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The privilege in question is of course of the kind called Prima facie; that #
it. exists on the footing that the act of the sender was flot malicious-not do
e.g., with an indirect motive of wrong. (As to* malice in that sense see S e 0i~
v. Midlatid Ry. Go., 10 Ex. 356; Abrath v. Nortiteasterie Ry. Go., II Q.B.D. J.O
450, J3owen, L.J. ; s. c. ii App. CaEs. 247.) But the mere sending a speec
bevond one's constituency, far from establishing, could not even, in reason,be
evidence of malice.-MevlIe M. Bîgelow in Harvard Law Review.

AN INNKEEPER'S LiEN AND LiABILITY.-A lien is the rigbt of a bai1ee t*oý
deta in chattels until some pecuniary demand upon or in respect of them has been.,
satisfied by the bailor. Sucb is the definition of a lien given by Mr. Wharton in>.
bis wvork on "« linnkeepers," p. 116; andi the learned author proceeds to showc
that there are two kinds of lien, particular and general, the innkeeper's lien being
of the former Pind, and arising froni the fact that the innkeeper bas to "bestow.
an extraordinary F mount of care in the preservation of hisguest's goods." Hence,.
the law in return gives hirn this power of retaining bis guests' goods. The
definition of a lien given in Brett's "Commenta. ies on the Present Laws of Eng-
land," vol. 1, P. 426, is v'ery similar to Mr. Whartcn's. Itis as follows. " The
riglit to retain the property of another until sorne pecuniary demand upon or il] re-
spect of it has been satisfied by the oxvner. Liens are of two kinds, particular and
general. A parLicular lien consists in the right to retain goods in respect of labor
or mýoney expended upon tbem. Particular liens are favored by the law." The.
truth of this last short sentence is borne out by the recent case of Gordon v. Silber,.
59 Law J. Rep. Q.l.3., 507; L.R. 25 Q.13.D., 491. For two months Martin Sulber
paid his bills at the hotel at which hie was staying. He w.as thpn joined by lis
wife, who brought with lier a large quantity of luggage, and tbey remained at the
hotel for about four nuonths. When they left their bill w.as unpaid, and the hotel
proprietors claimed a lien on the luggage brought by the wife, and retained it.
A payment on accounit xvas subsequently made. The busband having beconie-
insolvent, the action wb%,ich had been commenced against him and bis wife- was.
con tinued against lier in respect of hier separate estate for the balance of ihe biL
The wife defended the action on the -round that board, lodgings, etc., were pro,
vided b'. tbe hotel proprietors on the order and credit of bier busband, and.
couniter-claimcd for delivery to bier of the luggage retained iÀs aforesaid. F'rura
the evidence it appeared that the ?Iaintiffs had looked primarily to the husband:
for pavment, but tbougbt that tbey could always "go backç" on the goods. Tbe.
goods were unquestionably the wife's separate property. Thec case was tried by
Lord justice Lopes, sitting in the Queen's I3ench Division. The Lord justice:
held that tbe claim for payment against tbe wife could not be sustained, but that
the lien had attacbed on the luggage ; and in doing so expressed himself a5.
follows: " If the guest bas brougbt goods to tbe inn to, whicb bie bas no titie that.i
will flot deprive tbe innkeeper of bis lien, because bie is obliged to receive the..
guest without inquiries as to bis titie. It seems, therefore, the lien is com -
mensurate witb the obligation to receive the guest and to keep safély and securelp


