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tangled with that of the plaintiff, struck the plaintif 's hom

tiff>s horse was frightened by automobile and ran away); Andersons y.l
Browm2ee (1822) 1 Se. B8s. Cas. lot Ser. 4412 [474]; Fraeor v. Dutgkp
(1822), 1 Bc. Sess. Cas. Ist 8cr. 243 [258]; i,irdL y. Hamilton~ (18q)
4 Se. Ses&. Cas. lot Ser. 797 (790). McLaren -9. Rae, (1827> 4 mur.
(Se.) 381.

For cases in which the mule of Respondeat Superior was assumed, and
the right of recovery turned upon the question of negligence vol non, ti
see Grofis v. Waterhouse (1825) 3 Bing. 319, il Moore, 133; North y, i
,Çrni th (1861) 4 L.T. 407; Aston v. HeavC,1 (1797) 9 Exp. 533; Ghriatfie t%
v. GJrigge (1809> 2 Camp. 79; Jckson v. Tollett (1817) 2 Stark. 37; th,
Christian v. lImvin (1888> 125 El1. 619; Cocoke BreWing Go. v. Ryo, OPi
(1906) 79 N.B. 132, 223, Ill. 382, affirming 12-5 Ill. App. 597; p
Ea.ton v. Crip8 (1895), 62 N.W. 087; Matting1y v. Montgomery (1907>
68 At!. 205, 106, Md. 461; ShaLw v. !Iollenbach (1900> Ky.), 5f1 &W. 680; Il
American Rticwfoard Co. v. Sm'rith (1901> 94 Md. 19, 50 Atl. 414; Moebu jur
v, Herrmnn (1888) 108 N.Y. 349; Goulter v. Americatà Meit'hants Unioe ing
Eoep. Go. (1871), 5 Lans. 87; Moriarty Y. Zepp (1891), 42 N.Y,, i
S.R. 824; Harpell v. Curtis (1850) 1 E.D. Smith, 78; MIcCahi of
v. Kipp, (1854) 2 E. D. Smith, 413; Canton v. Simnpson, 2 the
App. Div. 561, 38 N.Y. Supp. 13; Berinan v. Sch.ultz, 81 N.Y. his
Supp. d47, 40 Mese. 212, 84 N.Y. Supp. 292, (child started an cet
automobile Ieft ini the street, and was injured) ; Steiwavker v. HiUs for
Bros. Co. (1904> 87 N.Y.,S. 33, 91 App. Div. 521; Titu8 v. Tangemais the
(1906) 101 N.Y.S. 1000, 1118 App. Div. 487 (automobile) ; lVissler , te
Walsh (1895) 165 Pa. 352, 30 -Atl, 981; McGloskey, v. Chzttauqua Lake
1. G . (1896) 174 J'a. 34, 34 At]. 287; PriIz v. Lucas (1905) 60 AtL.
309, 210 Pa. 620; Hym4a,~ v. Tiltonc (1904) 57 AtI. 1124, 208 Pa. 641,
(boy *who bad climbed on to loaded dray was struck at by the dri,dsBp
whip and fell off> ; Lownds v. Robinson (1878) 2 IL & O. Nov. Se. 364.

For cases which turned upon the question .vbether the negligencpofc
thé driver tvas the proxiniate cause of the injury, see Landy, v. SwiftA]
(1908) 159 Fod. 271, (foot-passenger while cmossing a street fell en
attempting to get out of the way of an approaching vehicle) ; McDlonalse
v. Snelling (1867) 14 Allen, 290, 1)2 Arn. Dec. 768, (defondant liable i
where his servant negligently drove a sloigh against another sleigh, there.w
by causing the horse to mun away and injure the plaintiff, who was In a w
third sleigh) ; Post v. 0 'neyoted (1896) 65 N.W. 828, 47 Ncb. 893;(i
Tayflor v. Long Island R.C. <1897) 16 App. Dîv. 1, 44 NY. Supp. 820, w
(train struck wagon negligently driven across track, and threw eome ci ire
the contents against a perion near the traek>.wi

For a case In which the plaintiff was held to b. precluded from M i
covfiring for the damage eaused to bis mowing machine, on tbe grand du
that, although the nogligence of the defendant may have been ln pwut du
the cause of the team's having run away, that evertt waz %lpo a reSeit t
of the negligonce of the plaiiutlff' servant in leaving the tee. unhitihod


