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ability toi pay you for it, in the ordinary, way, and reiying soleiy
on m.y financiai standing?"' bc would undoubtediy have replied
instantly ini tài afflirtie

It miuet be remenibered also that there is nothing to cornpel
a wvorkmani to uideirtuke the job. He can tak it or leave it, as
hc thinks best.

That being the cms why not leave the parties to, the ordinary
law of contract.

As bctween the owner of the land who is perhaps building
a house for the first amd only tinie iu his life, and the contractor

J or worknîan, who is anxious to be employed upon it, it wouid
seem tW bc the case that, in the immuense mnajority of eases, it is
the eontractor or ivorkman, whose ordlinaryv business is to perform
servies~ of that kind, who is the pract-,eed hand, while the
owçner oceupies more the position of the novice, and, if any
protection at ail is to a hitroduecd, it %vould, in our opinion,
be rnueh more appropriately applied to the ow-ner.

But why introduce protection at ail?
Why incuxnhcr our statute bookr, with these unnecessary and

unreasonabie enactiments?
We ar-e a patient and 1ong-suft'riiîg people, and we have

becomie accustorned to seeing our statute boc)ks burdened, ypar
aîter 3-car, with novel and unii,-eei4saiy legisiation at the beek
of evcry cxperinientalist who bas sueceeded in finding hie way
into our legisiative halls. But nurely there is a iit.

Then agaiin, ]et us conaider the following inequitable aspect
of t.e Adt.

Let us suppose a case:
John Jones is a househoider, possmsing a welI-kept lawn.

Let us suppose thit a handful of rowdieR cal! upon Mr Jones
and inforrta hlm'that they have fallen out among themsolves,
and have dieicied to settle the rightâ and wrones of the matter
by indulging in a iirnitcd bout of '"rough house," and requegt
that lie alloiv t.hüm the use of his lawnx for that put-pose.

What would John Jones%---what would the average marn think
of sueh a request ? Toi go a step f ort her, what woul the average


