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and wrote and sent a letter to Mann &Cook containing the libel
in question. The letter was opened in the ordinary course of
business by one clerk, and by him handed to, another, who, handed
it to, one of the firm. The defendants pleaded privile3ge. At the
trial the jury found the lettcr was a libel and that there was no
malice, and assessed the darnages at £50. On these findings
Darling, J., gave judgmnent for the plaintiff, but the C'ourt of
Appeal (Eady, M.R., and Scrutton, and Duke, L.JJ.) held that the
letter was concerning a. mtatter in ýwhich the parties had a commion
interest and that the occasion was privileged, and that the
privilege was not lo., by the publication to, the clerks of Mann
& Cook. The Court thereupon dismissed the action.

DEFAMA.TION-1IBELj---PIBLICATION 0F LIBEÉ BY PRINCIPAL TO
HIS AGENT-DoC-umuNT CONTAINING, LIBEL M1ISLAID 13Y AGENT
-DiscovERY OF LIBEL BY PERSONS LIBELLljD-CONF.QUET7F-q
RECOVERTY 0F DAMAGEG AGAINIST PRINCIPAL-LIABILITY Ol'
AGENT TO PR!NCIPAL--PRINCIPAL AND AGENT.

Weld-Blundell v. Sîephens (1918) 2 X.B. 742. This wvas an
action by principal against bis agent to recover damages foi
alleged neglect of drity in the following circumstances.: The
plaintiff wrote a letter Wo the defendant, as bis agent, which con-
tained a libel on three persons. The agent handed the letter to his
partner and af3ked hlm to cary out the instructions contained in
it. The defendant's pai.tner left the letter on the table of one of
the persons libelled, whereby he and the other two persons became
aware of the libel and then brought an action against the plaintiff
and recovered damages against him for such libel. The plaintiff
claimed to recover against the defendant the dam ages he had
been thus compelled to psy, alleging that the defendant had com-
mitted a breach of bis duty in thus allowing the letter to corne to,
the knowledge of the parties libelled. The action wau tried with
a. jury who found that it was the duty of the defendant to keep the
letter secret, and that he had neglected the duty, and that the
actions brougbt agaiust the plaintiff were so, brought in conse-î
quence of the defendant's negligence. Notwithstanding these
findings, Darling, J., held that the contract between the plaintiff
a.nd defendant did not contain any- implied term such as alleged
by the plaintiff, a.nd that no breacli of contract or dereliction of
luty had been cornmitted by the defendant, and whether or flot
this was so, the plain-uâif could not recover against the defendant
because he had had to make reparation for a wrong committed by
Ü.mself. The jury secm to have taken the commonsense point of


