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sticks had qo emb-.rked upoi. the occupation and business of fur-
nishing plesure to th.,- membors of his faxnily that if sorne time
he perrnitted one of them to use one of thzm article for hi& per-
sonal enjovtaent, the latter was engaged in carrying out, flot bis
own purposes, bat, as agent, the business of his father."

The Court goes on then ta suppose that titis theory owes its
origin to an automobile being" dangerouq a.nd an extension of the
doctrine of principal is allowable.

We have set out at length the groanda upon which this Court
assails the long line of r ases sustaining the doctrine, and note the
fact it cites no cases Ù.kinig the view it advocates.

As the Court says, however, it looks like a sell-contradictory
proposition tc àay that one angaged in prosecuting his own con-

cerna is agent for anotixer. But doeo it ,xot aiso look a lîttie in-
voived, if two memibers of the family were using the automtobile
for their pleasure, that ixth were agents of the owner ail of the
time they were using it? Did concurrence in purpose have any
cifeet on the quomtion of agency, or rnr.ný the one driving the
automobile bc aeting soieiy for the plcasure of the other?

If oneC acts alone for his own pleasure, this is as9 the owner

intcnde, just as rnuck as when hoe acta for the pleasure of an-
other member of the family. 'What is there inherently contra-

dietory in one acting as the agent for another in acting, not for
himself, but ini seeuring somothing for himnself as one of a clam f
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