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Wbat must undoubtedly be the law on tbe subjeet was ex-pounded by Henry S. Foster, one of tbe lawyers intereeted. Mfr.Fostergays :-' In the first place, the law in this State is neyer todissolve a marriage agreement when to do such would be againetthe public policy. Suirely no one will contend that it would begood policy for the State to permit limited marriages. "« Oncemarried, alwaýs married " is a good maxim. If the contractingparties have assiimed marital relations, they are man and wife,though the contract read "'for a day." The only question ie, torny mind :Did the parties assume, willingly and honeetly, thepositions of husband and wife toward each other ? The limitation
clause is simply nui.'- Omaha World-Ierald.

ONTARJO0 DECISIONS.
Negliqence-lnjury to buyer in shopIvttoC 1 fteder

years-Accident..Active interference-Conrributory negligence.
A wornan went with a child two and a half years old to defen-dants' shop to buy clothing for both. While there, a mirror felUon the child and injured him.>Held, in an action for neglligence, that it was a question forthé jury whether the mirror fell without any active interference

on the child's part or flot; if it feil without such interference,that in itself was evidence of negligence; but if it fell by reasonof sucb. interférence,, the question for the jury wonld be whetherthe defendants were guilty of negligonce in having the mirrorso insecurely placed that it could be overturned by a child; andif that question were answered in the affirmative, the child,having corne upon the defendants' premises by their invitationand for their benefit, would flot be debarred from recovering byreason of bis having directly brought the injury on himself.
liughes v. Mac/le, 2 H. and C. 744;- Manqan v. Atherton, 4 fi.and C. 388;- and Baile'y v. Neal, 5 Times L. R. 20, commented on

And distinguished.
Semble, that the doctrine of' contributory negligence ie not ap-

plicable to a cbild of tender years.
Gardner v. Grace, 1 FP. and F. 359, followed.
Semble,.also, that if the mother wue not, taking reaeonabîy

proper care of the child at the time of the accident, ber negli-gence iu this respect would not prevent the recovery by thechild.-Sangster v. Raton, Queen's Bench division, March 3, 1894.
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