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RECENT ENGLISH DECISIONS—SELECTIONS

articles .. ;
of th:gcgfnasj ociation direct that the business
than three l(?liny shall be managed by not less
ot be allottrZCtorsv and that the shares must
€ businec eof :)geliss than three. I thirfk
to be managed Oml)ar'{y 'cannot be said
allowed |, hge by the minimum number
absent . Y the articles, when one person is
nt; it
three,”’ t ‘Y(fllld not then be a board of
Was g ;"lz I'he second phase of the case
which theot ?WS-_ At the same meeting at
Question dro directors allotted the shares in
irector’u (;:y also elec-ted the defendant a
tion, tha’,t nder the provision in the constitu-
board mi iny casual vacancy occurring in the
ing beeng t be filled up by the board. Hav-
attendeq so electe:d a director, the defendant
then Conﬁa meeting subsequently held; he
°°ncurredn'ned the allotment to himself, he
Pany’s km an order made upon the com-
of Faisinan ers, and agreed to a certain mode
The deff ?Opey for the company’s benefit.
and join l:i ant, therefore, ac.ted as a director,
of the be in these proceedings as a member
ren hisoard. . Tl?en, after doing so, he with-
£ pay th application for shares, and refused
of them, € amount of ‘the call made in respect
ther o The question, therefore, was whe-
ity in thwas estopped frc?m denying his liabil-
he . e shares by having acted as director.
even if. _t] J. unanimously held that he was,
Plaintiffl: could. be‘ contended that under the
duly usllconstltutlon the. defendant was not
Says 'q“aI lﬁgd to act as director. Brett, L.J.,
not ciual'ﬁwm assume that the defendant was
theles, hl ed to be a (‘ilrector. Never-
fide ande af:ted as a. dlrec'tor, and did so dona
e with 'the intention of fiischarging
efendaes of director. ' I.thmk that': the
tor; 1 nt was b'ound by .hlS acting as a direc-
taken ththl§ point of view also it must.be
Self, g dat he joined in the allotment to him-
eni 1 think that he is estopped from
ying his liability.”
"RAUDULENT SoLICITOR—LARCENY ACT—DOM, 32-33 Vo
. The ]ast ) c. 2f. s. 77
is Reg. . A;:ase in this number of the Q.B.D.
. Newman, p. 706, where the ques-

tion was whether a solicitor who had been
entrusted by a client with money to invest on
mortgage, and who fraudulently appropriates
it to his own use, is to be considered to have
been entrusted “with the property of any
other person for safe custody,” within Imp.
24-25 Vict. c. 96, s. 76 (the Larceny Act),
which corresponds to Dom. 32-33 Vict. ¢
21, s 77. The court for Crown Cases Re-
served held that he was not. Stephen, J.,
«If money is entrusted to an agent on
the terms that he is to keep it by him and
then to lay it out on mortgage, I should say
that is an entrusting for safe custody within
s. 76 (Dom. s. 77); for this, Reg. v Fullagar,
41 L. T. (N. S.) 448, appears to me a direct
authority. In the present case W€ are not
informed whether money in any specific form
was intrusted, nor whether there were any
specific directions as to the keeping ot it, or
whether it was simply paid by cheque, with
possibly a current debtor and creditor ac-
count ; if the latter were the true state of
things, there could clearly be no offence
within's. 76 (Dom. s. 77). Again, there is
no evidence of what was to be done with the
money in the interval between the intrusting
and the investment ; therefore, it is impossi-
ble to conclude that it was intrusted for safe
custody during that interval.”

Of the June number of the Law Reports,
the casesin 7 P. D. 61—102, and in 20 Ch.
D. 1—229, still remain for consideration.
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SELECTIONS.

INTERNATIONAL LAW AND THE
BOMBARDMENT OF ALEXANDRIA.
The annexed letter from a leading authority

on the subject of international law, will be found

interesting by our readers. It appeared in the

T¥mes for July 17th:

To the Editor of the “ Times.” ;

SI1R,—While I cordially acquiesce in the argu-
ment of your leading article of to-day, that inter-
national law has to be ever reforged, in accord-



