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tiens, it je fnot surprising, have not found the afflent of -a single
judge out of the eight who had te pas on the eaue in the courta
telow, and it is not complinientary to this court, tl t the appel-
lants must be assumed to have belicved that we might here
co intenance their contentions. They were wrong, however, and
thev will have te abandon such unreasonable dlaims, and act
accordingly in the future."

ALd finally the doctrine has been restated in the very latest

case in the Ontario courts," the Second Appellâte Division de-
claring that "the street car has no0 right paramount to the ordin-
ary vehicle. Both mnuet travel on the street and each must exer-
cise its right to the use of the street with due regard to thp
riLAits of others.''

:3. The United States (c"c are to the like effeet.
Thougli as has been already intimated the thcory of the para-

mount right of the street car over ordinary vehicles bas neyer
recvived any couutenance iii English courts, it did for a while get

soin reogntien in the courts of the United States. But in the
country of ;ts orugin it bas bcen long since discredited. The Ap-
)eile Court of Maryland deals with it in a judgment where the

lam- is stated ini elear terus12 -

" The eourt below was asked to say that a street car has a
right of way on that portion of the street upon A~hieh alone it
ean travel paramount te that of ordinary vehieles. The doc-
trine hand at one time ý und expression in some of the courts of
th;s country, but a just senae of critieisas bas caused it to be
ahandoned. It would be botit i.njust and unwise to permit such
a doctrine to prevail in our courts. It mnakes no difference how
street vars are propelled, whether by animal power, elcctricity
or otherwise. The vice of the doctrine contendcd for docs net
involve the subjeet of motor power. It je solely a question of
the imitual rights of street car companies and of individual
citizens te use the streets of the city. Neither bas a superior
right to the other. The right of cae-h must be excreised with duc

iri. rr v. Toro tio I?oaiti (o. ( lm) . 5 O.W'.N. 921).
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