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Many caser, are cited . . . It is useless te try te re-
concile the cases upon the point of practice.

Schmnuck v. Mclntosh, 2 0. W. R. 237, Marslî v. MeKay,
3 0. W. R. 48, and Sangster v. Aikenhead, 5 0. W. .438,
495, ail tend to support defendants' contention, and counsel
for defendants aegdthat lie strongly relied upon llennessy
v. Wrightî, reported with P>arnell v. Walter, 24 Q. B. D. at
p. 448.

On the other hand, P>arnell v~. Walter, Elliott v~. Garrett,
[1902] 1 1K. B. 870, Ednîondson v. Bireli, [1905] 2 K. B.
523, andi Whýite v. Credit Assn., 119051 1 K. B. 613, sup-
port pla1inti11sý' view.

Tiiere is ne reason te suppose that the inquirv is inade for
aLn 'yimproperv purpose, itor dees it appear that the information
is buing ' uglît or piirpüocs othier than the present action.
lier ilndecd will thu givîing of thie information put defendants
te, aux- Îinonvenience or unnecessary trouble. Plaintiffs are
entitled to explore ail material facts involved or conneeted
with thie litigation that niay tend te strengthen their own case
to breaýk dewn thaï; of defendants. Defendants' good faith
and lîenüetyv of purpose in sending out the circulars are in
issue. It has, 1 think, been well saiid that "the paramount
conisideration must lir the relevancy' of the inquirv, to thle mat-
fer in issue, which is the state of thec defendant's mind when
lie publishied thi- statemiients cornplained ef."

In one aspect ofrlinis case, if may bie essentiat, te
eqtablish malice,

The naîie of defendlants4' informant, or access te the~ source
of thieir information i petn plaintilfs' intention of? aban-
don)ling the manulfacture. of saatrasý welI as inspection of
flhe liqt of p(erSon1 te wlîoin the cirul1arsý were sent, might and
probablv. wouldi materiaiy v iist pliifils eithier in breaking
down Il eans p)li cf hona fidles andf privilege and cstab-
JiihingmaI lides, or cf satisfying plinitiffs thiat defendants

weeactirng lîonestly, adthjough1 nlîisld, andi( in eithier aspect,
if wouIl sevîn flic inifaion hudne ewthedui-

i tinkii Wite v. Credlit Assn.,spa ample nuthority te
suipporti the positioni thatii defndntmst give the namne of
the, personi or persons f romr whomi thev allege they obtained
the informiation thati pla1intifls intiended abandoning the main
'eature cf separators. Nor doq the resens given in that case

a lio- her i ii[,port of dfnnt'contention that they


