
ENQLIS1H CASES. bz

f rom ail the members was passed and the officiais of the union
proceeded to levy it. The plaintiff claimed that, in the absence
of rules exnpowering tbuch levy to be miade, it was ultra vires
and illegal and should be restrained by injunetion. The action
was tried in a County Court and dismissed. and the Divisional
Court (Darling anid Phillimore, JJ,,) affirmed the judgment on
the ground that although the levies mighit be irregular kas not
being provided foi- by the rules, yet as the purposes for which
the levies were mnade were authorized by the rules, they were
îiot illegal or ultra vires; and therefore the Court ouglit flot to
interfere.

1)EPAMNATION-LB3EL-PRIVI,E*ED OCCASION - I>uai .ITIO)N TO
CLERKS 0F COMPANY-REASONABLE AND ORDINARY COURSE 0F
BUSINESS.

In Edrnondsoit v. Bircli (1907) 1 K.B. 371 the Co"irt of Ap-
peal (Collins, M R., and Cozens-Ilardy and Mut .L.JJ.)

have foilowed Bo.'281us v. Goblet (1904) 1 Q.13. 842 (see ante.
v >1]. 30, p. 392), which. case it nay be renernbered 'exptlaitied
and qualified Pufllmai v. 11111 (1891) 1 Q.B. 524 (see ante, vol.
27, p). 236). In the latter case it had been held that the
publication of a defamiatory letter written by a wine mer-
chant, to lus elerk for the purpose of eopying it was not privi-
legeil andi rendered the mîerchant liable to the persoui dtefèinedl
but in Ro.rsiis v. Q.fobft. il «as hcld that publication to aelerk
in the ordinary course of business wILs pri iloed in that casee
the defaniatory xîîatter being eontained ini a letter wvrittoen by a
solicitor on behalf of his client iii the ordinary course of husi.
ness. In the present case the dcfendants were a Iin nnyh

k London having business relation, %with a eoniptan. iiupn
iind the Japon eomnpiny nîoydthe pIai!îtie' and it wavns
iinderstood tha9t they shoiuld write to tho 1-oiidluî eonîpaiîy to
aseritain if they approved of the engizeict. Th'e Loiflon
Collipaly 's manager telegnifphtd 11aek in ipher, h1a ve'ii tien IP.1
igs Nvith IEdrondson givt' notiee of isiou.'This teleirrain

was copied into, flt dfhoîtemîay' efhît' book titýit-
with a translation of it hy one of the tl'feiid'-n ootnîpativ s
clorks, The casîe xvas tried b$ liavrenee(. ., and .iiry. nind p
veriliet and *jt(utgnetit were givven in favour of thle plainflif.
'l'lie defondant appeuled andti îoved f'or judg-nient. ni' for- a lîw
trial, kind the Court of Appeal held that the intter lwiin£ weittein
in the ordinary course the publication bo the defoendant 's elerkq
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