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under the Act that the defendants were liable for the expense
of board and maintenance and conveyance home cf the seaman
:r question but not for any surgical or mnedical expenses, and .

jat une1er the Act it is only where the seaman is suffering from .,

L 'y iliDets nxot being venereal disease or due to his own wilful
act, deiault, or misbehaviour, that the shipowner is hiable for
niedical attendance.

SIII-GENERAL IVERIGE-EVIDENCE-ONUS 0F' i>ROFr-SE4-
WORTHINESS.

Lindsay v. Klein. (1911) A.C. 194 rnay lie bricfly noticed.
The action was by shipowners to recover from the cargo owners a
contribution v,' general average for damage to the ship and ex-
penses occasioned by its having to go into port and discliarge and
reload the cargo. The House of b-ords (Lord Lorcburn, L.C., and
Lords Shaw, Kinnear and Dundas), affirming the First Division
of thie Scotch Court of Sesion, held that the onus of shewing
that the ship was seaworthy at the commencement of the voyage,
wau un the plaintifl's. and having failed to disehkirge that onus
the action failed.

à[ASTER AND SERVANT-SLANDER DY SE;RVANT-Li.IAIITY OF' MAS-
TER FOR SLANDER UTTERED BY SERVANT.

Gla,,;goii v. Lorirner (1911) A.C. 209. This wvas a- action
b.-onglt by the plaintiff against the City of GIlasgow to recover
daniages in respect of a siander by a tax colîetor, einployed hy
the defendants. The plaintiff allegied that the collector in ques-
tion went to the plaintiff's house to deniand paymcnt of taxes,
and she produced a receipt for 7s. 6d., %vhichi the collector then
declared had been altered from thi- suin of 4s. 6d. for whicli
it liad been made ont, and when the plaintiff dcnied the charge,
he thireatened to lodge an informnation with the police atuthorities,
whicli would resuit in lier being put ini gaol for threc mnonths for
forgcry, and that lie repeated the siander in the house of a
nceiglibour of the plaintiff. The Scotch Court of Session held
that the averments were relevant, but the House of Lords (Lord
Loreburn, L.-C., and Lords Kinnear, Atkinson, and Shiaw) wcre
unanimnously of the opinion that they -disclosed no cause of action
and that the tax collector liad no authority fromi the defendants,
express or irnplied to express any opinion as to tlie genuineness
of the receipt.


