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thad flot convinced him." We are surprised to see that Lord Coleridge re-

&tdthat he did flot think Sander's case covered by Thomas' case, as, in our
Ju4get ,it most certainly is The pressure of Thomnas' case seemns to have

'te' eltbYtheCortof Appeal in the case of Yarmnouth v. FralcCe a case ini
"'hLord Justice Lopes dissented from Lord Esher and Lord justice Lindley.,
I""lthen what is called 4"distinguished,- although the plaintiff was a work-'

Injured by a vicjous horse of lis mnaster, which horse he knew to be viclous.
Iw"'Eshei. then took occasion to say that his position with regard to Thomas'

cour anetremely delicate one, as he had dissented fromn the rest o h
,Oir and thought the decision utterly wrong, and he said, " Does the judgmeflt

&JfI ýhd Justice Bowen mean to say that the mere knowledge of the workinan
18~ t 5 cOntinuing in the employ is fatal to hlm 2"and he intimnated his view:

tctthat Would be wrong. Lord justice Lindley did not consider that Thomasý
th Went s0 far as to protect masters who knowingly provide defective plant for

ti)orkmnen, and who seek to throw the risk of using it on themn by puttiilg
ln the Uflpleasant position of having to leave their situations or submnit to
uajt il known to be unfit for use. This, however, is not the general opinion

l4f Cuty Court judges and the profession. After what has falien frorn the court
de"rs' case, and having regard to the weight of Lord Esher's aiithority and

% 041 f Lord Justice Lindley, we would suggest that Thomas v. Quatermasne
b qe COfsidered as no authority for the larger proposition,~ and should not

OWdto stand in the way of a workman injured by defective m-achinerY
4;to be defective both to himnself and to his master.-Law Times.

RO~ F THE ROAD.1It is a general, but not always a binding, rule'
fi1e Vehlicle in passing another in a highway should take the left side of the

(ý!Vr This il called in the reports the law or rule of the road, and was,
11tO Lord Kenyon, " introduCed for general convenience." Where

rýl&Sare driving on a narrow road, or where accidents mlight happen, the
0ýytto be adhered to; and in driving at night the rule ought tobesrcl
to ý and neyer departed frorn, as iti Ithe only mode by which accidents

brl avOiddy But where, Lord ICenyon continued, the road wa5 sufficiently
for ail Persons and carniages to pass, though a carniage mnight be driving

tIhe Wrong side of the road, if there was sufficientromfrthrcrae
the t pass on the other sitie, a person was not justified i rsil u

Ptting hl!fsen order to assent what he termed the right of the road. It was
14' g h if i the way of danger, and the injury was of his own seeking.

byO Mr Epinasse to the report of the case, Cruden v. Fentham, 2 Esp.,
Mo Which these observations are taken (the case does not appear to,

been rot e elsewhere), we find that on a mnotion for a new trial

ereyOnexresedhimnself in nerl the samne termns. The mere fact,

144 f the defendant being on the wrong side of the road does not con-'
tht sueicient evidence of negligelce to render himn lable, for the mere fact of

1tifbeing on his wrong side afford any justification for the defendant to


