
Iessee assigned the termn withi the consent of the ]essor, and subsequently becamne

bankrupt, and the short point xvas, I)id the proviso for the re.entry take effect ?. It

is almost needless to say that Wright, J., had fia difficulty in coming ta the con-

clusion that the proviso referred oniv ta the bankruptcy of the person %vho, for
the tine being, wvas passessed of the terni, and that consequentiy fia forfeiture

had been incurred. Another question \vas raiseci but flot deterniined, and that
\VIS, \%vhetlier. assuining the? bankrnptcv had worked a forféiture, Nvould the snb-

sequont annulnient of the hankruptcy undo the forféitture ? The Iearned judge
was inclined to thec opinion tlîat it wvanId flot.
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VElihiCE, LI.AilIMAT ANDI.SEi ASi> i;VAN..

In SllltI V. Pflky (1891), 2 Q-13 403, the Court of Appeal (Lord Esher, M.R.,
l Pd Bî<wcî anîd Kay, L.JJ.) took, occasion ta disapprove of Stables v. E1cv, i C. &
P., 614, in which case, according to the report. it wvas held that if a man ;tllo\vs a
c.iri.ig, tu go ont wvitl his naine upon it. lie holds hmnself ont as liable ta any
person injnred through tlic îegligutnce of any person driving it. The court
ai. in ittecd there rnight be frii cic snch a liabiJlity. luit i t was on1e wlîich Nvas
not Conclusive, ltit inight be rebîîtted [w showing tlîat the pers< n wvhose naine
appeared on thu vehiicle was nat the oN\ ner, or \vaîs otlierwise not responsible for
the driver. lIn thi;s case the defendant wais the owvner of a traction crngine on
whichi h is naine wa sarnNe as reqn ired l_,. t he Lacounot ives Act, 18S7 5 , anîd hîad
let it for threc trinits for hire. Whiuc iii the possession anîd contrai of the lussee.
mnd throiigh hîs uîegligeuît management pf tlîe enigilue, the plaiiitiff Nvas injuîred
and it was held that the defendanîit wvas nr t lable for flic injnry.

B.i,'IIEIN --BAuun<R ANP lOi Li:*I.Vîiiîv o :i I.î tliN:li;~L OF Iais il\ sr NI'lR
AXND SE'RVANTi.

The <ofî(uufayv. Maddick (ISojîJ 2 Q-13. 413, is a <'ast' of a kiuîdreul t'lîr-
aicter ta theu preceuing, [n this instance the ilction %vas hetween the' lailor and
bailee af a( lursv ,ind carri-.ge. Thle defi .; da nt had h ired a horse and carrnage
froin the plaintiffs, and the def, dat coachnian, iii place of takiuig theuni,as Nv'as
his iuty, ta tlic stable, drove foir lus own purposes iii anather direction, anud w~hile
so doiîîg thec Ilorsu and curriage wvere injured throngh his negligent driving.
The act ionî was tried by ai Coninty Court jndgc, wvho thought the defendant w~as
uîot liable, an the anthorit 'v of Stou'CV v. A1shitonl, L.R.i -1-13 476 ;but the Divis-
iolial Ccourt (Cave and Charles, Jl.> reversed his .~iirpointing ont very
clearlv tlie différenice wvhich cxists in the liabilitv of the hirer of a v'ehic1e for
injury donc ta a stranger, and an injurv donc ta the thing bailed ; for while he
is not resporisible for injuiries donc by his servant ta third persans whlen the ser-
vant is not acti ng iii the conîe of' his ernplovnentas servant, heis nevertheless, by
virtue of his contract N% Ith his bailor, bound to return the thing bailed in good
order, and is therefore responsible for an\- injury donc to it until he rctnrnis it.
It is curious that there wvas no direct authority îîp:n tht' point.
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