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~ The plaintiffs applied to examine the defendants for dîscovery.
(1) ws to the itiforiiîatioii the deirendants liad wheîî they pilh-
lislied the alleged libel, and which indueed thein to belie%-e i its
truth, and whether they did in fiiot believe in it.4 truth. andi 2)
the naines of the persons froin whoni they reeeived the i-foriiia-
tion. .The Court of Appeal (W'illiams, Stirlinîg andi Moulton,
L.JJ.,) hcld iifflirming Satton, J., thnt the fiî'st question inst bin
answered ; but overruled lîini as toi the second, heing of opinion
that in actions agairist YieNwspaper publiisr for libels in iiws-
papers, according to thc geiieral mile of prw-tivv, in, the abserne
of any special circuîîîistanecs, the defendants oiîglit nlot to lic (coi1-
pelled to ansver the second question.
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Pye v. Brifsh. Anooobile Syiiical(' (1906) 1 K.13. 425 is a
case i %vhich the sonwiwliaît difficuit question wkis raised as to

ýhc ~ whether t ýsuini agreud on to be forfeited, iii theic cycut of a hrt'eli
ç o? a eontraet, wvas to ix' regarded ais iit'îltv oi liqu jtiudtt(

danmages, In this case the plaintiff cîtered iuto a eonltraci. to
iàYact as the ;eena tiroent for the sale o? automobiles. Thie

ýýP; ~ plintiff as part of the aigreeîneut deposited with the defendants
£300 as a deposit iu respect of the gonds, %%hi-h suni %vs tvb
repaid uipon paynieut hy the l)laitiff of flic priee of all the
g'oods ilielutionc'.1 i a sclhedule to the agreemuent, wicli spt'rîtied
the automiobiles to be sold. and it wN as provided iliat if the plaini-
tiff reftuscd to iccept, or puy for aiiy o? the goods~ the defeudziufs

* i-e to be at liberty to declare the deppo,4it forfeited to tlv dle-
fendanîts 'hy w'aèy of liqîiidated anti asvertiiined dîas. The
plaintitr coiiiiiîitte<i a breach of tlie agreeýciit and the defeîi-
(lants declared the deposit forfeited. 'l'ie action wvas broigl
to recover thc deposit, the plaintif conitenditug tlîat the agrce-
ment for forfeiture %vas merely a stipulation by way of penalty.
and that as it wvas miade tg taike eff et on the occeurrence of mie
or more of several events, vix., the non-paynient o? flic price of
aîîy one or more o? the niotor cars, notwithistanding the wording
of the agreemient, the deposit ouglit tint to be construed as 1itqni-

'7dûted daniages. Bigham, J., however, wvaR of opinion that the
deposit was, iu this case, for liquîda-ted damages and tlîat, there-

n fore, the plaintiff was tnt entitled to get back the £300. The
fact that the plaintiff had actually paid over the moiiey lie re-
garded. as an important ci rWmmstance, and lie thought that the
Court ought fo give effeet fo the cxp-ess words. of the coîîtract
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