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ing upon a security net belonging te the eustemner and depositod
for another purpose, although the court coneeded that the bank
would not have been affected by any misapplication by Canceelor
ci moneys actually borrowed by hini on the securities in question.

SAVAGEI norMiiÇsxC ANIMÂrl,-SCIENTEa-L~inaITY OF OWNRR 0F

In Lowery' v. 'Valkr (1909) 2 K.B. 433, the defendant, a
fariner, was owner o 'a savage horse whiehi had prev iously bitten
humamn beings to the de fendant's knowledge, and hie kept the
lorme in one of hig fields through which there wvas a footpath
along whieh, as the defendant knew, numbers of the publie had
for thirty-five ycars habitually trespasied in order to make a
short eut from a highway to a railway station. The plaintiff,
while thus trespassing on the field, wvas bitten by the horse. The
defendant had frequently interfered withi people using the foot-
path, but had neyer taken -'iy legal proeeedings for the purpose
of stopping trespassers, anîd gave as a reason that imost of the
trespassers were his own custoiners. The County Court judge
\%ho tried the action, held that in these circuinstances the defen-
dant was liable to the plaintiff, but a Divisional Court (Darling
ani Pickford, .J.L) reverscd bis decision, on thc grouind that thie
plaintiff beîng a trespaser had no right of action.

DEF.\mATION-rIBEI. IN N~V1.PRPBX.T0-NETO

TO DEPAME PlAINTIFS'.

Joncs v. Hiflton (1909) 2 K.B. 444 was an action of libel
against a newrpaper proprietor, in which tlic facts were somne-
what extraordinary. The plaintiff's baptismal naine was
* 'Tihoinas,'' but lie lîad assumed also the naine of e'Arteinus.''
and was known as "Thomnas Artemus Jones," or "A rtemus
Jones. " Hie was a practising barrister. In the defendants' news-
paper an article was published purporting to give an aceouint -of
the proceedi ngs of -"Artenius Jones" at Dieppe, wvho was repre-
mented as heng with a wonian who was not bis wife and who miust
hehec her thing, ' and as the f requenter of the f-"asino turning
niglit into day and betraying an unholy delight ini female butter-
flues, whereas in England Mr. Jones was, represented to lie a
ehurchwardeu at Peekhiam. Neither the writer or publîsher ini-
tended the article to refer to the plaintiff, and the writer sup-
posed ho wag deseribing a fletitious and non-existent person.
The plaintiff proved that hie friends and aequaintances thouglit
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