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same rea8ons. Lords Loreburn and Atkinson were of the opinion
that the action wouid nlot lie because the association was nlot a
corporation but a mere voluntary association which could neot
be oued in its own nazne; and Lords Macnaghten, Shaw, Mersey,
and Robson, heid that the action would flot lie because the bociety
waa au illegal association at common law, inasmnuch as its main
purposes were in restraint of trade, and the rules reiating te
those purp(ý.es were flot severable from the rules relating to its
provident purposes.

MARIRIAGE WITH DECEASED WIFE 'S SISTER-REJECTION FROM COM-
muN!oN-LAwFuL COURSE.

In Thompson v. Dibdm (1912) A.C. 533, the House of
Lords (Lord Loreburn, L.C, and Lords Macnaghiten, Atkinson,
Shaw, and Robson), have determined that members of the
Church of Engiand who marry their deceased wife 's sisters,

y can net properly be rcgarded by clergymen of the Church of
Engiand as "notorious evii livers." In the opinion of their
Lordships, it is an immaterial circumatance that thebecclesias-
ticai authorities regard such marriages as a breach of the Divine
law, so that according to this decision a person may be a wiiful
viciator of what the Church regards as the Dî -ne law without
being '"a notorious cvii liver.'' Sucb cases indicate the dîffi-
culty of cnforcing discipline in the Church of England. It is
hard]y necessary to say that the decision lias nlot met with the ap-
provai of the leaders of the Church.

ComANY-LEAsE B3Y COMPANY OP ALL ITS PROPERTY-POWEB OF
MAJORITY OP SUAREHOLDERS TO BIND MINORTY-63-64 VIcT.

Y,. 98, s. 1 (D.).
Dominion Cotton Mills v. Amyot (1912), A.C. 546. This

was an appeal from the Superior Court of Quebec. The ques-
tien at issue was whether a icase by a joint-stock company of
ail its property which liad been approved of by a majority of
the shareholders was binding on a dissentient minority. The
Judicial Committee of the Privy Council (Lord Loreburn, L.C.,
and Lords Macnaghten, Atkinson, Shaw, and Robson), heid that
the lease in question was within the letter of the Dominion
Statute, 63-64 Vict. c. 98, s. 1 (a), which exp ressiy authorised
the company to dispose of its miiie, and that the evidence es-
tabiished that the terme of the lease were fair, both in fact and
in intention to the sharehoiders and therefore, that the n-inority
were bound. The appeai was therefore dismissed.


