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the vehicle or horse in pursuance of an invitation given by the

becme intoxloated, the saleaman took the reins hiroseif, a' I by his
egreeoneqs knooked down two chlldren who wpre crossing a street. Heid
(dias., Lord C'raikthill), that the shopkeeper was not responsible for the
lnjury, because the salesman was acting outaide his duty in undertaking
to drive the van. léord Rutherford Clark said. "If Ward, senior, bcd
hired a van and the services of a vanman to remove bottle.s, and if in the
course of doing so th-) vanman had run down a person on the street and
lnjured hlm, I do not think that Ward would have been responsible. He
would not have beau in any way to blame for the accident. I think that
Was bis true position. He allowed his son to take the use of the van
when under the charge ai the ownor'of the van. In other words, he allowed
bis son ta employ Newton & Blair to removo the bottles in their van. Ho
neyer understood. or agroed that his son was to drive. ... No doubt
Ward, junior, camne In the end to ho the driver, and was the driver at the
tinis of the accidolit. But the reason was that the porson who ought ta,
have been driving becaine drunk. In consequonce Ward junior seems ta
have thought it best ta take the reins, and perhaps ho was right enough
to do su, But 1 do not think that makes Ward senior liable for the
driving of the van. The son le the latber'e servant, but on]y ln the
shop. He wvas not bis fatber's servant when driving the van, for ho had
no autbority fromi hie father to drive it. He was thon acting for Newton
in consequenceofa Newton'a incapacity:" Lord Craighill thought that
the defendant should bo held liable on the grouiid that he bad knowledgo
of the employrmont of the var on hi& businese, and liad loft tn the son's
discretion the arrangements as to tbe removal. There seemes ta be mueli
plausibility in this view of the situation. It àa possible that the defen-
dant inighit also have beau troated as liable on the ground that, under the
circumestances, it was ir. a reasonable sense necessary that some one should
take tho place of the intuxicated driver, and that hie son, acting in his
interests and for the protection of hie property, was iznpliedly authorized
ta engage a substitute or ta bocoxne the requîred substitute bimself, But
thie aspect of the evidence was not brauglit to the attention of the Court.

In Reaume v. Neu'cantb (1900) 124 Mich. 137, 82 'N.W. 137, defen-
dants, dry-goods merohants, employed boys to drive their delivery wagons;
the bornes and wagons being in the care af the owner of a bearding stable.
TLe einployment of the boys lastod only from the time they received their
borses and wagons at the stab>le lintil they delivered thein back againi in
the possession of the stable keeper. One o! tbe boys, after he bad corn-
pleted hie deliveriea, rode one of the hunses, at the instance of tbe stable
keeper, for the purpose of exercising hlm, and, wbile so, riding the horse,
collided with plaintiTI on his bicycle. Heid, that, as the boy wae not In
the employ of defendants at the tizne of the accident, they were flot lhable.
The Court said "'Pierce alane wae responsible for the boy'e act ln nlding
the hanse, Defendants did nat authorize or permit himi ta employ the

drivers for any such purpoe. H1undrede and tbousands of mon are erni


