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frac m .Fa r Iancisc to: Vladivostok. Duriùg the currency of
the policy, w broke out between Ruma and -TP&t and the
Japanusê fleet lu thé Pacifie werà capturiug vessels, and they were
als blockading Vladivostok. The defendants telesraphed-ta
the elaaifi atifhecag were seat to, Vladivostok via Naga-

saithey would taire up thé position that the plaintiff. had deliber-
ateiy caused any lom occuioned by the perils insured which w ere
MWUe alia lon by capture. .The cargo wu therefore not sent and
the plaintifse propossd that, the cargo should b. discharged at San
Fraxicisc and sold elsewhere, and ultimately notice of abandon-
ment wus given to the défendante who refused te accept. -The
cargo wau ultimately diaclisrged at San Franciseo for sale and
delivery ait Shanghiai. ThAe plaintiffs claimed, to, recover the value
of the cargo after deducting what was realised by the sale at Shang-
hiai, on lthe ground that there had been a constructive total loss.
The defendants contended that there had been no lois by a peril
insured against. Pickford, J., who tried the action, came to
the conclusion that it was impossible to say that the cargo had
been constructively totely loat because if it had been sent te the
destinatior intended it miglit have been captured, and he there-
fore held tha. the action failed.

INSTJRANCE-PLATE (ILAs&-DÂAGi CAUSE» DIRECTLY BY OU
AJU5ING PROM CIVIL COMMOTION oit nioTiG "--BiEAUNO
WINDOWS BY DISORDERLY WOMEN.

London & Mancheate Plaie Glaaa Co. v. Hed.h (1913) 3 K.B.
411, is a case ariuing out of the disorderly behaviour cf a lais
of woxnen called "Suffragettes." The plaintiffs were insurers
cf plate glass Windows and had re-inoured sme of their riaks
with the defendant, the insurance was against dlamage caused
directly by, or arising from, civil commocion or riofing. In
Mardi, 1912, a lurge number cf seuffragettes simultaneously
broke plate glass Windows in different quarters cf London and
among them the subjects cf the insurance. The plaintiffs claimed
that this outbreak cf disorder was a civil commotion or rioting
within the ineankg cf the policy. Bucknili, J., who tried the
action, beid that there was ne evidence that the damage was cauaed
directly by, or arome frorn, civil commotion or rioting, and dis-
missed the action, and with this conclusion the Court of Appeal
(Williams, Buckley, and Hamilton, L.JJ.) agreed. The Court
adopted Lord Manafeld's definition cf a "civil commotion" as
being "an insurrection of the peqple for general purposes, thougli
it znay not amount ta a rebellion, where thone is usurped power."
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