
meu's Compensation Acta in England le Wrc9i, and -that h. has
corne to the. comcluion dhat lu' the interets of the wonhing
clamses the two later EInglieh Acts ehould b. repealed. Il re-
marks tIiat it Je only to a comparatively limited clam that the.
mnnold imperfrec#ons of those Acta a"e hown, viz., to the. legal
profession to wiiose miii they bring grist ln the. way of litigation,
to the medical pr4>fêuion who also pecuniarily profit thereby,
and to, the isurance companies whlch also mûe business there.
out; but thé publie in general is in the daek. Ris rernarks, there.
fore, ane disinterested, and deserve attention flot only ln IEng-
land, but in every othér country where such litigation ie con.
templatedi

LIABILITY 0F MÂYUFÂCTURERS 0F FOOD PRODUCTS
FOR INJURIES TO THIRD PERSONS.

Au important decision has reoently been given by the Court
of Error and Appeal, New Jersey, U.B., on this subject (Tom-
linson v. Armotir). The plaintiff brought an action againat the
well-known pork packern in Chifago, Armour & Co., for damages
i respect of hie purehase of smre cauned meat, which, as h.
alleged, was se carelessly, negligently and inproperly put up as
te cause deleterious and poisonous resuits; the. plaintiff, having
eaten a piece of ham taken from one of these cane had been
taken ill from ptomaine poison. The. Supreme Court of the.
State, held that.there wus no Iiability on the part of the defen-
dants, there being at common law no implUed warranty by a
manufacturer or dealer as te the. wholesomeness of food sup-
plied, and that, assuming a different rui. to eiàt in case of such
dealer sud a consumer, yet the consumer in the absence of a
statute could flot hold a manufacturer or original vendor to a
higher degree of duty than 'L -cast upon hlm by cominon Iaw
with respect to hie owu vendee.

The. Appellâte Court reveraed tis decision. Pitney, 0., who
delivered the, judgmeut of the court thus concludes bià judgment:
"Upon both reason snd authority we are ciearly of the. opin-


