
of itasI iewful, n tit.ddnt lù wme çaae 1* m# be
attended by ofroumatances uo -a breae eo eonttr,-ad intimi-
dation, whieh would. b. illégal. Moultozi, LiJ., s eem to b. o!
the. opinion thm t but _for the. amaduiit-efeed.d b7 89-40- viet .
22, &.6, in the defnitio of a trade union the aotion-would, net Ute,
and in coa2idering the effect of thla ame in Canada, it mut 4e
remembred'that the, andment ir~ question hasinct hemn adept.d
heme. Atthee.aime, if a tade union in canu a uet be a
combination which but for the Trade Union Act would b. au
unlawtul combination, then it woiild seem to tollowr fretu this
eaue that a union o! the like oharacter te that ot the defendants
in this case would flot b. "a trade union " within the, Act,
thougli called a trade union aud therefère a "Wiia mtion to
this miglit be maintained in Canada notwithstanding B.B.C. c.
125, a. 4 (1) which of course only appiies te trade unMins comm;g
within the dellnition ut a. 2.

PaOMMsoaY XOTE--COMPANY--SONATUMI BY MÂNAGUqG nMuCýiOP
-PMRMONL LZABuîTY.

In Chapmn v. Smetktirtt (1909) 1 K.B. 927, the. Court of
Appeal (Williams P.aid Kennedy, L.JJ. and Joyce, J.) have heen
iýnab;1e to agre. with the decision of Channell, J. (1909> 1 KAB
73 (noted aute, p. 125). It may be remew1 bered that the manag-
ing director of a oompany had signed a promiasory note begnning
" Six months atter date 1 promie te pay, etc., aM folova:
" I. H. Smethurst 'a Laundr -& Dye W<>rke, Limited, 1. H. Smet.
hurst, managing director. Channeil, J., held that lie had there.-
by made hinisef personally liable, but the Court of Appeal held
that lie did not, and that it was simply the note et the. company.

PRÂOCTIE-SIP--SMEC MATTER OF ÂOTIOS--PRPEMVTIO-
Osuma To ERING 8uBEn7I 0F ÂVTiON WiTHfli JURMSIOTON-
Rutia 659--(Owr. Rum19)

Steas.Mp New Orleanis CJo. v. London. P. M &~ G. 1%8. CJo.
(1909) 1 K.B. 943. This wss an action on a polioy of marine
insurance as for a total Iona o! the veesel insured. The veamel in
question wau lying In Singapore harbour. Me defendants ap.
plied under ule 6W9 (Ont Rule 1096) for leave at their own
riak and expenue te bring the. vewll *4> Ingland. BMa, J., was
of the opinion thut h. hau! ne jiuîiadcti te rnake sncb au rder,
but the Court of Appeal (Pmrwel and Kennedy, 14J.) held
that the order sbould b. made both for the " preserrtion " and
"inspection" of the property in quctÎou n uthé action.
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