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two members of a hotkey team, and as auch had put up at the
defendant's inn; the. captain of the team iiavi zg conti'&cted te
pay the charge#. While guesta at the defendants 'sMn their
rcomr wus eztered and watches, money and jewellery, the. pro-
perty of the plaintiffs, were stolen. The point was raised by the
defendulnt, that there was no liability, because there was no con-
tract between the. plaintifsi and the. defendaný.; but Bigham and
Walton, JJ., affrning the judgment of a Couxxty Court judge
held that the common law liability of the innkeeper te a gue
for the loss of property arose notwithstanding a third person
had agreeJ to pay the ehnirges; the relationship of innkeeper
and guest arising, as soon as the traveller enters the i with
the intention of iising it as an inn, and is so eceived by the host.

PRA0TICE-IE3COVERtY-E2:AMINATION POP. flISCcVi2Y-.ACTION
FoR sLAN Dzp-DEEN0E or PAYIX COMMENT.

'Walker v. Hodgson (1909) 1 N.B. 289. This was an action
for siander, the words complained of having been spoken by
the defendant as the chairman of a meeting. The defendant
pleaded that the words complained cf so far as they conitisted
of istatements of fact, were t-rue, and in sc far as they conasted
cf comment were fair and bonâ fide comment upon matters of
publie interest. The defendant claimed te be entlt-led to in-.
terrogate the plaintiff for diiwoovery for the purpose of estab-
lishinig t-he truth cf the matters of fact alleged in tLe speech
complained of, and in t-he particulars delivered by 1dm cf t-he
inatters upoiu which i@ defence cf fair cmnient was baaed.
Bray, J. held that in thle absence cf a plea cf justification t-he
defendant was not entitled to put any cf t-he proposed interroga-
t-ories, but t-he Court cf Appeal (Williams, Buckley and Ken-
nedy, L.JJ.) reversed hie decision in part, they being cf opinion
that without a plea of justification the defendant is cntitled
to interrogate the plaintiff as to the trutl of the aflegations of
fact on which the alleged defamnatory statementg were based, or
whieh the. defendant desired te provre Pt the trial for the. purpose
of mupport-ing his plea of absolute privilege; and on t-bis inti-
mation of opinion the parties agreed as t-o thbe questions 'which
might be put.

CFIXINAL LÂW-PRACTYOE--SB]PENÂ 1SSUED FOR 1
pouI-$MTIN(] AS8ME StBP(INÀ.

Rox v. Bai-nes (1909) i K.B. 258 appaars tu be
lude in t-h. suffragette agitation now going on in J!
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