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which may easily be suggested, it would be too much to hold that
a society of private persons, associated together in undertakings
which, thougb certainly beneficial to the publie, are, notwith-
standing, matters of private property, is to be deprived of tueir
civil rights inter se, because, in order to make their common
objects more attainable, the Legislature may have conferred upun
them the character of a corporation.”

The exceptions to the rule are (1) where the act done or
proposed to be done is ultra vires the company. and (2) where
there has been fraud or where the majority of a company pro-
pose to benefit themselves at the expense of the minority.

As to (1), it is obvious that the act cannot be sanetioned by
the commpany. and therefore the court can interfere: Stmpson v.
Westminster Palace Hotel Limiled, 8 HL.C. T12: Hoole v, Greal
Western Railway, 17 L.T. Rep. 453. L. Rep. 3 Ch. 262.

Vieo-Chaneellor Wigram in Bagshawe v. Easicrn Union Rail-
way, supra, speaking of aets ultra vires the company. says: A
single dissenting voice would frustrate the wishes of the
majority. Indeed, in st.ictness. even unanimity would not make
the act lawful.”’

As to fraud. Atwool v. Mcrryweather, L. Rep. 4 Eq. 464n. s a
good example. There M.. appearing as sole vendor. sold pro-
perty to the company for £7,600, of which M. received £4,000 and
W. took £€3.000. This transaction was not disclosed. and M. and
W. together had sufficient votes to secure a majority a* the share-
holders’ meeting: C1. alse Spokes v. (Grosvenor Holdd Company,
76 L.T. Rep. 679, - 1897). 2 Q.B. 124

It is not fraud for a sharcholder or a majority of sharcholders
to carry & resolution in their favour where they have an interest
in the subject-matter of the vote: Burland v. Earle, & L..T. Rep.
553. (1962) A.C. 83: c.g.. a resolution of a general meeting to
purch. ¢ a vessel at the vendor's price was held to be valid not-
withstanding that the vendor himself held the majovity of shares
in the company: North-Western Transporf Company Lamited
v. Reatty, 57 L.T. Rep. 426, 12 A.C. 589, The court, how~ves,




