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5. Niotices circulated amonget the coemployée of the persons to whi ch
-theY relftte..Another kind of "blacklist"ý is that whieh employers
who lîire large numbers of servants cireulate either among ail
their servants indiscriminately, or among such superior employée
as are invested witli authority to engage and discharge subordin-
ate servants. The right to publish such a document has so far
been tested only i actions for libel, and it bias uniformly been
held that the privilege of the occasion is prirn facie an effectuai
bar to a cdaim fo- danmagei bftsed on this ground'. Whether the

"Suppose a mnan should file a bill alleging that lie belongcd te the Honour-
* .~ a ble and Anclent Order of Free-inasons, or to the Preshyterian church, or

to the Grand A4my of the Republic; that his emiployer had di&charged him
solely on that actount; that hie had discharged others of bis employés,
and lntended to dlscharge 911 of them for the saime reason; that he kept
à. bookc whléh contained ail the nimes of such discharged persozis nd met
opposite the naine of each dischargd fisntefatta e liad been dim-
ciîarged solelv on the groitud that lie beianged to sueli organization; and
that hie had given Auchî informantion to others, .%-lo refused to employ such
pereans on thot accouint. Is it possible a court of equity could grant
relief? ff go. Iirny an wvhat groiind? And yet that lit a perfectly parallel
case tu tii as miade by h i.

8 ln Hunt v. Great Nlorthcrn R. Co. (1891) 2 Q.B. (C.A.) 189, 60
L.J..B..S.498, 55 .T.P. 1348, it appeared that. after the plaintiff had been

*dismissed f rom the defendant rallway companv's service on the charge of
gras neglect of dutv, the railway eoinpany publshed hIs naine in a erinted
Monthlv circular aàdresqed ta aIl its servants, stating that plafittiff had
been dismissedl and the reason therefor. The communicaetion was unani-
moualy held to be a privileged one, "(1ai anyche," said Lopes, L.J., '"dout
that a railway com;>any, If they are of opinion that some o! théir servants
have been don tTgs wvhlch, If they were done by their other servants,
%vould sérioluslv damege their business, have an interest ln stating this te

r their servants? And hoîv can it hé said that the sérvants te whom
that statement is nmade have no lnterest in hearing that certain
things. are belng treated by thé cempany a8 misconduet, and that,
if any of them should bé guilty 'o! su,,h mi.icnnduct, the conséquence
%vould bé disnilssal froni the company's service? 1 cannot Imagine a cage
ln which the reciprocal interest eould hé more clear," It was artzued that
thé plaintiff's naine need nlot bave been rnentioned by the défendants, innd
that thé privilège of thé occasion was lost becausé bi naimé was mentioned.
This contention was rejected. "lt might possibly hé," said Lopeq, L..T.,
"that thé mentioning o! bis naine eould he mugmsted as évidence of malice

- Ain the part of the défendants-not that 1 think the suggesïtion could hé
î maintalned for one mioment. But, at anv rate, It could only hé used

as évidence te sihew that thé dMandants had abused thé occasion, not that
-the occsaion dId net exist.1

In H7ebnor v. &reat Yortkern R, Co, (1899) 78 Minn. 289, 80 N.W,
1128, thé record of the reasons for a railway sérvant's discharge was macle
in one of thé book@ of thé corporation, kept for It4 own informition, and
thé only publication complained o! courMe when thé record was corn-
munléatéd by one o! the clrks, emnployed by défeildant in the ornéoe cf thé
-telegraph supprintendent te another clerki 6,th of thesé persons heing ln.


