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ânee is flot reovered, and consequently no release given, one is a

step farther removed from the danger. F'urther, is it flot cÔn-
+*rary to publie poiey to allow sueh an inequitsble so-called con-
tract to stand:, Roach Y. Grand Truizk Ry. Co., Q.R. 4 S.C. 392 -
and should not the provisions of R.S.O. 1897, c. 100, s. 10, pre-
vail Z

On exainination the Quebec cases above cited do not appe..r
to be anRIogous. The judgments seem tu turn or hinge on the
construction and application of art. 1056 'of the Civil Code,
which provides that "in ail cases swhere a person injured by the
coimmission of an offence or quasi offvree dies iii consequence,
without l,.ving obtained indemnity or satisfaction, l.is consort
and his ascendant and descendant relations hav, a right, but
ouly, within a year after his death, to recover £rom the persoan
who committed the offence or quasi offence or his representatives
ail damnage occasioned by such death." A few quotat ionq fronti
the judgments of the Court in these cases will, 1 think, support
this eontention: "This Court las already held that the law of
Quehee. f rom which we must take our rule of decision in this
cage, due not recognize the defence of coimmon employment
whieh prcv ails in English law." . . ,"Further, that sîîch a
rentinciation would be a sufficient answcr ta an action under
Lord Cain pheil's Act is conclusively settled by authority:
Griffitke v. Earl of Dudley, 9 Q.B.D. 357. That the action given
hy art. 1056 Civil Code is nxerely an embodiment in the Civil
Code of the action which had previously been given by a statute
of ('anada re-enacting Lord Campbell's Act is too plain to re-
quire any denionstration, and nothing in the judgment of the
JUdieial Connalittee in Robinson v. Caialii Paciflo Ry. Co.
(1892> A.C. 481, cntrov'erts this proposition"': Strong, C.J.,
Vie Quce» v. Gi-e#îer. p. 51. "Tias the deecased cver received
i-idemitity or satisfactiont for the injury in qaestîon in the sense
ta lie given to those words in art. 1056 C.C.?1 If soa. by the ratio
deec-idi and the opinion delivered by their Lordships of the
Privy ('oncil in Robinson v. Gattadian Pacific Ry. Co. (1892)
A.C. 481. the respandenî's action fails. It la no doubt singlhr
that anyone eau reeeive iudexnnity or satisfaction so, as; ta bar an
action whidh belongs to auother. . But that im flic statte of the


