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fendant adniitted Iiability to the husband, but contendied that
he was not; lable te the wife. Lush, J., who tried the action,
held, that on the fiuding of the jury, the defendant muet be
deeied. ta have known that the horse was unsafe, and that it
was hie duty ta have warned the wife (who was one of the
persans defendant muet be taken ta have cantenxplated would
use the carniage) of the dangerous character of the horse, and
that thie duty arase independently of contract, and therefore,
that the defendant was aiea hiable ta the wife.-;See the next
case.
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Bates v. Batery (1913) 3 K.B. 351. This is a case very sirni-
lar ini its facts ta the case af Hlil v. )?ice Lettts,* recentiy before
the Ontario Court. In the present case the defendants miania.
factured gingn'r beer whieh thvy placed in bottles bought iran;
another firin. They so]d the hattleo. ginger beer ta a shop)keet'ir,
frona wîhani the plaintiff baught ane bottle. 0wing ta a die-
feet in this hottie, it burst wkiilt' the' plaintifi was apening it.
andl iijurod ita. The defrndants did flot know of tht' defect.
but inight have cliseovered it hy the exereise ai reiasonable care,
Ilorridge, J.. wha tritcd the action, held that no-ai withstanding the
tiefendaats rnight have diseovered tht' defeet hy tht' exercise or

ra' toa be a rt' yet, as they werv in fact ignorant of it, they
were umot habtle. The leartied judge dixtinguishes the case frani
the' preet'uing case an the ground thit here the bottit' ias nat
in iusel dangerous, andl. ilnferentially, lie considers a horse is.
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tfljqZ tetl:* 'a ?ct I>r0ducüts Co. V. Gi-t-t lVs »Ry. Cv.
il913' 3 i.1I. 3~57. In titis cas;e the plaintiffs %vere tht' venaflors
of certain goois mwhich thpy delivered ta the defa'ndant coin-
pany for carrnage ta tht' purchasers. The goads were rtec- ived
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