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~~ This doctrine is nierely an application of the general principle
that a tortious act done ini the course of the servant 's employ.
ment, is nane the less imputable ta his znaster because it W

done i violation of the master's orders.

6. Same subject. Efi oct of servaut's deviation f rom a prescribed route

i -for hic own purposes.-From the conclusions arrived at. and the
language used, in several cases, it seems scarcely possible ta draw
any other deduction than that the courts by which they were

* decided were proceeding upon the broad ground that, the nue.
ter's non-liability should be inferred as a matter of law, when.

P ever it appears that th le given deviation was made for thie pur.
pose of doing something wlickh had no connection with the
servant's duties. In this point of view, the relatianshilp of ms.-

business, lie %vi1l make hie master liable." Cited with approva1 hy B3ovin,
C.J., ini Whatmon v. Pear8on (1868) L.R. 3 C.P. 422.

In ifitchteil v. G'ras8weUer (18H3) 13 C.B. 237, Jervis, C.J., obwierd:
5 ~"No doubt a master nsay be liable for iiijury done by his servant's neghi.

~t -gence, where the servant, being about his master's business, nalkes a smsll
deviation, or even wvhere he so exceeds his duty as tu justify hi.4 master
ini at once discharging him,"

In Storey v. Ashton (1869) L.R. 4 Q.13. 478, Cockburn, C.l.. said:
"I ain very fRr froni saying, if the servant, when going on li nsaeter's
business took a somewhat longer road, tîtat owing ta this deviation he
would cease ta be in the employment o! the master, so as ta divest the
latter of ail liability." 13M.Ap 0,0 .. di twslI

in Long v. Nute (1907) 13M.Ap 0,'0 .. 51 twsli

Ï4, down tliat the presumption whicl, is entertaineu ziat a persiotn ennployed

5 ~for the purpase of operating a vehicle ie, while operating it, acting withift
the sope af hie, authority about hie eniployer'K business. i-, tot changod
by the fact that he wvas making a detour wlîen the ijury was inflicted,
ln that case the accident occui-red whîile a chiauffeur was by the order
of defendant's wife bringing an automnobile f xom a garage' to bHs house.

~ ~. ,,~The rule in the text has been recagnized in (Jeraty v. National Ico

j;, Co. <1997) 16 App. DIv. 174, 44 N.Y. Supp. 659, (affirmed without opinion
in 160 N.Y. 658) ; AfcUertty v. Timmins (1901) 178 Mass. 378.

ln Mitchell v. Grdweller (1853) 13 C.-B. 237, 17 Jur., N.S. 716, n2

L.J., C.P. 10,the defen4lants' carnian, having finished tlie business 01

and obtsined the key af the stable, which ivas close at baund; but, insteïd
of goiug there at once, and putting up the horee, as it w'as bis duty te

~~ do, lie, without hie nuitere' knowledge or moisent, drove a fellow-workla5
5ý


