
686 T~HE ONTARIO WJVELY NOES

[Quotations from thue juçigients in that ceand de
to P~urdy v. Grand Trunk R.W. Co., IPriuted CassiiteC
of Appeal for Ontario, N.S., vol. 150, in the lbrr.é
Law Society of TJpper Canada; Rice v. ToI'ronto RW ,0
40~5, 406.]

The rules as to eontributory and " ultimate nelgne'i.o
it saeems to me, based upon uotig moire tuan. thePOO
that the fact that one acts 2iegligently çIaes dise
ta demaxud that others shdl not bc negligeuit t0wrd111l

If, for example, one leave a daxukey tie& in~ ther1 dt
that act be negligent or careless, others -are notelildt
zuegligently~ toward huxm or his property: Dave
M. & W. 548. And the luquiry must, in all caseinwel
parties have beeu negent, really be, what aU heatalCs
of thue accident, as distinguished from a nuer' cond

Whrere "there has been ngligence onte at0'ur
tiff~, yet, um1ess~ lie iniglt by sthe exerciseofriny
avoidqçl the cosequences of1 the defendants'gieaý
entitled f9 recover:" per Parke, B.,inB e.

R.W Co, 3M. W.248; 3)sies v an,1
Butifhle could by the exerise of~ ordinaycr

the cosquezuces of tlue de4endants' negligneoh t k
cove. Iflie continue bis causal negligec P o'

moment of the accident, being able to disconiu ta
cessation of such iuegligenc would hveoie al I

qunces of the doL endants' negligeuchsnelg
cusal. negligence, and hêe bas no rih of cin

che san intantanou resul ofteoertOL f lej
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