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LIiIEL-PRIVILEOED COM MUNICATIO- POST.CARD PUIBLICArio.N-NOTICF.

Sadgrove v. hrole, (i90:) 2 K.13. i, %vas an action of libel for
defamatory language on a post card sent by' the defendant to a
third person. The post card %vas a privilegcd communication as
between the defendant and the person to vvhomn it %vas sent. The
plaintiff's name wvas not nientioned on the post card, and there
was no evidence that any person who sav the post card, other than
the person to wvhom it was sent, knie% that it referred to the plain-
tifr, Under these circumistances it %vas hield that the plaintiff had
failed to shcw a libel on him, other than on a privilcged occasion,
and that though the fact that a cointu nication is sent by post
card instead of by closcd letter %vould generally be evidence of
malice, yet as the communication Nvould not be understood by
those through whose hands it paissed as referr:ii-, tu the piaintiff,
there %vas no evidence of express malice to avoid the privilege.
Ridley, J., had held the occasion wvas not privileged, and had cneýred
judgment for the plaintiff, but this judgrnent %vas reversced and the
action dismissed by the Court of Appeal. (Smith, M.R., and
Collins and Rainer, L.JJ.).

OOST8--SCÀ,LE OF COSTS-I-DC.MEFNT %AMNST TNVO DE-.IENDANs'r vot D1FFERMNT
AMOUNT-(ONT. RU'LE 11,1l2).

In D2tzbnry v. Barlow (igo i) 2 K. B. 23, tvo defenda:îts Were
sued on a joint and several bond giveni for the fidelity of one of the
defendants, who was also sued for a sum in respect of which lie had
made default. Judgment %vas recovered against both defendants
for £5o, the amnounit of the bond, and against the defaulting defcn.
dant for a further sum of £go. It was hield by the Court of Appeal
(Smith, M.R., and Collins and Romer, L.JJ.) that the defendant,
as ta whomn only t5o had been recovered, w~as liable to pay only
Counity Court costs. See Ont. Rule 1 132.

PRINCIPAL AND ALGENT-IRaoKER.. LIABILVry oip PIN!CIPAL.

Ley/i v. Hamblet (i9o1) 2 K.B. 53, is a decision of the Court
of Appeal (Sinith, M.R., and Collins and Romer, L.JJ.) on appeal
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