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whichi lie is known to belong, if those who look on: know
we]I whio is airned at, the very sanie injury is inflicted, the
very sanie thing is in fact doue as would be dons if his naine
aîid Chlristian name were ten times repeated." Albrecht v.
B'urkholder, supra, is to tlie saine effect.

lhPfcîidanth' second ground is that there is inisjoinder of
pates1oldig asz 1 have lid above,, and it nt appear-

ing thlat the joinde(r of the plaintiffs wvill embarrass or de-
lay the trial of the act ion, 1 arn of opinion that unaer Rule
66 plaintifts are not improperly joined.

1)efendants ask, ini the alternativ.e, tlat portions of para-
grapli 3 of the statemient of dlaim be struck ont as irrelevant
iiid emwbarrassing. The portions ohjected to are snfficiently

(Olletdwith the other published stateinetsi in respect of
whivl t0w action is brouglit, ani thuy ,Iiould remain as
part of tili record. It is diffleit to sec lIow they ('an cause
emblarrassaient or interfere with the proper trial of the ac-
tion.

Trle application for particulars of the marie of the Con-
troller referred to in paragraph 3 of the statement of dlaim
is aliso, refused. Diaclosure of tlic name of the person whom
tIe author and publishied of the article coinplained of, or
one or othier of them, baad in niîd, is, or should be, within
the power of defendants or somte one of them. DefendantB
are not tiierefore in that respect prejudicially affected in
making theîr diefence.

The motion is dismisse,(d with costs.
Defendants will bave cight days front ibis date within

whleh to deliver their shttement of defence.
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