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doing so involvea no breach of contract on their part. The other
two defendants were the chairman and general secretary of the
union, but it did not appear that they were parties or privies to
Allen’s action. The jury found that the defendant Allen had
maliciously induced the Glengall Company to dismiss the plain-
tiffs, and to abstain from employing them again; but that the
other defend ats had not authorized him so to do, and they as-
sessed the plaintiffs’ damages at £20 each.  The defendants other
than Allen were sought to be made linble for Alleu’s acts on the
ground of their being members of the nnion, and as such answer-
able for his acts.  But Kennedy, J., while giving judgment in
favour of the plaintiffs apainst Alen, dismissed the action against
the other defendants with costs, and his decision was affirmed
by the Court of Appeal (Lord Esher, M.R,, and Lopes and Rig-
by, L.JJ.).  The position of Allen with regard to the other niem-
hers of the unior was held not to be that of agent or servant, but
rathor that of a principal, whose orders the cther members had
bound themsely es to vbey.

SHEP=SEAMAN - CONTRACT U1 sERVEH E=INUKEASSD DANGER RESPITING FROM
BROTARVIION OF WaAK - UNvositerad vovaak - R 1o waaces,

The case of O'Neil v, danstrongy, (1895) 2 Q.B. 7o, is
interesting as establishing a point of general mterest, to the
effect that where a master ineresses the danger attending his
servant’s cruploviients the fattor s entitled to quit his employ.
ment, and to recover the wages for the tull time of s contiact,
In the present case, the pliititf was emploved ws a seamsa by
the agents of the Japanese Government to nav sate a torpedo
ship from the Tyne to Yokohama, After the voyage had been
partly accomplished. war wias declared between Chinae and
Japan. whereupon the plantfl refused to continue the vovage,
an t bronght the action to recover the Tull anonnt of wages,
which Lord Russell, CJ. and Charles, J.oatirming a County
Conzt judge, held he was entitled to duo,

INRKEEPRR —LAEN OF INNREEPRR ON @O0 oF PHIkD PRI,

Robins v. Gray, (18q3) 2 QB 28 was a questicn of mnn.
keeper’s lien; and the point in controversy wes whether the
lien attached on goods of a third person, sent to + paest ut the
defendant’s inn for sale, and knova by the defendant to. belong
to a third person.  The lien -was claimed for bored ond




