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N m Setting up the more limited authority as given by the law of his own coun-
V,e tl;.lt the pres.ent' case was different, as it was a case where the English law
‘ardshie more limited authority, and there CQHId not, therefore, be tf.le same
ecidedp upon persons dealing in England with the agent. Mr. Justice Day
the vi that the document was to be governed by English law, thus adopting
Where ZW of St(?ry _ where he says (paragraph 286): ¢« There is no d'oul')t thgt
ore; n authority is given to an agent to transact business for his principal in
.80 country it must be construed, in the absence of any counter proofs,

it i i i
A tt is to be executed according to the law of the place where the business1s
ransacted.”—London Law Times.
[
g.—The question of the admissibility in evi-
ne is one upon which there are already

d increase of telephonic communication,

ugeo 2¥ERSATION. BY TELEPHON

- %very) dco‘n'versatlons over the telepho

B of g ecisions, and owing to the rap!
me importance.

the, BVersations by telephone are like 00 other communications.

a o .
Ve been compared to communications made through an 1nterpr

- Yegy
I P A . . .
the,, ¢ this is grossly inaccurate, for, in the case of a conversation carried on
aning of the

0
¢ cllgh an interpreter, whatever doubt there may be as to the me

baye Words used, there is none as to the identity of the speakers. Again, they

W ngj ?ft:l compared to conversations between blind persons or between persons

°fli§ oring rooms, not in sight of each other. Thiscomes nearer to tele-

*S ar, Conversation, with the differenc® however, that the voices of the speak-
- i.not altered, as may be the case over the telephone.

i ftele lle, however, there are obvious limitations to the reception in evidence
the la Phonic communications, their admission is in many cases necessary, and
V upon the subject may be considered as reasonably well settled.

Vyer ® first case on the question, so far a5 W€ know, was People v. Ward, N. Y.
i comand Terminer, 1885, 3, N. Y. Crim- Rep., 483), where it was held that it
|8ty Petent for a witness to testify to @ conversation over the telephone, and to
= 0

3 € k
b tht:ents made by the other party thereto, where the witness called said party

Lt Instrument and recognized his v .
T wfs to be noted in this case that the instrument was a private
It Vitness, Fish, testified: ‘1 went to the telephone and rang up Mr. Ward.
Grant & Ward’s office and the bank. I had
d, hundreds of times over the telephone, and

s wreCOgnize his voice very gistinctly- I recognized it on this occasion.”
1 as held sufficient to admit testimony of what the defendant Ward said.

h .

} ) t;,he case of Wolfe v. Missours Pacific Ry. Co. (97 Mo. 473; 10 Am..St. Rep.
Sy, 1€ court went further, it being held that when a person places himself in
through an instrument in his office, he

Ser ectlf’n with a telephone system

Cor Y Invites communications in relation to his business through that channel.

ﬁ\‘t ®TSations so held are as admissible in evidence as personal interviews by a
€T With an unknown clerk, in Char&e of an ordinary shop, would be in

For instance,
eter, but,

oice 1n response.

-

telephone.

1 Q . ;
B ; a direct telephone between
ul Sed with the defendant, War



