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Wisviio v. Blcarres Mrook C~o., (1S9 3) 1 Q.B. 422, was an action
broiught by the plaintifs. a-ainst one of two joint contractors, the
oth-.r beîng a foteigner rcsid-cnt out ofthe jurisdiction. Ti-e de-.
fendant applied to have his co-c,'mtra-ctor added as a dcfendant
but the Court of Appeai (Lord Esher, MI.R., and Bowen and
Siiuith, L.J J.) affirmed the decision of Day and Collins, JJ., that
under Ord. .\vi., r. ii (Ont. Nule 3),the defenidant \v'as not
entitled as of righlt to have the other joint contractor added as
a defendant, and that Linder the cirnîxxnstanccs, as a ina'tter of
-discretion, the court ought not to order hini to be added.
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11VitUed v. Galbraidth, (r893> 1). 431, is another case upon
the construction of Ord. xi,. r. i (ý;) (ont. Rule 271 <g) ). The
action was broughit Linder Lord Canipbell's Act to recover
damages for causing the death of the plaintiff's husband. The
%vrit wvas in the first instance served on Galbraith & Co., w~ho
wvere shipbrokers, carrying on business in London. The de-
fendants, Dunlop & Co., were the owners of a vessel, the Qucen;
Adelaide, on which the deceascd v"as killed bv falling dowvn a
hatchway. The eeceased wvas a servant oî a dock company em-
ployed by Galbraith & Co. to unload the vessel. The plaintiff
having obtained leave tc' serve Dunlop & Co. out of the jurisdic-
tion, these defendants then moved to set aide the writ and
service; but Lord Coleridge. C.J., and Hawkins, J., refused the
application, holding that Dunlop & Co. wvere properly made
parties under Ord. xi., r. i (g) (Ont. Rule 271 g)
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In Teinperton v. Russell, (1893) 1 Q-13. 435, a.n unsuccessful at-
tempt wvas made to stretch the provisions of Ord. xvi., r. 9 (Ont.
Rule 315). The action wvas brought against the presidents and
secretaries of several trades' union societies, as representing not
only theinselves, but ail the mrnbers of each of the societies, for
maliciously procuring persons to break their cont racts with the
plaintiff, The judgment of the Court of Appeal (Lord Esher,


