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fund, his stock benefited ; but there was no market for it. He
could flot seil1 because his purchaser would be in the same position
as himself, for could hie exercise the slightest control over the way
in which his money wvas being uscd.

In noting the resuits on Cumpany law of these three cases it may
be said that the Salomon case recognizes the absolute detachment
of the corporation frora the character, aimns and ideas of the
corporators. l'le Beatty case shows the controllirig înfluence of
thc sharchoiders' votc. The Buriand case emphasizes the complete
pow er of the directors, betw.een the sharcholders' meetings, to deal
with the comnpany's affairs, and the hclpless position of minority
sharelhoiders ini a company whcre the capital is closely hceld, and
wvhcre the directors and majority sharchoiders arc the same people.

FRANK HJODGINS.

PA] Y.1/ENT BF CHE QUE.
A correspon;dent obligingl) points out tliat thc Court of

.\îvcai in Mason, v. .7,'hns.:on, 2o Ont. App. 412, has dccidcd that
%vherc a cheque for less than the arnounit clairncd by il creditor is
sc-nt to himi bv his debtor and made payable to order, and it is
cxlprcssliy stated in the clicque itself to be "in fui! of amoutit duc,'
the creditor inay, nevertheless. retain and cash the cheque wvithout
being c>tuppcd froin -shIoitng that lie acccpted it offly as part pay-

\Vc nmav r)bscî ve, hio%%evcr, tlîat althoughi the Court of
Aj'pea %vas of the op)inuion that the Case was g<)verned by, Day v.
M.-Lea. 22 Q.B.D. 61(,, yet there wvas a distinction 'oetwcen the
two cases. Il Diii' v. A4!cLea the cheque was not on it, face
exlire»cdi t bc in fuil ofali demands. Th'le statenient that it w~as

i~i' sent iii >cttlemnett was contained in a collateral document to w~hich
the crcditors hiad not made thcmseives parties. Maclennan, J. A.,
it is truc, says "the indorsement on the draft hiad no more effect
than whlat %vas stated in the letter, that it wvas to bc taken in fuill."

But %vith gicat respect to the Iearticd judge, it appears to us that a
cre<Iitor %vlio indorscs a document stating that a sum of rnoncy
thervin nicitiwned is to bc paid iii full of ail dcmands, commits
liiiieif t<) that statement iii a w~a> which lie would not do if lie

rnierekI i-cciived a ictter t'rom his debtor saying the draft or cheque
i ~%v: as >C1t Mi full of afl deînands. Ili the latter case lie may, be we'lI
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