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pany an alien eliemy, and, therefore, that it waB entitled to
prove its dlaLm.

SHip--BiwL 0F LADiNoG-ExcrPToN&--O'ENER&L SHIP-LOht1iNG
AT DIFFERENT PoRT-RiGET To iti-sTow cARo-DA.L.ozF
OCCASIONED IN"COURSE 0F RE-STOWING.

Bruce MVaerioý Co. v. Houlder Line (1917) 1 K.B. 72. This
was an action by ovîners of -a part of a cargo, for damages oc-
casioned thereto in the follo;riSg circuinstauces. The cargo in
question was shipped on a general shiip which carried cargo for
various ports. She took on part of her cargo at Antwerp, and
tFen procceded to London, ând, took on the plaintiff's cargo.
The bill of ladin,- therefor exoepted,, inter dlia, damnages arising
from bre8kage. The vessel then proceeded to Newport, to take
on more cargo. It was found necessary for the sdfe voyage of
the ship t.hat two large cylinders of the plaintiff's cargo siiould
bc taken out of the hold where they have been placed, and re-
.t-owed in another hold. For this purpose they were temporarily
plared on the quay, and while there were daznaged. Thle evidence
sheived that this method of dealing with the cargo in case of a
general ship wes quite usual. Rowlatt, J., who tried the case,
thought that the defendants m ere flot entitlcd to take the cylinders
out cf the hold for the purpose of re-stowing: themn, therefore,
that the (1(fendants were not protected by the exception in the
bill of lading; but the Court of Appeal <EadJy, and Bankes, L.J.J.,
id Laiwrence, !.) unauixnnu.-ly rcvcrsed his decision, and the

tCvtiOfl MftS (hsiseçlFd.

(RMINAL LAW-IIIGH TREABoN-AIDING TH4E KING'S ENEMIS-
ADHERENCE WITIIOUT THE PEALm-TREASON Aci,, 1351
('25 EDw. 3, STAT. 5, c. 2).

The King v. Casemenl (1916) 1 K.B. 98. This will probably
hverfcafter constitute one of the leading cases on tlic subject of
higli treas-on. The accused w-as indicted under thc'Treason Act
of 1,351. His alleged offence being, that being a British subject
lie had gone Io Cernianv in. tixne of i.~,and there endeavourcd
te indure certain sul>jects of Ilis Maje.siy, there prisoners of war,
to join the arr-ned forces of the enemy. It wv contended that
this act , aving been conuniitted out of the reahîn was net treason
within the Act, and not triable in Eng!and, but flic King's Bench
Division (Lord1 Reading, C.J., and Avory, ani Horvidge, JJ.)
and thc Court of Criniinal Appeal (Darling, B3ray, Lawrence,
Scrutton, and At.kia, MJ.) unanirnou.4lv agreed that the effence
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