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doing s0 involven no breach of contract on their part. The other
two defendants were the chairmlan and general secretary of the
unionj, but it did flot a'poar that they were parties or privies ta
Allen's action. Tht. jury fouind that the defendant Allen had
tnaliciously inducedl the GlizngaIi Cominy to dism'isq the plain-
tff, id to abstain lrom emrpioving theni aga in but that the
other dcfend ats had not authorîzed him so to dIo, and they as-
sessed the plaintifs' damages at t'.2o elich. Th.i defendants other
than Allen wvcre soughit to be malle lable for Alleti's acts on the
ground of their beirig inembers of the union, and as such arswer-
able for his acts. But hemuiiI, J., wlîile giving judgin ii
favour of the phiintiffs agaitist A\len, dI;stiissedl the action against
the other dufundants wvith costs, and bis deisiMI WaSi aftirmcd
by the Court of Appeal (Lord ELshivr, M.R.. anid Lopes and Rig-
by. -jj .'). The position of Alleni with regard to the othet inemr-
liers <lf the unio wî~~as belid not to be that of agent or servant, but
ratl -v that of a principal. wltoie ortiers th bu tlbur ruiers had
Iliilid ttbuniiselLh ut obey.
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T'he case of OiXcil v. .1 mstneu, îî8o95t 2 Q.B. -,c, is
interusttîng a-; estibi ish ing a pointt of getiet-il interest, to the
utflt<t that w burc a 1llzlster- utc:va sts tLm dalanývr zit tElid ig hi.;
servaltts ) l<il Lt t lie lattî r i:. C.tit itlul to (;ilit bis v~1IloV.-
mîent , au< til ret vvr tIR' « t1i' ' fi<t the flie tilic (.r lit, ct 'ritiact.

I n tbvý pnrisent case, thbe pla ii.t itf %vas euî p)lo\t<t ; 'a !%ysa î:

t bu agents of tii., Jalmllvse <' vrrw t t :o t a toriiedo
sb ip frontl the T'vne to Yo< koana. Aft'.'r thlev v agu badl been
liartly a ecomupiisbed. ý< ai waas îlecl,îrcdi let\Ntti C hin and
j ta nii %vitureulpon thbe phlt uttiff reftiscd to conti nnue thbe vova' g

ac brouglit th icdtiim to t <c< <ver thbe(n aid ;i:t ut of
uh ich Lord Russell, C .J.. at1 d lIaneus, J ., affirnîing a Coutlvt

Court j udge, hulil he va2 eut itlvul to dou.

Robitis v. Gîrîv, (1895) 2 0. ;' 78. «as a questicDu of init-
kweper's lien:; antd the point in coiitro\versv M:'s <%I1he'r the

ba3n attached on govds of a t bird iiurso'n. sent t? trgoest at the
dvfendant's inti for sale, ai kmi v'u b' the d1fit,fiant u,. bülomng

to a thirdi person. l'le lien - -'as clainici for' 1, :-rd
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