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following, in the main, the lines c ý the Muster of the Rolis'
judgment ini Rtrr v. Theatre Royjal, Drury Lane (96 L.T. Rep.
447; (1907) 1 K.B. 544). The judge there eaid that the basis
îînderlying the doctrine appeared to b. that uixder the circum-
,stances the injured perqon must b. taken to have aecepted the
risa involved by putting hiniseif in juxtaposition with other
persons einployed h> the sanie employer whose presence is inci-
dental to the occuipation in which he ie engaged, and cannot
'omnplain of that which is a necessary or reasonable incident of

the' situation iii wliich lie bas voluntarily placet] himef. The
ride se laid down appears to iiueet the diffleulty with which ýMi.
Jusitiee Briîý wati iinueli pressed iii Cold-rick 's Case, viz., that
the' injured workin wéim not in the mane grade of employnient
tis the person by whose îîegligenee the injury wfaa caused, though
t bey wvere rt. Mb eimployed h% the saine eiiipleýyer. But lus Lord.
4hl thougbit tliat, hy loolziig at the ultiniate objeet of the eim-
pi tyîiient. buth persous iii ight he regarded as fellow-workînien,
tlhouigl not engageed in the' miwie elas of work, As ('bief Baron
Polloek siiid in MrtnV. Vl'ai of Yrathi Rail way Coipany (13
L.T. Rej). 564: L. Hep., 1 Q. B. 149'>. the eorinon ob.ject (4 the
0'îuploviiient tif tiffeîvîît t'ltitýu of einpltiyees i4 but the fuerther-
llce (if the' bu8iesK oif the iiiaster. Yet it iiiight bie said with
tr tutu tiiiit no0 two lîad it eoiiiior iiniediate objeet. This shews
t ltit %%,i iiui tLtiot ovîrtiebut look nt the coiiiînen objeet, and
rillt t t th'et vilii i i iii uira ed iat e hjct - a Times.

Ani iriterpsting case reeetitlv eame befere the Nlaryland
<I '.$ Court of Appeai jîurqtifyýitg persens, under eertaîin cir-
t*Uuîîstaflet'. ini takirîg the' law into their own hands. lu the
case ini quest ion ms noted ini the il??terirayi Law' Rovieul, the right
of a lafldlortl to eut dowix a telephone pole orected on hi& prein-
ir-eg %ithout atithority wams arstaitied. Tht' pole iii quesion was
ereptpd on an alley adjoiîîing deferidant's lot after tue eoînpany

a;îsked perission of the' defendant and the latter liad re-
fuîsed to grant it. The landowner at fit-st brouglit a bill ini equity

tii reqîlire the' Pompauy te reiiiove the pole, but before the trial,


