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Ou(;}; Cases there must Le the doing of some wrongful act, or the wrongful nfaglect
ber seme duty. The mers permission to brlng a bear upon one’s premises is not
eﬁpe: wrongful a‘ct, the wrong is occgsnoned by. the neglect of the owner or
Pearst of the animal safely to keep it, so that it may not .do harm. ‘That ap-
4 . O be g wrong for which the owner or lfeeper of the an'lmal alone Is respon-
Whic,h and not the person who merely passively permits him to use his land on,

to keep it.
rm?tthe case under consideration the wife virtually said to her husband, “* I w.iII
Not | »» you tO‘U'SG my land on which to k.eep your bear, but you are‘to keep it,
a‘ld.t The Court, however, has stepped in and said that if she permits her hus-
eepe O use her land for such a purpose she must also assume the duty of bear
T herself,
rece halve Suggested one or two instances \fvhere this rule would seem flifﬁcult
instea(;mmle with sound principles, let us instance one more case. buppf)se
he lef of a bear the husband had brought into the house a IOZ'lded gun, which
iﬂjuredso carelessly and negligently about that, like the bear, it went off and
b r & man, would the wife be liable for the injury? If she is liable for the
N, 8otng off without leave, owing to her husband’s negligence, why should she
nq me €qually liﬂble' for his gun going off too, through his negligence? This,
“eStisny other questions might be })ropour}ded, but it is easier to propound
IS sometimes than to give them a satisfactory solution.

COMMENTS ON CURRENT ENGLISH DECISIONS.

) I,‘he Law Reports for July comprise 25 Q.B.D., pp. 1-192; 15 P.D., pp. 121-
* 44 Chy.D., pp. 217-329; and 15 App. Cas., pp. 201-251.
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~~STaving ACTION—LIBEL—SECOND ACTION FOR SAME PUBLICATION-—RES JUDICATA—FRIVO-

Lous AND VEXATIOUS ACTION.—PUBLICATION OF PART OF JUDICIAL PROCEEDINGS.

to “I:!‘.lcd‘)”gall v. Knight, 25 ().B.D., 1, is one instance ; and Laurance V. Norlre_ys,
e cilch we shall refer later on, is another, of the power the Court sqrpetlples
This ;es to put an end in a summary way to frivolous and vex.atio.us lltlgatlop.

eStioas-a second action for libel in respect of the same publication as was in
Uy, Voln In Macdougall v. Knight, 17 Q.B.D., §36, and 14 App. Cas., 194 (nqted
tiog .. 22 P- 395, and vol. 25, p. 492). The libel complained of was the publica-
thig y'the defendant of a verbatim report of a judgment of North, J. Butin
foy “Ction the plaintiff selected other passages than those objected to in the
'hen cr acCtion ag being libellous. The defendant moved to strike out the state-
Wag of claim, and to dismiss the action as frivolous and vexatious, and an order
Oy Made o that effect by the Master, and confirmed by the Judge at Chambers.

by PPeal to the Divisional Court (Lord Coleridge, C.J., and Mathew, J.), the
Dajg Made an order that if the balance of the costs of the former action were

oty 1thin 4 week, the appeal should be allowed; but if not, the action should be
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Until the costs of the former action were paid. The defendent appealed
IS order, and the Court of Appeal (Lord Esher, M.R., and Fry and Lopes,




