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Canada, in the case of Glengoil ,SS. Company & Pilkingon,19 1
as follows: ''A condition in the bill of lading providing that the
shipowner shahl fot be hiable for neghigence on the part of the
master or mariners, or their own servants or agents, is not con-
trary to public policy, nor prohibited by law in the Provinee of
Quebec." This judgment further held that art. 1676 of the Civil
Code of the Province of Quebec only applied to notices by car-
riers and not to bis of lading, as the contract between the
parties. It w'ould, also, appear from the judgment, that in Eng-
land and presumably the other provinces of Canada, and in
France, Italy, Germany and Belgium, the law, prior to that time,
had been to the same effect.20

Previous decisions in the Province of Quebee had deter-
mmced that no person could contract out of the consequences of
bis own neghigence,ý2 ' but Oic ngoil & Pilkington bas be, n
follom-ed by the Quebec courts. 2

Since the Supreine Court decision in Glengoil & Piikiîigtoni,
jurisprudence in France has declared to be void clauses exempt-
ing from liability for negligence.2 2 This latter jurisprudence is
more in accord with the Convention of Berne Il and the French
statute,* both of whieh prohibit or limit exemption of hîability
for negligence . 2 6

Section 4, in declaring certain exceptions void, does not, in
terms, impose upon the shipowner and others the obligation to
use the care and due diligence, whicb he cannot relieve himself

from.
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