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Co. (1900) 2 Q.B. 530 (see ante vol. 37, p. 58), held that as
there wa8 nc evidence that the coactor had any authority to
drive the omnibus, the plaintiff eould flot reeover. and he dis-
missed the action. The Court of Appeal (Buckley. Phillimore,
and Pickford, L.JJ.) ordered a new trial, distinguishing the
case f rom the Beoird case because in the prescrnt case the driver
was present, and in the Beard case he was absent. and s0 far as
appeared. without aiiy negligence on bis part; and the question
in this case was whether the driver had properly disehargcd bis
duty in permitting the conductor to drive, or if he did permit
bini. then in omitting to sec tha "t he drove properly-whîeh
questions the Court held must be submitted to a jury.

CONTRACT-BREACH 0F CONTRA CT-DA MA(;---BREA.Cii 0F CO\-
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CO;STS RECOVERABLE AS DAMAGEý FOR BREACH OF CONTRACT.

LUslàe v. Reliahfr Adrc-rtisiing (Co. (191-5) 1 K.B. 652. sceis a
rather hard case. The plaintiffs were nîoiiey-Icnders ani as
such issued circulars to the public and( employed the defendants
to address and send theni out. By the ternis of the couitraet with
the defendants no circnlar was to 1w sent to a miinor. The seiid-
ing of sncb circulars to minos hecbg a p(IiaI o5ece un(ler the
Bettir.g and Loans (Infants) AKt 1892, 111 hreab of ibeir on-
tract thc defendants addresscd anid sent a eircullar to a jîîiuor
and the plaintiffs wcr e onictcdl id ordered to pay a finie alffl
costs. This fine and costs and the costs thcy %vere put to in de-
fendiiîg thcmselx-es the plaintiffs clirncd to innerb this
action. but flowilatt. J., hel that the plaintiffs bad no rbght to
recover agaipst tbe defendants any of the daniages tbcy bad heen
put to by breacb uf the critniid, law. aind that there is un0 rigbt
of iiîdeninity in sncb cases, heeause a person eonvietcd of a
erirninal offenee is not cntitled to the assistance of a court of
justice to case himiself of the piunishnienit 1) % rbc revovcr 'v over
cither of tbc anîount of tbe fine or ensts from soine other persoli.
He therefore beld tbat tbc plaintiffs wcrc only cntiticd to nom-
inal damagzes.
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LExN:ERS ACT 1900 (6:3-64 VI'T, C. 51), S. 1(S<.c
17.5, Q. 4).

Abrahlams v. Dimmork (1915) 1 IC.B. 662. The onlv ' ypoit in
this case whieh needs to bc notcd here î4 the fart tbî. th bCo(urt


