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servant can recove,: in any given instance on the ground of
expres malice is a question to be determined with reference to
considerations similar to those whieh are controlling in ail
actions for defamationg.

terested, and bath acting strictly wlthin the litne *of duty, as belng engaged
ln procuring the information neceîtiny ta enable them te fill out tlhèe itrdi
wlh was to be delivered to hihn thie plaintiff. It was held that there
was no undue public disseeination of the contents of the book; and that
there %vas nothing in tire evidence wliich indicated that care was not taken
tu confine the information tu persons who were directly interested, Rnd
whose duty it was to kzîow the reason for plaintiff's dismiissal front defeni-
dant'g service.

Wlîere a notice ta the effect that n ral 4 ervant lias been dis-
charged for insubordination is posted in various rooms set apart for his
fellow servants, but sometimes vleited without authority by meînbers of
the publie, the communication is privilege.d. MeDonald v. Board of Warkf'
(1874> 5 Austr. J1. Rep. 34.

In Ilisqoitri 11-R. Vo. v. Iichtnond <1881) 73 Tex. 5618. 4 LR.A. 280,
Il S.W. 555, it was held that, in the absence of actual maliee, ait action
for libel would not lie against a ilî3 camrpany for the circulation of a
'«black luat" among thre sutperlar offliailsý who employedI merl lpon its own
line. Tire court sald. "Looking to the public lnoreets invoived in the Bafe
operation of rallways as well as the interests; of tîjeir owners. it semas to
us that one having reasonable grouind tu belleve that a person seekin.1
important positions ln that service wils incompetent, careless, or otherwlse
unflt would he under sucli obligation ta conimunicate his knovledg- or
belief tu ail persons likely ta emiploy mucl iunituitable persan in thot blusi-
ness as would niake the publication'prlvileged if nmade in gond faith.-"

See aIea the next note.

OIn Tench v. (Greut Western R, Co. (1873) 33 U.C.Q.B. (C.A.) 8,
Rev'g 32 U.C.QB. 452, it was held by six out of aine judges that tire evi-
dence shewed a reasonable mode of publicîltion, and no excess snch as to
take awvay the privilege or shew malice. Draper, C.J., anc of those ivho
taock this viewv argnied thus: "Tire stiitlon-master's offices or the baoking
offices in the cases pointed out, appear ta me proper places; for the notice
ta reacli those ta w~hoin it was addressed, and the catition whîch McGrath
was dlrected ta give the employés; in regard tu these placards. shews a
careful latent to do no mare than was neessary ta, convey the Information
ta those who ought tu rescelve IL. McGrath swears he dld what he wag
ordered and no more. 1 thlnk there wais no evidence of express malice ta

be sbmited a th juy" Spae 0., one of the dissenting judges, ex-
pressed. the oninlon tait ath irculation of the piper ln questioni, nuch
more was datte than was sufficient ta answer aIl the legitimate purposes of
the occasion: It was posted nip, and kept psted up la nme places for
weeks, atin others foir months, in offices of the company called private.
but ta whlch othùrs than servants af the campany obtaiaed access, and
there saw and read it, and lu saute of thone offices In a canspiecun place,
where It could be seen and read front, the wioket at whilh the public pur-
chasedl throir tickets." Richards, C.J. aIma considered that the putting up
of thi@ notice in the offices of the campany ln such places as they could ho
seen by others tirait emiployée, wlthout Its belag'shewn there was any
paramaunt neceuity therefar, and the pasting it ln the books of certain
olffcers of the couapany, was independent evidenice of malice ta go ta the
jury."

In Bacon y. dichigan C.R. o. (1887) 86 Mich. 106, 33 N.W. 181,.the


