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plaintiffs the balance of the proceeds rem. aining after payment of a
spccified sum to another creditor. They, also wrote to the plaint i fs
advising them of what had been done. Before the receipt of the
letters the firm mn South Ainerica became bankrupt and the
syndic in the bankruptcy telegraphed instructions which amounted
to a revocation of directions given in the letter of the consignors to
the defendants. The action -,as brougbt claiming to recover
the balance of the proceeds of the sale of the ores pursuant to the
consignors' original letter of instructions to the (lefendants, and
Bigham, J., who tricd the case, hcld that the plaintiffs w~ere
entitled to recover becaube as sooîî as the letters of the coiisigno(rs
were posted there was a good equitable assignment of the balance
of the proceeds to the plaintifsý., which the subsequent bankruptci
of the --signors could not effect.
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v. Miller (1903) 2 K. B. 212, was an action brought
against the personai representative of a (leceased nimber of a
firm to recover the price of goo"s ordered by the flrrn in the life-
time of the deceased, but not delivered unitil after his death. The
County Court judge dismissed the artion, and t!bp liviqional
Court (Lord Alverstone, C.J., and Wills, and Chancîl, Ji.,) held
that he wvas right i n so doing. as until delivery there was no debt.

ULOiGEê~is~ÉÀ,~, 5Y r TC ýPA VT (IN MASIER S ENGINE-
LiÀBii.Ty 0F MAASTER FOR NEGLIGENCE OF SPRVANTS.

Harris v. Perry (1903) 2K.13 219, is one of those cases which
illustrate the way i Nwhich cmployers are involved in actions for
damages notwithstanding that the servant lias acted contrary to
the express instructions of his employer. Ili this case the
defendant was a contractor for tie conistructiorn of a tunnel. and
for the purpose of carrving ont the work had constructcd a
temporary line on wliiclî an electric engbne rail. This engine wvas
used to ulrau~ trucks and was îlot iiteîided iior adapted for
carrying passengers, and tue defendant had directed tliat 110 011e

should be permitted to ride on it but ther driver and a guard.
Notwithstanidiuîg tiiese instructions, hiowever, it lhad been used for
ciàrryiiig officiaIs ini the empl'wunenit of the efinîalid of the


