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court, li.ld it was a proper question ta submit to the jury ta determine wbhe ir
the coppering of a vessel for an inteaded voyage ta the. Mediterranean,ordered

by te mrie liingat Liverpool, teowner living et Ipswich, was nlot noces.
sary andwhata puden ownr, f prsont lo nt have ordered, and, the.j jury having found botii questions for the. plaintiff, he refused to disturb the.

verdict, Pnd h.ld tho owner licund by the. maiter's contract. In Arthuir v.
Btirmit, 6 M. & W. 138 (t840), Lord Abinger hld that the. question as to
the. owner's liability for manoy borraw.d for necessaries by the master of a
coasting vessel frorn the 1jiaintiff, who resided at Swansea, the. owner residing
at P>ort Madac, in Merionethshure, was a question for the jury, and lie laid

t ~ down the. principles as follows "Under the. generai authority that a malter
of a slip lias, lie may make contracts and do ail tliings rieeessary for the due
prosecution of the voyage in whidii the. ship was engaged, but this daes not
usualiy extend to cases where the owner himneif can personally interfère in the

F ~ bonie port, or in a part in whichli e lias beforehand appoitited an agent, who
can personally interfère il, do the. thing required. Therefare, if tiie owner or
lis persanal agent b. at the. port, or so neat it as ta b. reasonably expected ta
interfere personally, tle master cannot, unlesi specially auîiiorized, or unleas
theie b. some u5ual custom of trade warranting it, pledge the owner's credit
at ail, but must leave it to him or h'- agent ta do wliat is necessary. But if
tii. vessel be in a fortign port waere the. owner bas no agent, or il in anl
English part, but a distance (rom the owner's residence, and provisions or-
tiiings require ta b. providt-d immediateiy, then the. occasion authorîzes the.
niaster to pledge tlie credit af the. owner." In Stehrnus v. Gent, 2 Q.B. 431
(zFjz), the. ownerescaped iiabiiîy, but iargeiy on the ground that the. plaintiff
in that case set up in evidence wlat amnounted to a special authority from the
owner ta the. master, but the. court feund that the. conditions of the. speciai
autharization lad nat been foliowed, and tînt there was fuil opportunuty for
conîmunicating wîîl the owner. In IUltlttv v. Fiehieel, 7 Moare's V.C. Cases
39z thie nvner was held net liable liecause lie was in actual conîmiunicatin
widîh tii. master by telegrapii, thougb the slîip was in a foreign part, and the
maîster signed a bottomry bond for repairs, and ftir disciiarging and relcading
cargo, liithout lis exprpsF autiiority, which couid have been asked for.,uu
v. Roberts, L.R. 9 C.P. 331 (1874), cites, Arthur v. Bar/on, and affirms and
approves of the. judgment in tlat crase as a correct and proper exposition of
the. iaw.

1 lave, threfor,, conte ta the. ct-aclusion uliat, in the disbursetients by
the. master fer proviuions, fuel, and certain otiier repaire%, 1be only acted as an

J ordinary, prudent man wouid have acted lad he been thore dealing witli the
samie difficulty, He4 procured liii d,'tily necessary supplie& under various

t heads on credit, and, ander ail the. circumstances of th. case, and looking to
the nature of tle e;.nployrnent of the bVat, 1 amn of tiie opinion that the. maliter

T must b. hold tu have hadt implied autliority (rom tii. avner te inciar the. 1;
bIiltibCt in qîtestior.

I cannot find in fâviour of the. plaintilf upon lhi alleged contract of hiringf fur the season, but, as it is adniitted that ho was iiired by the mnît and
discharged by the. morîgageées in the. l dle, h. cnnnot b. dischargcd


