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on a moral obligation will not be enforced by the courts. Biehtip
statpa that some of the older authorities recognize moral obliga,-
tion as valid, and says: 'Such a doctrine carried to its legitimate
results would resse the tribunals from the duty to administer
the iaw of 'the land, and put in the place of law the varying
ideas of morals which the changing ineumbents of the Beneh
mniglit froin time to time entertain.' . . . The moral law
would obligate an attenipt to rescue a person in a perilous posi-
tion, as a drowning child--but the law of the land does flot re-
quire it, no inatter liow littie personal risk it miglit involve,
provided that the person who declines to act is flot responsible
for the peril."

The second case, that of De pte v, 1F-lateau et al., was tried
in Minnesota. The plaintiff wa.s a cattle buyer. 11e called at
the farma of the defendants at about five o'clock in the evening
of a very cold January day to inspect soine cattie he undey itood
they had for sale. It was dark w'hen hie arrived and lie was
unable to inspect the animais and lie thereforc requested permis-
sion to remain overnigbt. This req'iest wa.8 refused, but the de-
fendant Flateau, Sr., invited hîm to remain, for supper. Soon
thereafter lie wau takern violently ill and fell to the floor. Froin
this point bis memory was flot clear as to what occurred, but
hie recalled that he again requested permission to remnain at the
defendants' home over night and that bis request was refused.
Defendants then assisted him froin the bouse and into Iiis cut-
ter and started him on bis journey home, seven miles away. H1e
was found next maorning, about three-quarters of a mile from de-
fendants' house nearly frozen to death, having beer- again
attacked by bis ailnent and having fallen froma his cutter. H1e
subsequently brouglit an action against defendants for damages,
claiming that, ,in view o! his physieal condition, which was
known tu defendants, tbey were guilty of negligence in sending
hlm out unattended on a cold niglit to magke bis way to bis L. -me
as besthlecould." This theory the court sustained. h held that
"tsince the plaintiff was flot a trespasser upon the premises of
defendants, but was there by express invitation, the defendunts


