonder v. A1ulomini Telephone Comnpaîny, suppa.i
3lcnier 1. IloolNr'. Te'qr<îph lVorks, sqeao and .)I(iDoIeqill

v. Gardinier. supra. at p. 22. Where it pan lie ogtaliihed thîît


