
102 Canadaz Lizw Jou.rnal.

damages %vere attributable to the deféndant's act, which, according
to the first part of the finding, was inappreciable as regards the
hastening of the death of his mother.

TRUSTIE-STATU rORN' POWERS OF INVESTMENT.

Perpelual Exrcu/ors v. Sîtaui (1898) A.C. 763, is a case which

serves to showv the strictiiess with wvhich a trustee's powers of

nvestmnent are lirnited. By the Victoria Companies Act, 1890,
si 384, trustce companies are empowered to employ bankers, and
the question %vas whether that emounted to a power to invest

trust moncvs on deposit ait interest with banks. The Judicial
Coininittc of the 1rivy Council (Lords Macnaghten, Morris and
Jaines, nd irH Srog) agreed with the Colonial Court in

holding that it did îiot authorize such invcstmnents,

MASTER AND SERVANT-si, rVANT OF ONE I1HS01ý RI) HV ANOTIIER TO DIvi:

. 'uc v cu11azrd (1898) 2 Q.13. 565, may be regar-ded as a

Aý case qualifying the rulc laid clown in the wvell-known cases of

Qiearman v. Burne't, 6 1M. & W- 499, and Laig-hei, v. Poinier,

5 13. & C, 547. In this case the dJefendant kept his own carniage
and horSe at a livery stable, and the keepor of the stable from
timne to tirne, as required, supplied the defétndant with a servant to
drive the carniage, w~ho wore a iivery supplied by the defendant;
and tlirough the negligenice of this servant the horse dashed
trughi the window of the plaintiff's'shop and did damage, foi-

w'hich cause the action w~as brought, Lord Russell, C.J., who tried
the case, gave judgnient for the plaintiff, distinguishing the case
from Q"zmuv. btiriuett, on the ground that here the defendant
wvas the ovncr of both the horse and carrnage, and the servant

e, it becamne the detèndanit's servant pro tein, whereas in Qmarman v.
Burnelt the whole equipage as wvell as the servant xvas hired> and

the servant neyer becamne the servant of the person driven.

r EMPLOYERS' LIABILITY ACT (.1,~ ITc. s - OKA

PERSON EIPLOYr) IN COAI. MINE 13YCONTRACTOR-L!AU131ITYOF MHN OWNER-

WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION F~OR INlt'RiEs AcT (R.,O .. , c, i6o>, s. 2 (ý1.

In Mkarrow v. F/itiby & B. MW CO. (1898) 2 Q.B. 588, the
plaintiff's action was orought under The Employers' Liability Act

(4.3 & 44 Vict. c. 42) from which The Workmen's Compensation
for Injuries Act (R.S.O., c. i60) is mainly derived, and the sole

~" question discussed was whether the deceased, in respect of whose


