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Com pANy-DEEENTURES-ROEI VER - PRINCIPAL AND) AGENT-
P)ERSONAL LIABILITY 0F REOEMVE AND~ DEBE NTURE HIOLDERS.

Robinson Printing Co. v. Chic (1905) 2 Ch. 123 is a case
deserving of attention as it deals with the status of receivers, and
the liability of themselves and those on whose behalf they are
appointed on contracts mnade by them. Debentures of a limited
coriîpantiy gave power to the holders to appoint a receiver of the
propcrty and assets of the company and to take possession
thereof and carry on the business, seil tie property, and make
any arrangements the receiver sh.ould think expedient in the
interv9t; of the debenture holderE and apply the reeeipts in a
speeified way; but they did net provide that the receiver should
be thie aigent of the cornpany. A receiver was appointed by the
debenture holders and hc assigned te the plaintiffs certain bock
debts4 in consideration of work donc by the plaintiffs for the
coiiipiiiy. Subsequently the debenture holders appointed another
reeeiver in place of the first one, and the second receiv'er repudi-
ated the agreemnent nade by his predecessor %with the plaintiffs,
but lie agrecd to pay for certain work to lie performed hy them.
The work was done, but net being paid for, the plaintiffs sued
the company and the roceiver and debenture holders for the work
done for the second receiver, and aiso for a charge on the book
dcb)ts for thc %vork donce for the flrst receiver. Warrington, J.,
who tried the action, heId that as the receivers were not the agents
of thie vonmpany. the receivers were nlot coînpetent to bind the
company by thieir contracts with the plaintiffs, but that they
were agents for, the debenture holders;: that the receivers had
power to piedge the amsts in priority to'the debentures, and that
tho igreenient of the first receiver was valid and binding on the
del), 'tirc heiders, and that the plaintiffs were entitled to the
charge on the book debts iii priority to the debentures. H1e also,
hield that the second reeiver and the debenture holders were
persotnally liable to the plaintiffs in respect of the eontract inade
by thic second receiver; but as te one of the debenture holders
who had acquired his rights after the appoiitment of the flrst re-
ceiver . he was held to be only liable for suchi part of the plain-
tiffil' dliiii as liad accrned af ter bis becoining a dlebenture holder.

CONTRACT-TRAUEF uNION-PROCURING BREACII 0P CONTRACT-
N'ALlE'---JSTFICATIOrX.

South Wales Mliners v. Glamorgan Coal Co. (1905) A.C. 239,
whieh was known in the Courts belcw as Glarnorqan Coal Co. v.
îiuth 'Wales Miners (1903) 2 K.B. 545 (noted ante, vol, 40, p.
67). has been affirmed by the House cf Lords. The action, it
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