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The opinion of the Supreme Court of
Mississippf in a suit in which a sixty-
year-old defendant was dirccted to pay
damages for breach of promlse of mar-
riage savs: :

‘* It would, perhaps. be usel"ss to of-
fer suggestion or counsel to a_ _man of
the age of appellant, or ta lay down any
proposition that would carry caution to
the mind of people of his age and class,
especially when it comes from his junior
in years, if not in wisdom. Yet it might
be proper to remind others of his tvpe
that- he who would trip.the light fan-
tastic toe with the Terpsichorean maiu
must contribute coin to._the man who |
extracts mystic music from the violin
strings, or, in other words, that pleas-
ure must be pald for with the coin of
the realm.

* Beware of the grass - widow when her
eyves beam love. She hypnotizes the rea-
son, and the soul escapes the prison
bars of discretion and ‘ you tloat airily
on golden clouds to rosy lands of pleas-
ure and joy.” Temporary bliss reigns
supreme in the palace of love; but in
the end it creates mournful memories,
heartache, remorse of. conscience, and &
burning desire to ‘ blot out the past.’’’

An excellent opinion on the degree or
extent of mental capacity that is neces-
sary to render a testator competent to
make a will has been handed down by
the Supreme Court of Oregon in Sturte-
vants’ Estate, which coma.lns the fol- .
lowing:

‘* The result of the best-considered .
cases on the subject seems to put the.
quantum of understanding requisite to
the valld execution of a will upon the
basis of knowing and comprehending the
transaction, or, in popular phrase, that
the testator should at. the time of ex-
ecuting the will, know and understand
what he was-about. It .is sufticlent it
the testator knew what he. was doing
and to whom he was giving his pr op-
erty, and it is conceded in most of the.
cases that a man may be capable ‘of !
maklng a will and yet incapable of mak-
ing a contract or’ managing his estate.”’

In Routt v. Brotherhood ot Railroad
Trainmen, 185 Northwestern Reporter,
141, the Supreme Court of Nebraska
held that where a member of the de~
fendant brotherhood became color blind
to such extent as to be no longer. able
to continue in train service, and was
discharged on zccount of such defect, it
constituted permanent loss of sight of
both "eyes, within the meanmg of a
beneflt contract. Judges Letton, Corn-
ish, and Rose dissented therefrom.

In XKane v. Brotherhood of Railroad
Trainmen, 1638 Northwestern Reporter,
508, the same question comes before
the court again, where it overrules its
former holding. The opinion refers to
a decision of a.somewhat similar na-
ture, entitled Holcomb v. Grand Lodge
B. R. T., 171 Kentucky, 843 188 South-
western, 883, 1. R..A. 1917B, 107, and
to a decision of the Court of Appeals
of Ohio iIn support of its new holding
that plaintift’s sight cannot be consid-
ered as totally lost when he is still
able to use his eyes for other purposes,
though so affected as to: debar him
from the particular occupation of rafl-
roading. . Rehearing is granted in the
Routt case, and the former judgment
reversed by memorandum opinion im-
mediately following the Kane case.

The Supreme Court of Missouri 18 not
fmpressed with laws which  give ‘un-
usual powers "to’the police, as is shown
by its opinion in City of St. Louis v.
Allen.  The defendant, a chauffeur who
one day took the wife of his employer
fo the city in an automobile; was prose
cuted for ‘violation of ‘an ordinance
which recited that ‘* drivers must at all
times comply ‘with any direction bw
voice or hand of any .member o
police ‘force-as. to stopping, starting or
He was ar-
rested for standing in front of an office-
building where 'a: sign read, * Do not
stand between these posts.”” When or-
dered by & policeman to move on hé
refused’ dnd stated that’ he would wait
until his employer's wife returned.- The
conviction was reversed by’ the Suprems
Court, which indlcates in {ts .opinion
that in this case the: city -authorities
may -have been morally right and the
defendant in  the wrong, but -says:

that, while plaintift

" The ordinance here involved puts the
citizen in the arbitrary power of the

officer. regardless of the circumstances
of the case. Its invalldity is so glaring
that - the respondent lias not citéd any
authority to uphold it. In Bessonies v.
City of Indlanapolis, 71 Ind. 189, and
in City of Elkhart v. Murray, 165 Ind.
204, 73 N. E. 593, 1 L. R. A. (N, 8)
040, 112 Am. St. Rep. 228 6 Ann. Cas.
748, it was held .that such ordinances
are violative of the constitutional pro-
vision which guarantees the equal pro-
tection of the lawa. It was there sald
that what the I.egislature cannot do it
cannot authorize a municipal corpora-
tion to do. In our cpinion the ordi-
nance in question is subject to the ob-
Jection that it may deprive persons of
the equal protection of the laws, and
that, though the city may have a most
i meriftorious case, it cannot be based on
that invalid ordinance.’”

A committee of twelve hop pickers,
representing some 2,500 men, women,
and children of different nationalities,
nresented written demands to their em
ployers for a higher rate for thelr work
and for improvements in the sanitary
conditions of the premices and in the
conditions under which they were living
ana working. The general manager of
the business, in the presence of the com-
mittee, discharged the spokesman,

i ordered him off the premises, and struck

him across the face with a pair of
gloves In such a way that the committee
understood the act was intended as an

. affront to themselves and their spokes-

man. A meeting of employes was held
on the premises, where {t was resolved
to insist on the demands, and.open ex-
pressions and demonstrations of oppo-
sition and hostility against the em-
ployers were made. One Manwell was
employed - to accompany the general
manager and the Sheriff to the meeting,
and, while engaged in sush service, was
shot and instantly killed hy one of the
employes An action by his survivmr
wife-: 1 children for $150,000 for sucl
death was brought against his employer:
fgr negligence in employing him for suc’
dangerous service. A judgment for de
fendants, on demurrer to the complain:
was affirmed by the Supreme court o
California in Manwell v. Durst Bros
174 Pacific Reporter,. 881, in an opinio:
bv oJhief Justice Angellottl, who hels
that no liability attached wher: therc
‘was no.. showing -of responsibility for
existence of a mob, and. no omission ta
diaclose to decedcnt the actual condi-
tiona. .

That a railroad detective, when enter-
ing. his employment, was not- Informed
that former employes had been shot by
third parties, did not prevent the as-
sumption of risk of. <uch injury on the
ground that it was not obvious.—Yazoo
& M. V. R.-Co. v. Hulium, Miss., 80 So.

‘The facts in the case of Kunz v. Allen
et al., 172 Pacific Reporter, 532, were
‘was In the dry
goods "store of defendants for the pur-
pose of making purchases, -the de-
fendant, without her knowledge, caused
moving picture fﬂm‘s"to be taken of her,
and afterward, used them  to advertise

‘their business by public- exhibition in a

moving picture theatre In the néighbor-
hood where she lived. ' The petltion al-
leged ‘that ‘'she théreby beca.me the com-
mon-talk of -the people in the commun-

ity, it being understood and belleved

among the people generally that she had
for hire permitted her plcture .to "be
taken and used. as a public, aﬁverﬁse-
ment. The Supreme Court of ' Kansas
held that this constituted a violation of
plaintltt's right of privacy, and entitled
her to recover without proof of spec!al
da.ma.ge.

A condition in a will pr'oviciing that a

| bequest to . the testator's widow be

equally  divided -among testator’s chil-
dren in the event that the widow should
marry during the minority of either of
the children is not void as a. restraint
upon marriage.—Bryan vs. Harper, N.
C., 98 8.. B..822. E

.It a party by contract creates an a.b-

solute “or -unconditional - obllga.tlon, the
peri’ormance of which rests on himself,
he is bound to make it good or to answer
in' damages, notwithstanding any ‘aet
of God- or inevitable accident, because
he. mlght have provided for such con-
tingencies by, “contract.—Prather v.
Latshaw,-Ind, ! !2'N. . B. 731,
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