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0077 note muade and delivered on that day.
.»ilton v. Houg&ton, 85 Me. 143 ; Towle v.
4 ?rabee, 26 Me. 891 ; 8'tate v. Sultur, 3
X1e. 539; Nason v. Dinamore, 34 Me. 391;
State Bankc v. Tliomp8on, 42 N.H. 369; Allen
Y- Deming, 14 N. H. 13 3; Lyon v. Strong, 6
yt. 219;- Lovejoy v. Wkipple, 18 Vt. 879;

da.v. Gay, 19 Vt. 858; Wight v. Geer,
iRoot, 474 ; Kepner v. Keefer, 6 Watts, 2 31 ;

Iilv. Sherwood, 8 Wis. 843. In Kaufman
'e- Hamm, 30 Mo. 387, a note given on Sunday
for an antecedent debt was held valid. A
bond given on Sunday bas been held void.
P"atteo v. Greely, 13 Met. 284; Fox v. ilen8ch
8Watts & Serg. 444; see also C&<,mowealtl

Z. endig, 2 Penn. St. 448.
So "tswopping horses " on Sunday is illegal

%fid void, as is any warranty given at the time.
Lyon v. Strong, 6 Vt. 219 ; Robeson v. Frenelr,
12 Met. 24; Mfurphy v. Simpson, 14 B. Mon.
419; but see Adams v. GaYî, 19 Vt. 858. A
9%Me made on Sunday of a horse is void.
1VDonnell v. Sweeney, 5 Ala. 467; Adama v.
#amill, 2 Douglass, 73; Hulet v. Stratton,
16 Cush. 5.39; Nlortkrup v. Foot, 14 Wend.
248; but Miller v. Roesaler, 4 E. D. Smith,
284. An action of contract will not lie for a
hiorse sold on Sunday, altbough the purchaser
keEP hiru afterwards. Trover is the formi of
%ctiou. Ladd v. Rogers, il Allen, 209.

'But a subsequent ratification of a contract
1aeon Sunday makes il valid. Sargeant v.

Jtutta, 21 Vt. 99; Sumner v. .Jones, 24 Vt.
817 ; ýJoAnaon v. WiUii, 7 Gray, 164; see also
'9»titA v.Bean,15 N.H. 577; ClougA v. Davis,

X1.H. 0
A sale and delivery of propeity on Sunday,

tbough contrary to law, cannot be rescinded by
'Ither party. Moore v. Kendall, 1 Chaud. 33.

A guaranty for the fulfilment of a lease exe-
?Ilted on Sunday is void, although the lease
18 flot executed until a week day following.
J'fOrriam v. Stearn8, 10 Cush. 257.

Where a letter is written and delivered on
814nday promising pay for the performance of
SOlVîces, and there is no proof of agreement to
Perforru tbe same, action may lie thereon for
We2ek day services. Tuekerman v. Hi nekleij,
$ Allen, 452. It is not sufficient to avoid a
~Flunday contract, that it was entered into then:
'Inust be cousummated on that day. Adam,@

Yi Gay, 19 Vt. 358;=mn v Jonei, 24 Vt.
a -So where A. oSnayproposed to B.

t Work for him, and B. on Monday, with0 ithers, took the subject into consideration,
'bd Went to work on Tuesday, it was held

týtB. could recover for services. Staclepole
Y' 59Ymonds, 8 Foster, w~. As bas been
R.tgted, a contratt made in Alabama on Sunday
1%, by the termrs of the statute, void.

A ' number of acta performed on Sunday
Vebeen held te be lawful. Thus a contract

1h'ade and executed on that day is valid to
:Ititle. Greene v. Godfrey, 44 Me. 25.

.Af -erritt v. Earlo, 81 Barb 38 So where
& S3teamboat company on Sun*day*landed and
OtOred in a railroad company's warebnuse
900ds which were afterwards consumed by

fire, they having been sued and obliged to pay
for the goods, it was held that they were not
prevented by the Sunday laws of Virginia
from recovering in a suit against the railroad
company. Powkaztan 'Steoemboat Co. v. Ap-
potamoe R. R. Co., 24 How. 247. See Siade
v. .Arnold, 14 B. Mon. 287.

ln Massachusetts, a will executed on S un day
is valid. Bennett v. Brooks, 9 Allen, 118.
Se in New Hampshire. Perkini v. George, 1
An. Law Rev. 755.

A question bas often arisen, whether a con-
tract was made in point of tirne, 80 as to bring.
it within the Sunday laws. Thus it bas been
held that where a proposition was made on'
Saturday and completed hy a delivery on
Sunday, the contract was muade on Sunday.
Smnith& v. Fo8ter, 41 N.H. 215. So where an
agfeement for use and occupation of land was
made on Sunday, it was held void; but, if
entered on and occupied, an action will lie for
use and occupation. Stebbin.8 v. Peck, 8 Gray,
553. A note executed on Sunday but deli-
vered on some other day, has been held valid.
L&viejolI v. Whipple, 18 Vt. 879; Gosn v.
Wkitne, 24 Vt. 187; s. c. 27 Vt. 272; Hilton

v. ffougkton, 35 Me. 148; Bankc of Oumber-
land v. M[ayberrt/, 48 Me. 198. See Ray v.
Qatlett, 12 B. Mon. 532; Gloug& v. Daeis, 9
N. H1. 500; Sherman v. Roberto, 1 Grant's
Cases, 261.

In Massachusetts, if the charges on a party's
day book, on which hie relies as evidence of
bis dlaim, are dated on the Lord's day, hie
must show that the sale was not in fact muade
on that day, or hie cannot recover. Bistia v.
Roger, il Cush. 346. But the Court will
draw no inference from the date of the contract,
on a motion in arrest of judginent. Hfill v.
.Durd&am, 7 Gray, 543.

The case of .Adams v. GayI, 19 Vt. 358, is.
very instructive in showing the effect of Sunday
laws generally upon contracta.

The legislation of New York differs from that
of any other State. It provides that there
shail be no servile labor or work on that day,
but allows the sale of meats, milk, ànd Bash be-
fore nine o'olock in the morning. Under this
statute, it bas been decided that any business
butj*udicial mty be done on Sunday. BoYt, ?ltI
v. P'age, 13 Wend. 425; H&iiler v. Roesaler,
4 &. D. Smith? 234; Saylea V. Smith&, 12
Wend. 57 ; Greenbury v. Wilkis, 9 Abbott's
Practice R. 206;- BaVford v. .Eiery, 44 Barb.
618.

In the case of Smith v. Wilcoz, 25 l3arb.
341, S. c 24 N.Y. 353, the distinction between
business and servile labor is pointed out.
There it was held, that no action would lie for
advertising in a Sunday paper; but an agree-
ment made on Sunday to publish an advertise-
ment on a week daY is Valid. Work by an
attflrtley'5 clerk on Sunday has been held to
be servile labor, for which, no compensation
could be had as extra services, Watt8 v. Van

ea, 1 Hi 76; but a contract to transport
property is not void because lte transportation
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