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bc quite irreconcilable witb the series of English cases which begins
with Langriitgw v. Leuy (c). So far as the actual decisions go, it..........
would seemn that the rule as to things ciangerous is in England
restricted to explosives (d), though it is not iniprobable that, if the
question wvere actually presented, the judges might follon, the
American decisions which extend it to, poisonous drugs (e).

In its present shape, therefore, this rule seeips to be of a very
slender juridical value, its operation being confined to a small classat
of articles, the boutndaries of wvhich it is dioeicult, it flot impossible,
to establish on any logical grounds. The law of the subject,
however, might be placed upon a more rational foundation if cases
of this type wvere referred, as they might well be, to the principles
upon which a duty is in somne cases predicated to impart informa-
tion as to the dangerous qualities of substances ,vhicli a person
allovs to pass out of his immlediate control, [See (H.) post. and the
cases cited in note (,ç), below]. On the one hand, it would be difficuit ý
to suggest any sound reason why the things which are regarded as
"dangerous in themnselves," sitould flot, for the purposes of legal

lIability, be held to, be removed from that category by proof that
the person injured by themn ias aware of their true character. At

rp) It should be noted however, that ail these rulinigs preceded that in De-vIin
voI. St, upr., and that the at one has been formally overruled iii Davies v.
PeZkiam (i89)2) 65 Hun. 573, aff'd (wlthout opinion) in t46 N. Y. 36.3 (dierrick for
hoisting heavy stones). Other Auxericasi courts seeni to have uniformliy refused
to extend tite liability of manufacturera and vendors on this ground beyond their .

immediate transtpree. Seo Ziémasjn v. A"ieckhofe>' (is9i) 90 Wisconsin ReP. 497
(gouds elevator) -; Heiiep- v. Kùiçnd, &"e., Co. (,892 j tu M'%n-soari Rep. îoS
(threshing machine); Addy v. Missour-i Pac. M. (,'0- (1891) 104 Missouri ReP. 2,34;
i.2L8wy. Rï.An. 7416 (defective brakes-compare Lord Shand*s opinion in the î':
Ct. oiapp ase~ [i38S A.C. 216) ; Goodind.-P AMI Co. v. Standard 011 Co. (Circ. .~

Ct fAP 84 3Fed. ReP- 400 (crude petroleum) - Bnitkt v. Barneti (j894) 88
tVis. 299, 26 Lawvy. Rep. Anin. 524 (defect ive acaffold). S. P. Smith~ v.Opiderdoeik
(t898) àS Ont. App. 171 (defective locomotive). .

(c) Seo especially the rernarks of the judges in the cases citod in the notes (to
Vil) supra, and compare the rem&rk of Lord Justice Bowen that the law of
England Ildoes flot consider that what a mani wrltes on paper is like a gun or î7i

otr dangerous instrument, and, unlenri hie intended to decoive, the law does not,
in the absence of contract, hold him responnible for drawing his certificate
carolessly.' "Le Lièvre v. Gotdd (1893) i B. 493 (p. 502), approving a dictuan of !;M
1Rumer, J., in Serkoles v. Brod (aS9i) 63 L. N. S. 8,17-.Aîký=l

(.!d> Sec the cases clted lIn Vil. supra..Comparet% 'rv v Smiek (1879), 4 i __ l
3...35- (gas-fitter held Hiable, as for "amisfeasar.ce independent of con. u~~-

tract,,' tu a servant of the proprietor of the building for an explosion of gas
resuiting from bis caroeiress in leaving an imperfectly connected tube); e
WellipWfon v. Downer-, &c. Co. (i870), io4 Mass. 64 <manuifacturer Of Inflam-Mable

oU, selitg i t without giving notice of its dangerous properties, lHable to any '~

persan %Yho înay subsequently pu.-chase If of a rotai] dealer).I
(e) Thomas V. WîcM&Pe (1862) 6 IN-Y. 397 C NOPIt v. Semni (1870) 106


