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See Lewis v. Daflby, 3 O. L. IR. 301, where at p. 304, it
was said by Meredith, C.J.: " It seems to me that by your
having to admit the necessity of giving notice of action,
you cannot successfully contend against the giving of se-
curity. If yon wish to avoid giving security why not pro-
ceed against the defendants in their private capacity and
not as police constables ?"

HON. SIR JOHTN BOYD, C. FEBRUARY 28rui, 1913.

REICHNITZEII Y. EMPLOYERS' LIAIIILITY ASSURI-
ANCE CORPORATION.

4 0. W. N. 875.

lnranee-Ouarantfiv Honct e ImpIofcc J nc.iaieEiec

BoYD, P., gave judgmenilt fo>r Plalintitf for $2."O and "as îe
ani aetionon Ra i policy of insqurancee undeýr wich.1 depfendant Comipany
iiequred plainitiff froin los,, by reasion e>f the, defaklttons of defeedant
M(u1ný.i, the eil]uyee and aigient of plailitiff.

lteFerenice if eirdt LocalMstr

Action uipon a policy of insurance for $5,000 in favour
of p]aintiff, inïsuirig hîr im aainst loss by reason of the de-
fauit of his emplloyeL th(,efndn Menus.

Sir George C. Gibbons, K.C., for the plaintiff.
T. Cr. Meredith, K.C., for the defendants.

lION. SIR JOIIM ROYD, C.: The justice of the plain-
tiff's dlaim commends itself, flot so the d(-fcuesq raised by
the corporation, which savour of technicality. For value
paid by the plaintiff the defendants undertook to guarantee
the honest dealing of the defendant Munns in bis conduct
of thie business of the plaintiff in Europe and et B3erlin.
The agent of the defendlants wh-o made the contract knew
thiat the essence of thle tr.ans'ac-tion was to protect the plain-
tiff and that the Dressed Casinig Comapany was substentially
a synonymi for thie plaintiif who hiad put ail the capital in
and mierely shared profits with his employee Munns to en-
courage him to greater exertion and faithfulncss. The
guarentee company had 4~o reason to suppose or understand
that their engagement was other tIen this.


