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law. Uere, were I uufettered by authority, I would be inelined
to doubt if the deeuaed can be said to, have received any indem.
nity or satisfaction; but I amn bound by the authority of The
Queen v. Grenier to hold that h. has. The word 'renunciation,
used by the learned Chief Justice who delivered the judgtnent
of the Court in that case means nothing else, it is 'clear, than
release in consideration 9f the indemnity or satisfaction that an
employee under such circumstances agrees te have received in
lieu cf any further clain againat the cornpany in the case of hi&
meeting any injury in tIie course cf lis employment. It was
argued theni, as it waq at bar ini this case, that an employee can-
not stipulate in adviance witb bis employer so as te defeilt, iii
case of his death, the action cf his wife and ehildren: and -that
such a stipulatio.x was net the indemnity or satisfaction i-eqtired
by art. 1056. But that --ntentic'n did not prevail. We were of
opinion that the words 'without having received indeinnity or
satisfaction' cf the article of the Code would be meanitiglpss if
the construction contendtd for iy the plaintiff ini thitt vase, as
it is by the plaintiff here, prevailed, that an in(lemnity orý Satis.
faetion whieh w'ould have barred an action hy the deevatiei, hiat
he survivedl. does net Plso bar the action hy the con-sort and ehiu.
dren. That cannot be. That tivuld 1w reading out of the~ w-tiele
the words 'without having reeived indemuiity or satisfac(tioin.'
. . . "However suxali the indeimnity aceepted hy the doeasp(
inay have been. in whatever formn or shape 1we may have ae'te
it, at what time he bias aeeepted it. inakeft ni) differviio.-
'And iii the (r' cxc we wvert' bouru. 1 need Iidv~th

that decision. and held in mtriet ûecordance with it, tht thiee
having been indenînity or iîatisfatiià hy the cleceased in that
case, the stirvivors' action did not. lie, thoughi it did lit in the
Robinson Ceçe, becaus e deceased there had not in lus life.
time reeeived irndernnity or iat isfaetion": TasehereaiiL, in
the Grand T'r?.k ly. Co, v. Miller,. pp. el"; antd 59.

Articlo 1056 of the Quebee Civil Cole has nt) eouiitcrpnitrt in
Ontario. On the other baud. we have th- saving effeet of s. 10
cf the Workmen 's Conipensation Aet. whieh hus ni) place iii the
Civil Coule. It iq true that the Suprenie Court refers to wni foi-
lows snr Eýnsiili dPrcstionq, nntahly (iriffithç v. Rar'l of' I)fidl(Y.


