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are trer'3amers. This is an exception te the general rule that no
right oi action lies ini favour of one who je injured white tres-
passing or guilty of contributory negligence. The theory on
which tiiese cases proeeed is that the t;>mptatýion.of an attractive
plaything ta a child is a thing which must be expected and
guarded against, and that the placing of such objecta wherie
they are accessible te ehildreni ie an irnplied invitation to theni.
As* said above, it is well set tled that one mwes no duty to keep hiq i
preillîses ini a safe condition for the protection of mere tres-
passera and owes theni no dutý \p the iere duty not to wvil*
f ully or wantonly injure them, but it is said that there is a
notable exception to this geuieral mile ini the case of children.
It is thus put by Judge Thonipson in vol. 1, section 1024, of his-
w'ork on Negligence: "'A well-grounded exception to the fore-

going principle is that one who artificially, brings or create4uo i w rmssaydneostig hc o t

niature lias a tendency to attract the childislh instincts of childrcn
to play with it, is bound as a iniere mlatter of public duty, to take -

such reasoitable precoutionls &ts tlie cireumaitances admit of, ta
the end that they mnay be protected fromn injury w~hite so play-
ig mith it or coming iii its vicinity. Things of this kind fre-

quently pass unider the designmtion of attractive nuiisances.''
The terni ''turntable'' ie applied ta this doctrine because of

the' frequency with whieh it lias been applied to action against
railroads or injuries sustained by reason of that duess of mach-
inery and because the first case ini this ecunty wherein the doc-
trine, was uphield wvas such a case, sec 17 Wallace 65-1

The' firht case wvherein this doctrine was upheld in this
country was the Iail)oud Co. v. Stout, 17 Wallace 657.- In
that case a boy w-as iinjured white playing in a railroad turii-
table ici t uulocked and was aliowed a recavery. This doctrine
was later reaftlrmied by the Supreine Court of the' United States ý
in Railroad Co. v. MeDo>,ald, 152 UT.S. 262.

Perhaps the most able opinion sustainiî'g tiiote cases is
that ai the Minnesota court ini Keffe v. Raitroad Vo., 21 Minn.
2111, where the court said, ''Now, what anl express invitation
would be to an adut, the tenlptatîan ofiaan attractive piaything


