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5Oerve it and remove it wo a place of safety on
81iKlday - as where a plaintiff agreed to colleot
lOge scat'tered by a storm, and defendantagreed
tO take them away on the next day, wbich
8hould be a Sunday, Tuesday, or Friday, the
eOftract was held to be binding. Parmales
IV Wilk8, 22 Barb, 589. So labor on merchan-

dise which, A. bas agreed to ship, anid where
lOnger delay is dangerous on account of the
ClOsing of navigation, is witbiri the exception.
ifs G'atriclc v. Wason, 4 Obio St. 566.

In Alabama, a contract madu on Sunday, to
Seea debt or avoid a threatened losg, bas

boe h.ld valid. Hooper v. Bdwarda, 18 AIs.
290); s. c. 25 Ais. 528. The hire of a hors.
lii4 carrnage on Sunday by a son to visit bis
rtber in the country, was beld to b. a vahid
cOltract. Logan v. Nathewa, 6 Penn. St. 417.
!' MIassachusetts, where travelling ori Sunday
1 Prohibited, in Buffinton v. Swan8eij (an un-

r1elorted case, tried iri Bristol Courity, Novem-
be Term, 1845), the facts showed that a

YOIIng mani who worked at a distance during
theO Week, received injuries anising from a de-

'2n thle highway, wbile proceeding to visit
115s betrothed on Sunday, anid the point was

$'8dand discussed by the court, whetber
81-.Visit might not be an act of necessity or
eaty The question, however, neyer r.ached
tefuli Court.

~The letting of a carrnage for hire on Sunday
f?0il a belief that it was to, be used iri a case
'of Ilecessity or charity, wben it was not in
ALct go us.d bas been held not to be an offence
"Ider the 'statute. Meijers v. The State, 1

0on502. The supplying of fresh meat on
13"t1day is not a necessity in Massachusetts.

'wd v. Andover, 10 Allen, 18. The case of
8aev. Goff, 20 Ark. 2.89, if the facts are

'ý0rectly reported, would seemi te be one of
t great strictness of interpretation. Defen-
dltwas poor; had no irnplements to cut his

*est, which was wastirig from over-ripeness;-
lid e could borrow none until Saturday
~iig.He exchanged work with hie neigh-

hosduring~ the week, hired a negro, and cut
8Owriwheat oriSunday. H.ld no justifica-
toifor breaking the Sabbath.
~Il1618, James the First of England issued

4' falnous " Book of Sports,"y iri whicb are
~t Out tbe sports which Il may be lawfully
ee"'O Sunday."1 This was in consequence
Otth complaints of the arbitrary interference

ý )ritan niagistrates and ministers; and it
1% tereiri provided that Ilthe people should

11after the enid of divirie service, be
disturb.d letted or discouraged from STiy

recretion. The Statute of Car. I., c.
1, Whieh prohibits sports ori Sunday, did away

Witb the effect of the "R ook of Sports ;" and
a iinilar law is te be found iri most of the

feiin upon the Sunday is especially
einsome ofteStates; viz.,Massa-

il tdes statutes, it bas been held that
'*Ore a hors. ha. been let to go a certain

distancee on Sunday, and is driveri furtber, and

go injured, no action will lie for such, injury.
Gregg v. Wyman, 4 Cusb. 822. So wbere a
horse was injured by fast driving on Sunday.
ffay v. Foater, 1 Allen, 408. In Mairie, it is
held that no action lies for the death of a horse
by fast driving on Sunday, but that trover for
conversion will. Miorton v. Uloster, 46 Me.
520. Seo WPoodman v. Hubbard, 5 Poster, 67

TI Bryjant v. Brideford, 89 Me. 193, a hors.
was let on Sunday, and an injury occurred
after the legal expiration of the day. The
towri was held liable for an injury arising for
want of repair of the road.

rIn Massachusetts, the Courts have' been
recently called upon to, give an interpretatiori
to the Word " travelling," in two recerit cases
wbicin are not yet reported. TIn Hamilton v.
The City of Boston., the plaintiff received an
injury on Sunday from a defect in the high-
way. The Court held that walking haif a
mile in the streets of Boston on Suriday
evening, with no intention of going to or stop-
pirig at any place but the plaintiff 's own bouse.
was not travelling within the meaning of the
Lord's Day Act; but in Stanton v ifetropoli-
tan -B. B. CJo., where plaintiff received an
injury by being tbrown from one of the
defendants' hors. cars, wbile on the way to
visit a frierid, it was held that the plaintiff wais
travelling iri violation of the Lord's Day Act
in England, where the Sunday law forbids the

selliiig of aie or spirit to any but travellers on
Sunday, it is held that "6a mari wbo go.. a
short distance from home, for the purpose of
taking refresbment, is flot a traveller." Taylor
v. ffumpAreys, 10 C. B. (N.S.) 429.

The carrying of the United States mail on
Sunday awakened a discussion, which, became
important iri a political point of view, about
the year 1880, anid was made the subject of
party issues. (See the Report of Hon. R. M.
Johnson, of the Committee of the United
States House of Represeritatives, which, shows
how serious a consideratiori was giveri to the
questiori.) Before this, in Massachusetts, it
had beeri held that onie carrying the mails on
Sunday could not be arrested, but not go his
passengers, Ilnor may hie blow bis horn to
the disturbance of serious people." C"ommon-
wealth& v. Knox, 6 Mass. 76. Altbougb the
mails Were allowed wo tzvel on Sunday in.
Massachusetts, it was not g0 with the Chief
Justice of the State ani bis associates. An
indictment was filed againut tbem in 1793 for
travelling on Sunday, aKd they found it neces-
sary to humbly petition. the Legisliiture to
authorize a ,iolle prosequa.

rIn Rhode Island, Penrisy lvailia, Maryland,
Virginis., North Carolina, South Carolina,
Georgia, Kentucky, Inidiania, Mississippi, lli-
nois, Alabama, MJissouri, Arkansas, Wisconsin,
Texas, Michigafi, anid Florida, travelling is
riot forbidden on Suniday. be edta h

,ln Pennsylv5flia. it basbeu edta h
statute does not forbid travelling. Jones v.
HfugAa, 5 S. & R. 299. But it does not allow
an omnibus or horse car to b. driveri on that
day, it being held a worldly eniploymeiit anid
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