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THE VALUE 0F CHILDREN-RFCNT ENGLISH DECISIONS.tualIl 'pecufiary injuries " resulting from the old, through the negligence of the COArIadeath of the infant might not be $5,ooo. LteRke.,RlwyVBaer, 
th3 0'Possib>y the probabilities are against it, but 350. In this case it was decidedtht dethe statute in this region of conjecture has compensation was to be given toth cscommjtted the formation of an opinion to a infant's parent for the îoss of the c 0 n1nýjury upon whose discretion the only limita- ship of the child. In Indiafla, in one aetion is the maximum which is thereby allowed. a father made no claim for the '0-" of hi'The discharge of such duty, expressîy con- child's future services, and gave no uryencfided to a jury by statute, n .ecessariîy, in a to show his Ioss ; so, although the jur

case which presents, reasonable grounds of him $i,8oo therefor upon the deathO i

unless the evidence shows a plain.- error the Railroad v. Lu/y, 73 bId. 25 2. The aout
verdict cannot be disturbed. awarded in England have been by and ar00Us}Ietty l)ownie, a girl of the age of about as great as in America. In onecaewr
seven years, was run over by the cars of the an action was brought by a father, th e 'New York gnd Harlam River Company, and working mason, for injury resulting who had
killed. She lived with her mother. On the death of his son, a lad of fourteenbttte
trial anon-suit was asked for on the ground, been earning four shillings a weekb enti the
amnongst others, "lthat there was no proof of time of his death was out of el 0Y'

the plainifr or by teca nextge oSustained by jury found a verdict with j20 am essiretheplantff r y te extofkm." The mo- motion was made to set it aside as e y eivtion was over-ruîed, and the plaintiff had a but the Court held that the fahr Wrk V.verdict Of $I,300. The Court of Appeal titled to -retain the *tun.-ue«5greesaid :-It is not required, to sustain the ac- /ohns'on, 4 HI. and N. 653. Wequ etion, that there should be proof of actual with Martin B. when he says, "I0t isot toc'pecuniary loss. The damages are to be as- are to be given, I think that 201sessed by the jury with reference to the pe- much."cuniary injuries sustained by the next of kmnin consequence of such death. This is not 
___the actual present ioss which the death pro-duces, and whieh could be proven, but pro- RECENI7 ENGLJSH DECISZOYSspective losses also. They may compensatefor "pecuniary injuries," present and pro-spective. O/dfie/d v. N Y and H.R., Ry., 0f the June number of the Law Ch14 N. Y. 3 10. In McGovern v. X Y C. and the cases in 7 P. 1). 61-io2; and 20ChH.R.R., 67 N.Y. 417, the action being for 1-229, stili remain for review.the death of a boy eight years of age and 

WILL-MISTAKE. wih itthe recovery, $2, 500, the Court held that In the former, the oniy case ri'Vthe jury could estimate the whoîe damages appears necessary to notice is wa tesustained by. the father fromn the death, as Morreil4 p. 68, an article on which raÎ inwell as those proceeding t-rom the loss of published from, the English Law e' 1 'tng
serice drin mnortyas those after, and our iast number. In this case an, iheôwould not interfre. testator instructed his solicitor that ewhdOn the other hand, in Arkansas, the Court to leave ail his shares in a partic ld, these

considered that $4,5oo was an excessive sumn to his nephews. The solicitor emnb u'0  afor a railway company to pay to a mother for instructions in writing, and sent the 1  îthe loss of the services of a chiid five years conveyancing counsel to draw the Wil


