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P.8.—Tbe following extract from Lord
Young's decision requiring Mr. Henderson,
one of the defenders, to pay to the Onmpaxy
£10,000 promotion money he re^^elved from
the vendorM Is worthy ~>t }our peru<)al. ihe
shareholders will recollect that all the origi-

nal directors, with the excr-ption of Mr. Wil-

son, received promotion money ns well as

iMr. Henderson whose £10,000 Lord Deas said,

oould not, *' be called by any other name than
that of a bribe."

[BXTRACT FROM LORD TOUNO'3 DUCISION.]
" I regard the case as a veiy clear and even

" gross case for the application of a familiar
" and well settled rule of law. And with re-

<• spect to the remedy (which I have here
*• gly«'u to the extent asked), I desire to say
" that I am not of opinion that the law affords
" no larger and more complete remedy tban
" depriving the trustee of the profits which
" he has personally made. If a private Indl-
" vldual should discover that bis factor or
" agent bad betrayed him Into the purehase
" of a property, effected on his advice and
" through his lnstrum*^ntallty, In pursuance
" of a secret agreement with tho ».eller to
" share that price with him, I am not of opln-
" Ion that the remedy Is confined to compel*
* ling such factor or agent to give up so much
" of the price as he had received. On th4 cou-
" trary, I incline as at present advised to
" think that any one who discovers that he
" has thus been defrauded may. If so minded
" repudiate the purchase altogether, and seek
" oomp ete redresa against both the seller
" who seduced his agent and iheag>^nt who
"faithlessly yielded to the seduction. A.

" Company is In no different position with
" respect to its directors ; and If It sliould ap-
" pear that a party having property to sell

" tempted the directors of a Company by per-
" sonal bribery to buy It for the Company, I

" cannot permit myself to doubt that the
" Company might, on discovering the fraud,
" repudiate the transaction and seek complete
" redress against ali concerned In it."

In addition to that, tiie following cir-

oular has also been issued to the share-

holders :

—

"No. 1 Threadneedle street, London, E.G.,
28rd .luly, 1878.—Dear telr,—Being a small
shareholder of the Huntington Copper and
Sulphur Compaoy, and representing several

others, I, soraed^ys ago. In Olasgow, met the
present di ector-, and hod a full exposition

from them of their contest with the old direc-

tors, with a careful and confidential discussion

of the I eansto be used for securing the Inler-

«stsof the bona ytcJefehareholdeis. It would be
unwise to publish details, but I think what
follows should be known to you, viz :—1. The
prelent directors are seriously and firmly de-

termined to proceed with the action raised by
order of the shareho'dors against the old

directors and promoters of this company, and
declare I hemoclves sa' lotted tbat they will sue-

oeeil. If supported by the shareholders. 2.

The majority at the recent meeting was pro-

cnred by means almost or altogether unpre-
ccdeutt d, namely- by the wholesale purchase
of shares which have been registfred In the

names of the relatives and friends of the old

directors. The 86 proxies In support of the

old directors represented ^8.S8 shares. Of these,

about 650 were held i>y these old directors

themselves, and only about ten others, hold-

ing scarcely 55U shares in all, held any of them
prior to May, 1877. The others, above 70 in

number holding about 7088 shares, have
bought their shares, or had theise put into

their names since t' at time,and In lots almost
uniformly of lUU shares ea<.-h, so as to magnify
thf^lr voting power. It Is curious, and can
S( arcely be accidental, that In this short period

nine Mortons (besides your o'd director of that

name) should have thought tit to acquire

exactly 1(H) shares each ; besides two Hender-
sons and two Bains, another Bain getting ouly
twenty shares—all besides the old diiectors of

these names. Some other names are also

similarly repeated lor 100 shares each. All this

Is very odd, and suggests that these people

must have some Joint, special and strong
reasons for acting In exactly the same way;
and that the other people who sold them tt o.se

shares should have kept their shares. Unless
some conslderat»le profit was to be made or

some h avy payment avoided by purchasing
these shares, they would not havb been i>o

widely and uniformly bought by so many
well-lnf rmed people. These Independent

shareholders who have kept their shares may
still look for that large profit or payment.
The object of those who directed the move-
ment has evidently been o acquire a majorl'y

of voice and so to control the company's pro-

ceedings and funds, stop the action, and get

the command of the considerable sum of

money now lying In your bank account, about
£ll,'i(K), with which a loiig dolence against

your past claims may be carried on at jour
expense. Your directors being taken unawares
at the recent meeting, were not ready w th

these singular facts, which have been learned

from a return which I requested the di-

rectors to procure. But no stat ment
or argument would have lessMied the

efTect of the proxies from this care-

fully created body of sharrh Iders. In

pre ence of such unprecedented proceedings,

It seems to be the duty and Interest of every

mdependeut shureholder to support the

presem. directors, and to refuse to sell shares

which are still being sought for. By holding
them firm, and sticking togeth r, the lu-
depudent shareholders will doubtless obtain


