
REFusiNG TO RECEIVE GIJESTS AT À HOTEL.

eithcr te receivo a travelier as a guest into his
house, or te find hirn victuals and lodging,
upon bis tenderimg bim a reasonabie price for
the same, hoe is net oniy hiable te render dam-
ages for the injury in an action on the case at
the suit of the party grievcd, but aise may be
indicted and 6ined at the suit of the king."
Bac. Abr., fann and fankeepers.

In White's cose, Dyer, 158 " It was argued
per curiaun, tbat if a guest couic te a common
iunkeeper te barber tbere, and hoe say that bis
lbeuse is full of gucsts, anud do flot admît him,
etc., and tbe party say hoe wili sbift amoug
tbe otlier guests, and bie there ho robhed of
bis goods, the inukeeper shahl net ho charged
becauscherefuscd the guest. Amd ifthe cause
of tbe refusai ho faise, the guest may have bis
action on the case for bis refusai." And Lord
Kenyom, in Kirkman v. 8hawcross, 6 T. R. 17,
says, arguendo: InuIkeepers are heuud by
law te receive guests wbo come te their inus;
and are aise boumd te protoct the property
of those guests. Tbey bave ne option, cither
te receive or rejeet guests, and as tbey can-
net refuse te receive guests, s0 neither can
they impose unreasouahie termis upon thern."
Sec, aIse, Beonett v. Mlellor, 5 T. R. 274;
-Thompson v. Lac y, 3 B. & Aid. 2-85 -Newton v.
Trigq, i Sower 270; liaw t/trne v. ffozmmond,
1 C. & K. 404.

But tise guest is net entitied te hoe received
and entertained uuless ho tender the inn-
keeper a fair rernuncration for bis accommo-
dation ; for the latter is net obiigcd te give
crcdit. Bro., Action Sur Case, 76 ; Bro.,
C'ontracts, 438; 9 Ce. 87, b. Wben, however,
a guost is rejected, the fact that ho bad net
tcmdered the price of bis entertainment is ne
defeuce te an action against the keeper whcre
the rejection was net on that ground; nor is
il a defeuce that the guest was travelling on a
Sunday and at an heur of the nigbt after the
keeper's farnily had gene te bced, uer that the
guest refuised te tell bis name and abode, as
the inukeeper has ne right te iusist upon kuoiv-
ing those particulars: but if the guest cerne te
the inn druuk, or bebaves in an indecent or
improper manner, the innkeeper is net heund
te, receive hirn: Bex 'v. Ivens, 7 C. & P. 213.
In this case Coleridge, J., said: "The inni-
keeper is net te select bis guests. lie bas ne
rigbt te say te one, yen. shall corne into rny
mnn, and te another yeu shahl net, as every
oue coming and conducting himself in a proper
manuer bas a right te be received." Sec, aise,
lie well v. ackeson, 6 C. & P. 723. Wbiie tra-
velers are entitied te proper accommodations
they have ne right te select a particular apart-
ment ner te use it for purpeses ether than
these for wbich it was desigu cd: Fell v.
Kniglit, 8 M. & W. 2 69.

Se far there appears te ho nothmg iu the
cases imdicatimg a rigbt in a publican toecx-
clude persons ou amy ground save disorderly
conduct and, nmdouhtediy, drunkenness. But
seme of the American cases go fartber and in-
timate a right te excinde persons of bad habits

or character. In Jenck3 v. Coleman, 2 Surnn.
221, whi ch was an action for refusing to take
plaintiff on board defondant's steamboat, the
ground of the refusai was that plaintiff was
agent of a rival lin e, and had been in tbe habit
of going aboard defendant' s steamboat to solicit
passengers for his lime. Story, J., charged
the jury that the defendant had the right to
refuse te admit on board persons " wbo refus-
cd to obey the reasonabie regulations of the
boat, or wbo are guilty of gross and vuigar
habits of conduct, or wbo make disturbances
on board, or whose characters -are doubtfui,
or dissolute, or suspicions; and a fortiori
whoso characters are -unequivocally bad."

The analogy bctweeu the rights and duties
of common carriers and inukeepers is very
close, so that this decision of Judge Story
bas a strong bearing ou the righti; of inn-
keepers to refuse guests. But in 2larkham v.
Brown, 8 N. H1. 523, we bave some remarks
directiy iu point: Parker, J., after speaking of
the dnty of an imnkeepcr to receive guests, said:
"But hie is not obiiged to npke bis bouse a
common receptacle for ail corners, wbatever
may be tbcir cbaracter or condition. * * *
Hie is indictabie if hoe usuaily barber thieves,
and hoe is amswerabie for tbe safe-keeping of
tbe goods of bis gueàts, and hie is not bound
to admit one whose notorieus character as a
thief furnishes good reasons to suppose that
bie will purloin tbe goods of bis guests or bis
owm. *' * * So hoe rnay probibit tbe entry of
one whose rnisconduct in other particuiers, or
wbose flitby condition would subject bis guests
to aunoyance." Sec Pincerton v. Woodward.
33 Cal. 557.

We have been able to discover no other
Arnerican cases having a bearing on the sub-
ject, and even the two cases above quoted did
not invoive the question, and the rernarks
were obiter. But we bave littie doubt that
the courts would sustain an exception te the
gemeral mbl, sufficiently broad to permithotel
keepers to excînde persons of undoubtedly dis-
reputabie character.-Albany Lawo Journal.

At a. Livingatou justice's court a somewhat too
wiiling witneas was placed upon his voir dire by
a suspicions attorney, and inquired cf touching
bi@ jnterest in tbe osent of the suit. The witnss
was too ready to acquit bimasclf of tbe charge,
and replied in the negative with great aiacrity.
The iawyer pressed bis interrogatories dloser
borne, tbua : Il Witness, do you preteud te say.
under your ontb, that yen bave ne interest in
the event cf tbis suit ?" "lNet the firt red,"
was the prompt reply. "lDo you mean te lie
understood that yen weuld as seon sec erie party
beat as the other ?' ''Yos, your bonor," was
the answer, Iland if anythimg a littie rather."
The last atnswer did the businesB. -Pittsburgh
Legal Journal.
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