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ALI EN-NÀATIO.NALITY-S 3N BORN ARAD O'F NATU1KALIZED
BRITISP SEBJEC1T.

Thc King v. The àSupfrinLiedel of Albany SI1. Police .Station
0915) 3 K.B. 716. The question in this case was whether a
person born in Germanv:ý in 1884, whose father was a natuu ihized
Br-tish subject, was siso, a British subject. If his father were
a r1atural-l)orn British subject, the son would also (under 4 Geo. 2
c. 21) have bee'n a British subject, but that Act and the Act
of 1772 (13 Gea. 3 c. 21) were held by the Divisional Court
(Lord licading, C.J., and Darling and Lush. JJ.) flot to apply
to the childrpn or grand1c1ildren of npzturaiîzed B3ritish subjeets,
but only to thosc of natural-born British 'subjects. It was, there-
fore. held that the applicant was pot a British subject, and was
properlY interned as an alien enemy.

MEIRU*AN».-DISE-FALSE TRADE DESCRIPT'ION-" NORWECJA-, SAR-
DINES'-5CG-51 Vu-r. c. 2-.SXc. 146, s. 489).

Lcii;y ý-. Wlatsoni f1915) 3 K.B. 731. This wvas a prosecution
for selling goods with a false trade description. The good., in
question were marked "Norwcgian sardines." Sardine is the
French Riame for pilchard. Thu,, goods in questien were flot
r,"charits, but l)risliflgs, a Norwegian fish similar to the sprat,
and it %vas lield that thiîz w-as an offence against the Act (,50 & 51
Viet. c. 28>, arnd flot excused under sý. 18.

AD?.!IRALTY-SALV-AGE--'C)NTRAU,(T OF TOWAGE-" NO CURE, NO
PAY, NO SALVAC.F' -LIABILTY 0F CARGO OWnNflR FOR SiLVAGE
-PROTECTION 0F SEANIEN AGAINST ABANDONMENT 0F RIGHT
TO SALVAGE-MIERCHANT i}pIN;ACr. 1894 (5-i-58 VICT.
60, s. 1,56.

The Lcon Bhi'i (1915) Pl. 2%). This wa.s au action by the
owner, i.g.ste-r and seamen of a tug to recover a claim for salvage
against the owners af the cargo on board the Le-on Blum. Tfhe
tug hiad mad1e a contract for toning this vessel, an.d ,lhr' owners
ef the tug lhad agreý-d that thev woul<I perform the contract on
the terms "No cure, no pay, no salvage charges." While the
vessel was iii tow, bier position 1)eCame criiical, and suilvage ser-
vices were rün(Iered by the tug. The owners of the cargo claimed
to 1w entitled to *ýhe 1,enefit of the contract made withi the owners
of the vessel, but the Court of Appeal (Eady, Phillimore, and
Bankes, I,.Jd'.) held, affi;ming the judgment of Evans, P.P.D.,
that the-y were not so erititled, l)ecaus- the eontrart (11( nrot pur-
port to be made for thern or for their Iw-i.but solely withi


