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aa it could not be mnade liable for the criminal and unauthorized
act of its servant. On the part of the railway company the
Inter'petaiin Act 1889, s. 2, was reiied on (see R.S.O. c. 1, a. 34,
(20)), as shewing thût "persorn" ineludes "corporation," and
as a corporation would be liable in such a cas for the act of its
servants so muet an ordinary firmn be liable, theugh there be n)
mens rea. The Divisional Court (Lord Reading, C.J., and Ridiey
and Atkins, JJ.) heId that the appellants were properly convicted
and dismissed the appeal.

MERCHA1NT 5RIPPING--SEAMAN-DEsEIRTION-FAILUJRE 0F 'MAS-
TER TO ENTER IN LOG S'rATEMENT OF WAGES DlUE TO BEAMEN
49LEFT BEHIND "-MERCHANT SHiippiNG AcT 1906 (EDw. VII.
c. 48), s. 28.

Colbourne v. Lawrence (1917) 2 K.B. &~57. This wtas a case
stated by magistrates. Trhe defendant, the master of a vessel,
was sumimoned for breach cf the Merchants Shippîng Ac' 1906
(6 Edw. VII. c. 48) s. 28, whieh requires that " if a seamn belong-
ing te any Pritish ship is Ieft behind eut cf the British Islands,
the inaster cf the hip shal . as moon as my b- dnter
in the officiai log-bh3ok, a statemnent cf the effects left on board by
the seaman, and cf the a.mount due te the seanan on acceunt cf
wages at the time when lie was Ieft behind." During a voyage
iiine seamen cf the vessel desertied, one at New York, two at
Newcagtlc, N.S.W., and the rest at Melbourne. The leg-book
cent ained a record of the se verai desertions, anýi it was proved
t at they were in fact deserters and teck away ail their effects;
b)ut the log-book cont.ained ne statement cf the amount due te
any cf the seamen on ac -ýunt of wages at the time they desert-
cd. Thu seamen' s wages .,ccount, however, contained particu-
lars cf the amounts due te se yen cf them, and the amounts
ovcrpaid te the other two. It wa8 conteilded that. ,eamen

Lsrigwere net "ieft behind"' within the ie.aning cf the
Act, and that there wvas ne evýideiuce that they had in fact been
left behir.d, as thcy might have joined other ships. The justices

evidence that 'ie men had in fact been "Ieft behind" they

hei, ) ed that theys be d cosred sr, ad as the dre s 

were seamen "lleft behind" within the meaning cf the Act. 4

The case wus therefore remitted tu the justices.


