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the e. ,ifflr is for his conveniience. So as to the tenant of au
offlv,, building. In neither case arc others entitled to use 01o

-~ clevator except for the presumptîve benefit of the guest or tenant,
The guest or tenant niay be said to have purchased the cievatur
privilege. Others are liensees through sueh right. The in.

~ vitation to the general publie as to those not guests or temnants
would appear to be thus limited. But, if so, why should one

U*9ý ICIsuch have any riglit against the elevator owner unlees at least
lie go to a hotel or an office building upon the guest's invitaion
or tenant's business, or in furtheranee, even thougli in a gLiwral
way, of tlie guest's pleasure or the tenant's business? The c,~
of Fraser v. Harper House Co., 141 Ill. App. 390, was ini fa\,Otr
of a guest, and the distiniction we diseuss was flot considei 3.

SThe case of 8Swedem v. Atkinson i»îprotverneit Go. (Ark), 125
S.W. 439, was that of an office building, and the rule wva.s en
ally stated.

But wbether the mile as to this 8trictiiess lie limited to tenants
and guests or net, flitre does inet secmn to have beeil any necessiHy
for its announeieent in the IIaièk.ý cage, as the plaintiff's son

2 was working in the shaft of an elevator and was killed by %i
î descending elevator. Thiat was not a passenger case at ail.

An elevator for hiotels and, offlee buildings is just ai stubstititc
for stiwy.Its use is for convenience if there are also Stait-.
ways, and wc doulit greatly wF. ïther it would lic held that tie
keeper of a stairway is liound to tho saill degree of eame ili its
proper use as a railroad of its roiflbed.

Trhe case cf Sit.aituck v. Rand, 142 Mpss. 83, rulcd tint f lic
owner of an apartiment hotel was net liable for injuries sus-
tainied by the city shutting off the wvater, fronii elevator mariiiii-M4
ery, if lie did flot know and could not learn by the exercise of

~ reasonable care that there was danger froin its being shut off.
te >y ere thie rule seenis to be reasonable, flot extraordinary came.

~~ It seems to us that soniethîng cisc is needed than the cotumon law
rule for that high degree of care applicable te commnon
carriers.-Central Lawv Journal.


