
AN<D AGENT-.iMASTIER 01? SHIP.

Baion»voll v. Gllchrest (z8gx), 2 Q-1. 310. is an interesting case on the law of ~
principal and agent. The defendant Furness wvas o.wrer of a ship which he haît
chartered to hie co-defendn'.nt, Gilchrest. 13y the charter party it was provided
that the captain, officer, (except the engineer), and crew, should be appointed
and paid by the charterer, and they were in f-ct r-o appointed and paid. The

~-charter party reserved to the owner sumfcient space for ship's of$cers, crew,
tackle, and stores ; and it -,as also thereby provided that the captain should be

runder the orders of thc charterer, and that the latter should idemnify the
owNner froin ail liability arising from the captain signing buis of lading. The
plaintiffs, w~ithout having any notice of the existence of a charter party, shipped
on board a quantity of cotton under bills of lading, somne of wvhich were signed
by the captain and the rest by a firm of Ross, lKeene & Cc,., whe acted as the
charterer'sagents at the port of shiprnent; but in the bis of lad ing they stated
t ". 'hernselves to be " agents," but did flot state who their prinicipals were. The
cotton was lost at sea under circurnstances flot excepted by the bills of lading.
The question Nvhich Charles, J., was called on to decide was whether the owner
was hiable for the loss, and he carne to the conclusion tFat he was, on the ground
that, although he did not actually authorize the captain or agents, yet he
"allowed them to appear before the world" as his agents, and was therefore

liable to the plaintiffs, who contracted with the apparent agents in a inatter
Nvithin 'the apparent scope of the agency.

DErAM'ATION-SLA14DER-PUVILEGr>D ,;MMtNICAT 0N

Stiart v. Bell (1891), 2 Q-13. 341, was an action for slander. The plaintiff s
was the valet of the celebrated explorer, H. NI. Stanley, and had accornpaniedn
his miaster on a visit to the defendant, %vho Nvas a magistrate and mayor of the
town of Newvcastle, The chief constable of the town showed the defendant ap
letter he had received froin the Edinbargh police, stating that the plaintiff was i
snspected of stealing a watch while at an lidinburgh hotel, and suggesting thatg
cautious inquiry should be rnade, so a§ flot ta injure the plaintiff, to abcertain 2
%whether the plaintiff was in possession of the property. The defend&nt did not
niake any inquiry, but Just4 before Mr. Stanley left Newcastle he inforrned him
privately that there had been a theft in the hotel, and that suspicion had fallen x
on the plaintiff. A iÏew days afterwards the plaintiff was disrnissed from 1118 ern-

~ loyrnent on the ground that he had been suspected of dishonesty. The judg
at the trial directed the jury that the communication was not privileged, and 60
they asséssed the damnages at £25o0; but on appeal the tnajority of the Court of ex
Appeal (Lindley and Kay, L.JJ.) were of opinion that the occasion was privi.

leeand that in the absence- of proof of malice the defendant was flot liable. r
Lopes, L.J., however, dissented, and agreed with WVills, J., who tried the case. f M
The niajority of the Court base their- conclusion on the groiind that the corn-

S munication was nmade in discharge of.a Ilmoral and social duty," which Lindiey,
~L.J., defines tg be Ila duty recognized by English people of ord.inary intelligence


