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'c4Y1sider briefly the law relating to the
liabi1ity of innkeepers. That 'terni, in
truth, is one known only to the law, for
11111s and innkeepers, on this side the
Atiantie at least, do not exist. The mo-
dern hotel, with its comfortless splendoiir,
b8.8 taken the place of the olcl-f&-shionei,
hOxLelike inn ; and Ilmine host of the
Carýter" lias given way to the " grentleman-
'y Proprietor," wlio deputes the' duties of
hosPit8. ity to an equally gentiemanlike

a courteous clerk.
'Cai'st thoun e Host?

NoGw, by this; hand, 1 swear I scorn the term."

The chamberaiaid with cherry-coloured
libbons and complexion to match, lias
heen, deposed for a sable African, who
di0eS nothing, for love, and very littie f'or
1401ley. Ail things are changed since the
""8Ys when Calye's case was decided.

Telaw bas changed least of ail, but even
't'3 rigour has beeri abated in favour of
thé gentleinanly proprietor.

In 26 Elizabeth it was resolved Per to-
l"4cariant (of Kýing,'s Bendli) that an

'liilket.per is bcund by law to keelp the
e'Od<Q and chattels of lis guests without
e.ny stealing or purloining, and it is no0
'edcl5e for the innkeeper to say that hie
4elivered the guest the key of the chani-

beli which he is lodgied, and tîjat lie left
thé chamber-door open ; but lie ouglit to

kePthe groods and chattels of his guests
héi safety. And although Vhe guest

40nIoV deliver his goods Vo the innholder
to kee o cuininwt teti
thy he carried away or stolen, the in-

ý'8ePer shail be dharged ; and thougl they

,,0Stole or carried away Vhe goods be un-
)uyet the innkeeper shall be cliarged.

8ýh iiinkeeper may, however, protect
h'r8elf by requesting Vhe guest to place

goods ini a spécial dhamber, where lie
W'1'arrant their safety, whicli, if the

g Iee eglect to do, thé loss shahl be his
Cay' case., 8 Co«ke 32. Tîtus it

wiIl bc, Seenl that ini these days the law was
4vere ellough Vo VIe inukeeper, deeming

it the only way Vo make the lives and
property of travellers tolerably safe. The
law, as laid down in Calye's case, is still
Vhe law in cases iiot colning within the
Act which is bereafter meritioned. Lt
liolds VIe inukeeper liable for the default
of hiniseif and his servants, and the re-
suIt of that auj the later cases may be
summed up by sayiing that wbere no0 de-
fault is sliown in the guest, and where
the loss has noV occurred through the act
of God or the Quieen's, eeuies. default
will be iinplied in the innkeeper.

There must be no (lefauît in the guest
wlio would recover against the înnkeeper,
and the question îîow arises wvhat coîîduct
ini the guest will ainounit to default. In
other words, wliat acts of tIe guest 'vifl
bp considered as contributory negÏ'ligence
whicb will relieve VIe iîînkeeper fromn Vie
susp)icion of necglect? This is a matter
which travellers wilI do we]l Vo make
theinselve.; familiar with.

Iti Béirge4s v. Clem&entis, 4 M. & S.
306, goods helonging Vo a factor were lost
out of a private room. in the inn, choseui
by tIc factor for the purpose of exhibit-
theni to bis customenrs for sley the use of
which was granted Vo huîn by the inn-
keeper, who at Vhe saine 'tue told him
that there was a key, and that lie muight
lock te door. This the guest neglected
to do, altliough 0on twvo occasions,' wbile
lie was occupied in showing bis goods to
a custonier, a stranger had put lis head
into the room. Lt was held tînt the
guest, by his.owft conduct, had discîarged
VIe innkeeper, partly on tie grouuld that
the innkeeper ivas noV bound Vo extend
the saine protection Vo goods placed in a
room used on Vhe request of the guest for
Vhe purposes of tratie, as in an ordinary
dhamber, and further. on the ground that
circunistances of suspicion had arisen
which *shîould have put the guest upon his

guard. "After the circunistances relating
to the stranger took place, wvhich miglit
wvell have awakened Vue plaintifl's suspý-


