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CONCERIus REGULATIONS REQUIRING TELxGx.AMS TO BE RIEPEÂATED.

against Ilnnstakes or delays in transnie-
#ion." The company was held liable.

In De &dtte's Case, 1 iDaly, 547 ; 30
Hôw. Pr. 403 (1866), the iljury occuirred
through. an alteration itn transmission of
"'twent y-t wo " to Iltwenty-ive." The
company had regulations relieving them
from. liability for unrepeated mssages,
but this despatch was not written on a
blank of the cornpany containing the or-
dinary conditions, and the court hehij that
the plaintiff was flot bound by such con-
ditions unless they were brought home to
his knowledge.

In Western Union Teleqraph CJompany
Y. Careu', 15 Midi. b2ô (l 8 67>,regulations
as to repeating were held to be reasonable,
and binding upon one who writes hismessage upon a blank containing such
regulations, whether he reads themn orflot. In that case there was no evidence
of negligence upon the part of the com-
pany.

In ieetland v. The Illinois, etc., Tele-
graph Company, 27 Jowa1 432; 1 Amer.
Rep. 285 <1869), ruies requiyilng mnessagIçes
to be repeated m-ere held to be reasonable,
but it was also, held that suc rulmes wou 1,'flot be so construed as to exempt thecompany from. Iiability for a 1oss occa-
sioned by its own fault or negîiger, -e, or
for waKlt of proper skill Or Ordinary care
On the Part Of its operators in Yrnwtting an unrepeated message. In stich
case, however, the burden of provinig
flegligence is put upon the plaintiff

ID Graham v. Western Unio, Teleqraph
Company, 1 Colorado, 730 (1871), thedani age occurred through a failure todeliver the message after it had beesi re-ceived at the office of destination. There,were the ustial regulations as to repeating,
but the court held these -regulations not
applicable to the casie, andtathcon
pany was hiable. This s the a com-nc
with the ruling in Gildersleve'5 c, an
in Bryant's case, and, by nnalory, with
tie doctrine in l3irnoy's case. '

In True v. The International Teleqraph
Compcn'hy, to appear in 60 Main0 (1870),it was held tint a regu1ation that thecompany wvill "lnot be liable for mnistakes
or delays in the transmission or delivery,
or for non-delivery of any message beyond
the amount received by said colnpany for
sending the same," ypWOUl not proteet thecompany frow liability for -its OWyn mis-
feasance or negligence.

In Breese v. nle United iStates T7el'
grapg' Company, 48 N. Y. 132; 8 »r"
IRep. b26 (1871>, the commission of Sr
peals decided that regulations of a tel&'
grapi company as to repeating are reasol"
able, and that where a person writes&
message upon a Wlank containing snob,
Tegulations, he will be presumed to kno<l
and consent to, them. The error, in tbât
case, was in making "l700 " read "47,000, I
the precise cause of which error was'l
known-as the case states. There WO
no evidence of negligence beyond the fc
of the mistake, and tie court was 10
called upon to decide, nor did it atteiPe
to decide, whetier the company migbt'
relieve itself by such conditions from ]Jv
bility for injuries occasioned by its oO
neghigence.

From, this review of the case it appeSX0

that à majority of the authorities hOla
that regulations of a telegrapi -compiT'1
rehieving them. from. liability, unless thlei
message is repeated, are reasonable, b'
will not he construed so as h., relieve the0l
fromn lîability for injuries occasioned bl
theip own wilfal lniscon<tuct or neg1'
geiice.-Ali)uny Lauw Journal.

The Supreme Court of Illinois, in the
recent case (February 7th, 1873,) of TYlee
v. Thte Wersternt Union Téleyraph CO",
5 Chic. Leq. Newvs 550, Breese, J. h8"'m
decided that a Telegraph Co0mpany. .
not restrict its liability by the pnfl~
writing as to repetition, &c.,-but Ogf
own courts have rather followed the 01v
jority of the authorities as stated in tber
above article. iFor two recent decisiOlle
in Our i)is4trict Court upon the subie",Sce Harris v. WVestern Union TelegrI>1

Co., Le qui Intelligence., January 3ýd
1873, Mitchell* J., and Passinore v. i
Legal Int., Jan'uary 3lst, 1873, Hare,
J.-The Legitl Intelligencer.

TRADING PARTNERSHIPSWI
MAUBRIED IVOMEN.

In France, Ilwhere nothing butth
Monarchy is saique," writes ParOo
Yorick, Ilthe legis;iative and executVy
powers of the shop net resting il h
husband, ho seldom cornes therO' Il
some dark and disnial reoon behind, ol
sits commerceless in bis thru m nightCSe'
the saine rougi son of nature that nstiio
left iim." This department, withBul


