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and no offensive representations of living persons shall be shown.”
Provided also “ That no film shall be exhibited if notice that the
justices {i. e. the hcensing authoiity) object to such film has
been given to the licensee.”

In censequence of the notice, the Hippodrome gave notice
to the plaintiffs that the film in question could not be, and it
was not exnibited. Horridge, J., who tried the action, held that
the meaning of the condition was that the licensing authority
might give notice of objection to any film where they had bond
fire, in the judicial exercise of their discretion, come to th> con-
clusion that the film wes objectionable ¢n :ome one or more of
the grounds mentioned therein, and that, so interpreted, the con-
dition was reasonable and valid. And that even if the condition
were unrcasonable, the plaintiffs had no causz of action because
there was no evidence that the defendants had knowingly, or for
their own ends, induced the Hippodrome to commit any action-
able wrong.  The action therefore failed. and was dismissed with
vosts as between solicitor and elient.

CONTRACT-—-IMPOSSIBILITY  OF PERFORMANCE—-PART PERFORM-
ANCE-- MCPERVENING ILLEGALITY-—QUANTUM MERUIT,

S Enolh Shippie:, Coo vo Phesphate Mining Co. (1916) 2
K.R. 624, This strikes us as a somewhat hard case, which,
thomgh it may be law, does not appear to be justice.  The facts
were that the owners of a British ship agreed to corry goods
irom Florida to Hamburg.  Ou August 3, 1914, the ship sighted
the Lizard and was warned by the British Admiralty to take
the goods to cn English port. On the following day war was
declared between Gireat Britain and G .many and the further
proseeution of the voyvage to Hamburg became illegal anc. im-
possible. The cargo was thereupon discbarged at Rancorn and
deposited with warchousemen, subjeet to a lien claimed by the
shipowners for freight. The owners of the cargo discharged the
lien under protest and took the goods, never having assented to
any alteration in the terms of the contract of carriage. The
action was brought by the shipowners claiming a declaration
that they were entitled to the freight in whole, or at all events
for a proportionate part thereof, in respect of the part of the
vovage actually completed.  Rowlatt, J., however, who tried
the action, held that the plaintifis were entitled neither to the
whole freight, nor to any proportionate part thereof by way of
quantum meruif, and the action was therefore dismissed.




