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Cases there must Le the doing of some wrongful act, or the wrongful negleet
SOeduty. The mere permission to bring a bear upon one's premises is not

se 21Wrongfül act, the wrong is occasioned by the negleet of the owner or
kePer 'Of the animal safely to keep it, s0 that it may not do harm. That ap-

p.ears to be a wrong for which the oxvner or keeper of the animal alone 15 respon-
ible 'and fot the person who mnerely passively' permits hlm to use his land on.
leic to keep it.
inl the case under consideration the wvife virtuallv said to hier husband, "IwillYuto use my landonwihtk t~t ~ TheCour, onwhic to eep your bear, but you are to keepit

The Curthowever, has stepped in and said that if she permits hier bus-
kee seph e land for suchi a purpose she must also assume the dut , of bear
erhref

t 0 have suggested one or two instances xvhere this mile would seem dimeiuitreconcile with sound principles, let us instance one more case. Suppose
%1tea 'Of a1 bear the husband had brought into the house a loaded gun, which
e left4 So carelessly andi negligently about that, like the bear, it xvenit off and

bILr amran, would the wvifé be liable for the injurv ? If she is liable for the
9"goff without leave, oxving to bier husbandI's'neglIigence, N'by should sheb b t S equal liable for his gun going off too, through his negligence? This,

quIesaýn mte ustosiight bepropounded, but it is casier topropound
tOIis sonetimies thani to give them a satisfactorx', solution.

COMMEN TS ON CU(T REN T ENGLISH DE GISIONS.

1heaw Reports for July comprise 25Q.B.D., P. 1-19:2; 15 P.D., pp. 121-

44Chy.D., pp. :217-329 ; and 15 App. Cas., pp. 201-251.

~1IC~S ACTION-LIBEL-SEcoND ACTION FOR SAME PUBLICATION-REs, JUDICATA-FRIVO-

ANI) VEXATIOUS ACTION-PUBLI CATION 0F PART 0F JU'DICIAL PROCEEDINGS.

to ci Ucdoutgall v. Knight, 25 0.13.D., i, is one instance; and Laurance v. Norreys,
'ehih We shail refer later on, is another, of the power the Court sometimes

C'ses to Put an end in a summary way to frivolous and vexatious litigation.

9t4est. s a second action for libel in respect of the samie publication as was in
lOhe 01 in Mlacdougall v. Kniglu, 17 Q.B.D., 636, and 14. App. Cas., 194 (noted

tjon0 1, 22, P. 395, and vol. 25, P. 492). The libel complained of was the publica-
th. j'y the defendant of a verbatim report of a judgment of North, J. But in

fi tl the plaintiff selected other passages than those objected to in the
raction as l)eing libellous. The defendant moved to strike out the state-

of% dlaim, and to dismiss the action as frivolous and vexatious, and an order
ç4ade to that effect by the Master, and confirmed by the Judge at Chambers.

~ttePeal to the Divisional Court (Lord Coleridge, C.J., and Mathew, J.), the
~ ade an order that if the balance of the costs of the former action Nvere

t *Inhi. a week, the appeal should be allowed; but if not, the action should be
Urrj1ntil the costs of the former action were paid. The defendent appealed

thiS ordler, and the Court of Appeal (Lord Esher, M. R., and Fry and Lopes,


