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Ail CommunicaUiom intended for Tts CitioacLx must bc.% bhand flot laler
thIn the 1oth and 2SIb et the month to,.ecure Insertion.

In accordance wvith our aniual custoin, we did flot
isse Our August nld-iuontx nuniber, iii order to enjoy

a rest iii the hot weather, %vhich is peculiarly ti-ying to
tose engaged iii journalistic labors, to svbom the old

and the very wvise saying "lAil work and no play niakes
jck a dîtil boy " applies witl ail the force experience

E cati inpart. WVe hope our fiends bave been so
absorbed by their holiday enjoyments as not to have
ndssed the niid-month, nuunber. They ivili, -wc trust,
find this issue to makze ample amends by its extent,
variety, and interest.

THF, prelixninary beaTing of the
Tie Union ltank, case against the directors of the
Newfourull*ad. Union Bank, Newfoundland, for

inalfeasance in office, is eliciting evidence very damag-
ing to their business reputation, and utterly destructive
of itas bankers. Their advances to their own fims were
excessive, and to others of amazing magnitude. Tbree
insolvent firms were indebted to the bank $1,635,000.
Instead of building up a strong Reserve Fund, at one
time $x125,000 out of titis reserve was distributed to the
shareholders for additional shares%, at a later date $19o,-
000 was taken for distribution, and at another time
$4o,ooo. The whole business seems to have been con-
ducted in the interest of a few large firns, the anuounts
of wvhose respective indebtedness was enormous, consi-
dering how lirnited were the bank's resources. The
concentration of the business of the Island in the hands
of a few firms with Euglish connections has long been
the bane of Newfoundlaud, and the policy pursued by
the Union Bank seeins to have aggrevated the nuischief.
The directors have been committed for trial wvhich, in
itself, is a heavy punisbment, more especially for the
one who is a rnember of the local goverument.

TiuiE Suprenie Court of Penusyl-
A1terluguZ vania gave judgnîent last uhonth,

1'toisilsIMlry N~ote. wvhich is a warning agaînist nxaking

alterations in a promissory note. The holder of a
note sued the maker in a lower Court, and securcd
judginent on it, the plea that the note had heen altered
without assent of the maker beîng set aside as the
mal;er adnîitted bis liability for the principal. The
alteration consisted in the -%vords beîng added, Il wit1î
interest at six per cent.," whicli were placed on the
ntote by the payee. The defendant, the nuaker of the
ntote, does not appear to have objected to pay inter-
est, but lie took the ground that, as those words hiad
been added without bis express rissent, the instrument
was învalid. Trhe judgment ofthe Supreme Coutt wvas
very ernphatic. Such alteration of a note as increased
the liability of the mnaker without bis rissent wvas con-
denined as a crnîniinal forgery. As the holder of the
note wVas no0 party to the transaction, being, as is said,
"lan innocent holder for value," it was urged that, as
lie ony wislied judgnitnt for the principal, andi -%isbed
tbe wvords, Ilwith intérest at six per cent.," to be disre-
garded by the Court, lie ouglit to secure a verdict. The
Suprenie Court demurreti strongly to such a course as
the judge said: IlIf sucli were the law, forgeries by
alteration -%vould be protected by the law," asjudgnient
would have to lie given ou an instrument wvbich had
been vitiated by the change stated. 'lue ntote, being
inv'alid and illegal, had no standing in a Court of Iaw,
and the compromise proposed cGulti ne. lie entertained.
Chitty in bis Treatise on Bis declares that a drawee
ouglit muot to receive a bill which bhas the least appear-
ance of alteration. There are several decisions on
record whicb sbow that bankers wlio discount notes
bearing any sign of alteratidn mun a great risk, as the
unaker may repudiate- bis liability for sucli a changed
instrument. The burden of proving that the niaker
miade or assented to the alteration is thrown upon any
banker who discounts an altereti note, or upon any
otber innocent holder, wbieb is a very difficult niatter.
Wben notes bore stanups it was usual to be more eau-
tious in drawing, bis than is nowv the case, as mistakes
were expensive. The decision given above suggests
tbe necessity of having notes re-drawn which bear sign
of baving been altered in date, or terni, or amount, or
by any addition affecting the maker's liability.


