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p. 583). By an agreement entered into between the plaintiff and
,defendants. a limited compan>, it was agieed that the plaintiff
8hould be the'managing director of the company mo long as he
should retain the necessary qualification and effieiently discharg-
his duties. The articles of association provided that the board of
direetore might app -ut a xnanaging director and might f£rom
time to time revoke any such appointment. Assuming to aet
under the latter-power the board of dire-etore revoked the plain-
tiff 's appoint ment; but the plaintiff stili hau thc neesary
qualiTieatioli and was efficiently diecharging hie duties. Sertit-
ton. J.. held that they had no power to revoke the plaintiff's ap-
pointment contrary ta the terme of the agreement they had miade
with him. ai'i the C'ourt of Appeal (Lord Reading, C.J., and
Knnedy and Eady, L.JJ.) have now affirined hie decielon, and
have negativ-ed the contention of the defendants that the agree- '
ment wvas ultra vires of the directors; and they held that the
power to revoke the appointment of a rnanaging diretor could
orly be exereised subjeet to the terms of the agreement they
had nmade wvith th-~ plaintiff.

SEDUCTION - MASTER ANI) SERVANT - SED17CTION 0F WIFE'S

ADOPTED DAUGHTEFR -IIOUSEHOLD SERVICES RENDERY.D BT

.%DOPTEIP DAUGHTER -ACTION B3Y WIFE FOR SEDUCTION 0FA
t

.XDOPTED DAUGHTER.

Pctcrs v. Joncs (1914) 2 K.B. 781. This wvas an action by a
wife. residing with her hushand. for ' the seduction of thc plain-
tift"*s adopted daughter. The adopted da-uglter wvas living as a
mernlwr of the husband*s houechold. and was supplied with
elothes and money wvith the husband's'money. The question iNas

wvhether in these circumstaneces the plaintiff could maintain the
action, and Avor:, J.. who tried it, held that as the action wvasI
founded on the legal fietion that a child living with the parpnt
wvas a servant. m) in the present case the adopted daughtcr while
living as a nîeinher of the household of the husband mnust be
leenied to lx* his servant and not the ser, int of hie wife. The

action therefore failed.

l)OCK-ONTuÂÇT FOR USE 0F DOCK-EXEMPTION CLAUSE-DAm-

ÂGE TO SHIP ARISING FROM UNFITNESS OF BLOCKS PROVIDET) BY

DO-CK ()wNER-LIýBiiLiTy OF DO)CK OWNER.

Pi mani .S.S. C'o. v. H101 &' Bariiçky Ry. (1914) 2 K.B. 788.
This was an action by ship owners againet a doek company for


