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Shaw DD 130 Y9 100 nYRaaR RO .Corporations, 1961, p. 364. sec 233
& Sons (Salford), Ltd, v. Shew [1935], 2 K.B. 113

United Copper Securities Co. v. -1 (Brandeis J.) 07302 bawn ™a7axy 4
‘Amalgamated Copper Co., 244, U.S, 261, 264, 37 Sup. Ct. 509, 61 L. Ed. 1119
1 IR
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of action for damages, is like other business questions, ordinarily a matter

of internal management and is left to the discretion of directors”.
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Boyle, A Liberal Approach to Fass v. Harbottle, 27 (1964) M.L.R. .axq ¢®
603, 606: Koessler, The Stockholders Suit: A Comparative View, 46 (1946)
Col. L.R. 238, 247. .
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Schmitthoff, The Rule of the Majority and the Protection of the xy 3¢
Minority in- English Company Law, Lax Societa Per Aziomi Alle Mela
Pel Secolo xx, p. 663, 687.

(372 7 BoE) WD L3 RREY 1787/51 MR T pRIwn ChaT anwn 1
rAdustralian Coal & Shale Emplovees 1 ‘(Jordan C.J1.) 1 vowl ™At arn 12
. Federation v. Smith (1938) 38 S.R. (N.S.W.) 48
nmip o vt oy Pennington, Comtpany Law, 2nd. ed,, 1967, p. 537 myn 18

Henn, op. cit, p. 559 117 @ ™A MgOKa o
Ferguson v. Wallbridge [1935] 3 D.L.R. 66, 83 -2 14
Lattin, Corporations, 1949, p. 285 et. seq. IRD 37 wpb 18
Hiainiptaly Sy a)
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Pennington, op. cit., p. 482 30

Y@ emn B

.Berle and Means, The Modern-Corporation and Private Property (1933) nyn 82
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