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hands the general powers of managements, subject only 
to the control of the Company. Therefore he primarily 
had power to do all the things that he thought fit, in­
cluding the employment and discharge of servants. In 
the execution of his duty if any act of his was not approv­
ed by the Company it would be open to them, no doubf, 
to supersive his action, but under the resolutions of Feb- 1 
ruary 1913 all initiative is taken away, and he cannot do 
a single act without the approval ;in writing of the Presi­
dent, to whom the directors have delegated their powers of 
control. It is impossible to think that the duties which 
the respondent would be called upon to discharge under 
a contract containing such provisions bore any close re­
lationship to those specified in the contract under which 
he entered into the service of the Company.

Shortly before or after the passing of these resolutions 
a question arose as to the dismissal by the respondent of 
two employees of the Company, and if the matter had 
rested merely on that, and nothing further, there might 
be something to be said for the appellants’ contention 
that this was a dispute with regard to an act of manage­
ment over which the Company had control; but associat­
ed with that question was the question which the respon­
dent immediately raised as to the position that he occu­
pied by virtue of the resolutions, and on the 4th Febru­
ary, 1913, he writes a letter in which he makes the fol­
lowing statement:—

“ Now I regret to state that I positively refuse to sub­
mit to these resolutions of the 3rd February instant,
“ which, in my judgment, cancels (sic) in its essential 
“part my engagement of the 14th July, 1909, and sub­
stituted in its place a new contract entirely different 
" from the first.”


