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CoNCERNING REGULATIONS REQUIRING TELEGRAMS TO BE REPEATED.

against “ mistakes or delays in transmis-
#ion.” The company was held liable.

In De Sutte's Case, 1 Daly, 547 ; 30
How. Pr. 403 (1866), the injury oceurred
through an alteration #n transmission of
“ twenty-fwo ” to « twenty-five”  The
company had regulations relieving them
from liability for unrepeated messages,
but this despatch was not Written on &
blank of the company containing the or-
dinary conditions, and the court held that
the plaintiff was not bound by such con-
ditions unless they were brought home to
his knowledge.

In Western Union Telegraph Company
v. Carew, 15 Mich. 625 ( 1867), regulations
8s to repeating were held to be reasonable,
and binding upon one who writes his
message upon a blank containing such
regulations, whether he reads them or

not. In that case there was no evidence
of negligence upon the part of the com-
pany.

In Sweetland v. The T linois, etc., Tele-
graph Company, 27 Towa, 439 5 1 Amer.
Rep. 285 (1869), rules requiring megsages
to be repeated were held to pe reasonable,
but it was also held that such ruleg woui:
‘not be so construed as to exempt the
company from liability for 4 loss occa-
sioned by its own fault or negliger. -e, or
for want of proper skill or ordinary care
on the part of its operators in trapsmit-

ting an unrepeated message. Iy such
case, however, the burden of proviag
negligence is put upon the plaintiff,

In Grahamv. Western Unioy, Telegraph

Company, 1 Colorado, 730 (1871), the
damage occurred through & fajlure to
deliver the message after it had been re-
ceived at the office of destination,
were the usual regulations as

to repeating,
but the court held these regulatil‘))?slllllgt
applicable to the case, and that the ¢om-

pany was liable. This is ip g
with the ruling in Gildersleyes z:zda;:s
in Bryant’s case, and, by analogy " with
the doctrine in Birney's cage, °°’
In Truev. The Internationg) Telegraph
Company, to appear in 60 Main (1870),
it was held that a regulation that the
company will “ not be liable fo, mistakes
or delays in the transmission or
or for non-delivery of any messa;
the amount received by saiq company for
sending the same,” would not Protect the
company from liability for -tg own mis-
feasance or negligence.
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In Breese v. The United States Tel*
grapk Company, 48 N. Y. 132 ; 8 A
Rep. 526 (1871), the commission of 8"
peals decided that regulations of a tel®
graph company as to repeating are reaso?”
able, and that where a person writes
message upon a blank containing such
regulations, he will be presumed to kno¥
and consent to them. The error, in theé
case, was in making “700” read “7,000,
the precise cause of which error was W%’
known-—as the case states. There W&
no evidence of negligence beyond the fact
of the mistake, and the court was nob
called upon to decide, nor did it attemPt‘ ‘
to decide, whether the company migh?
relieve itself by such conditions from 18"
bility for injuries occasioned by its ow?
negligence.

%‘r%m this review of the case it appeﬂrg
that & majority of the authorities hol
that regulations of a telegraph ‘compaby
relieving them from liability, unless f'h‘:
message is repeated, are reasonable, b¥
will not be construed eo as to relieve the®
from liability for injuries occasioned b}
thei» own wilful misconduct or negl’
gence.—Alhuny Law Journal,

The Supreme Court of Illinois, in th?
recent case (February Tth, 1873,) of 7yle"
V. The Western Union Telegraph 00
8 Chic. Leg. News 550, Breese, J. h“'f
decided that a Telegraph Company c¢aP
not restrict its liability by the prin
writing as to repetition, &e.,—but 0
OWn courts have rathet followed the 1%
Jority of the authorities as stated in .tha
shove article. Kor two recent decisi0
in our District Court upon the subjec®
see Hurris v. Western Union Telegraf
Co., Legal Intelligencer, January 3
1873, Mitchell; J., and Passmore v.
Legal Int., January 31st, 1873, Hare, B
J.—The Legiil Intelligencer.

TRADING PARTNERSHIPS WITII
MARRIED WOMEN.

In France, “where mnothing but e
Monarchy is saligue,” writes Par8 o
Yorick, “the legislative and executi’
powers of the shop not resting in
husband, he seldom comes the‘re/h,
some dark and dismal room behind,
sits commerceless in his thrum night-¢#
the same rough son of nature that nat
left him.” This department, with sun
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