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MAY RAILWAV COMPANIES ÉIXPLL PAS.SLeNGER.s?-One of thc most annoy-
ing incidents in a railway journlcy is the loss of a ticket; and it is made moi
acute by the arbitrary marner which railivay officiais assum-e in virtue of thc
accident. Even if' the pa!sseniger, as too often happons, to savc trouble, pay his
(are ovor again, ho is treated wvith impatience b>; !ho ticket-collcctor, and witb
blac.k looks by bis fellowv-traveller-s, %%ho arc being cdolayod. If lie docs nlot pay
or is without bis purso, uloess hc is a very wvell-knowni persan, the usual course
hitherto lias bectn to turti hinii out of the carniage %vith ignomiiny, detain hifr
till bis train has gone, and lc,ve hlmi stratndcd away from bis destination. It

;Zý ~ has been an article cf faith %vitu i-Eilway officers, fromn the chairman to the ticket-
collector, that this wvay of de'aling wvith the mnattcr is just and ]awvful, and the
railway solicitor, when appealeci to, ha3s %whispered the corrforting words, Woodi
v. Leadbilter. TIe caeo i/rv h aci~r, Shejie/d ewd Lincolnshire
Rai!way Company', 57 Law.J. Rep. Q. B. 564, in the Court of Aýppeail. %will rudol)'
dispel these notions, which wec sufficicntly rooted to bc acceptcd by Mvr, justice

il Manisty at the trial at Leeds. Ail the judges of tbe Court of Appcal agrcc that
-I Wood v. Leadl",ter lias no application ivbatevcr, and that the compaly's by-laws,

evenl assuming tbem to have an)' force, do not authorize turning passengers
adri(t. The decision turnod centirely on the micaning of tie b) -laws, and assumned,
by %vay of airgument, a great deal in favor of the railway comipany, which is
flot law. The only wvord sîaid in favour of thcmn was by Lord justice Lindlcy,
wbo confessed a doubt %%bctber railway companies are nlot occasionally placed
in great difficulties by reason of the unscrupulousness of somce persans, and
rescrved bis opinion ý%,hetlier a by-law mighit not bc fraîncd to justify tbicii 
doing wb'lat %vas donc ir the prescrnt case. As to this doubt, it is nlot sharedi by
Lord justice Lopes ;and as to tho difficulties; iii whicb raiilvay companios are
placo(l, it is tiot easy to sec theim. If a fraud is bcing commritted, tbcy no0 doubt
have a right to act as they do ;but, likc evoryonoe cIsc, if thcy ivake a mistakc
they rnust takc tbe consequencos. 'lie facts of the case w~cre of a very familial-
type in railway litigation. Mr. Butler paid tho conipany hialf-a-crowil for a
ticket, from Sheffield to Mancheoster and back, by an ex~cursion train. lie gave
up otir-lialf, and on bis return-half being domnanded ho found himself w~itliout it,
Mr. Butler gave thc ticket-collector bis naine and addrcss, and cxplairied the

~ 4 facts, but would flot pay the 3s. 5d domanded of him, bcing the full tbirdi-class fare
W- from 'Manchester to Sheffieldl. Thereupon lie wvas remnovlc froin tho carniage,

detainlodi for some timo, and evontually turned off the coi-pany's promises. The
ticket had on it the usual " Sc back,' supplementcd by an endorsemnent that it
was issuod subject to the conditions contained in the company's tinie-tables,

-R ihich duly displayed the fanîlliar series of by-laws. Aînong tlhese was, of
course, the intimation that anly travellor without a ticket shaîl bc requircd to pay
the lare fromr the station whence the train origitially started, This by-law
appeare to bc still sanctioned b>' the Board of Trade, although it is obviously
unrcasoriablc and contrar>' to law, and bias been so pronounced. It noever could
have been thc intention of Parliamient to allow railway companies to fine a
passenger who trave.ds from Willesden to Euston to the extent of the fare from


