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A n-el question %vas before the court in the Iowa case of
K-amrr v. Rcm<r,45S L.A. (N.S.) 928. -which holds that
no action livs for eau iný-, the relaps- of a convale»cent woman
bv calling her over the teiephon, durin- lier hushand's known
ai*ence. and ivith threateii.g anti abusive language ordering
h.-r te take charge of her husband 's ceattie. which had escaped
froin their inelosure. under penai'lv of a threaiened visit to fier
home to avenge the speaker of the a'-;uîniedt wroiîg infliécted by
failure to keep the eattie ineloffed.

This case is also authority for the proposition that aLusinL-
and threateiiing î1 iv:aî ver a telephont is not an assault-

A case %vas reenui dee(' in Quehec by Judge Pc~iieau
Lajg1Iois v. Quf hé r d- Lakr St. Johiîn Ry (>. which hrûugh!t

up an interestimr question. The~ plaintiff stied for damages for
heinq- ejecied frein a train becatise lie refused tz, surrender
ais ticket on account of inet beiing prvided %vith seating acoeni-
niodation. lu consequenceé of such refusai the coîdiîctor
stopped the, train shortly after it hall left a tzta1ion alon-z
thre road an(. put -he plaint i f off. Tlie judge iii rend ring
ju(lznent said that t je fact of the- plaintiff reinainîi:, on
the train an<1 sta; l'n,-z Nvas an aeknioiv(wlie.iint that fie was
prepared tei proeeed on the train. and therefore lik ticket was
(ollectale. Ile. however. gave plaintiff *tdii'gneit for the SIum
of $10 ani ùosts on1 accouint of the eonidiitor puitting Fini off
lwtWten two statioiF. tvhiel ivals flot jiletifi;1lvl,..


