of itself unlawful, notwithstanding in some caies it may be =
attended by emsumstaneea such a8 breach of eontrser, and intimi- :
dation, which would. be illegal. Moniton, L.J., seems to. be of
the opinwn that but for the smendinent cffected b? 89.40-Viet, o,
22, 8. 6, in the definition of & trade union the action would not lie, ‘
md in cousidering the effect of this case in Canada, it must be o
remembered that the amendment ir qnesnon has not been adopted
here. At the same time, if a trade union in Canada 1aust be a
combination which but for the Trade Union Aect would be an
unlawful combination, then it would seem to follow from this
case that a union of the like character to that of the defendants
! in this case would not be ‘‘a trade union’’ within the Aect,
B 3 though called a trade union and therefore a similar action to
] this might be maintained in Canada notwithstanding R.B.C. e.
125, 8. 4(1) which of course only applies to trade unions coming
within the definition of &. 2. ,

PROMIBSORY NOTE—COMPANY—SIGNATURE BY MANAGING DIRECJOR
~—PERSONAL LIABILITY.

In Chaprian v. Smethurst (1909) 1 X.B. 927, the Court of

Appeal (Williams rud Kennedy, L.JJ. and Joyce, J.) have been

unsble to agree witih the deeision of Channell, J. (1809) 1 K.B.

73 (noted ante, p. 125), It may be remeuibered that the manag-

ing director of a company had signed a promissory note beginning

““Six months after date I promise to pay, ete., as follows:

“1. H. Smethurst’s Laundr - & Dye Works, Limited, 1. H. Smet-

hurst, managing director.”” Channell, J., held that he had there.

! by made himself personally liable, but the Court of Appeal held
that he did not, and that it was simply the note of the sompany.

PracricE—SKEIP-~SUBJECT MATTER OF ACTION—PRESERVATION-—

ORDER TO BRING SUBJECT OF ACTION WITHIN JURISZDICTION—
Bure 659—(Oxt. RuLe 1096).

Steamship Now Orleans Co. v. London P. M & @. Ins. Co.
{1909) 1 K.B. 948. This was an action on a poliey of marine
insurance as for a total loss of the vessel insured. The vesssl in
question was lying in Bingapore harbour. The defendants ap-
plied under Rule 659 (Ont. Rule 1086) for leave at their own
risk and expense to bring the vessel to Engiand. Bray, J., was
of the opinion that he had no jurisdiction to maie such an order,
but the Court of Appeal (Farwell and Kennedy, 1.JJ.) held
that the order should be made both for the ‘' preservation’’ and
‘“inspestion’’ of the property in question in the action,




