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vacant. was darnaged by crow.ds resorting to it on account of,
the report that it wai haunte

Pop PulpmPE, J.A.-I agree that thé article wax untrue,
that it caused actual damage fi) the plaintiff and that such dani-

ye ~ ages were the logieal resuit of the publication. l'he article
dlirectly referred to the phIitntift'g prernises, it falsely impuited a
condition whieh naturally resulted in. lots. It was tint puiblishedl
on1 any public or privileged occtasion nor did it dca! with a mat-

î ter in whieli the defendants were specially interested. To xny
mind, as againmit the plaintiff, it was wrongftml and as smmoh
actionable, apart aitogether f'ront any consider-ation of acttual
malice. It falis within the principle of~ Ridi#èq v. Smitk, 1
I'raxer (Court of 8e8sions Cases, Sentland) 327, rather titan
within that other elass of cases whcvre, on the gromid of pbic
poliey. the Courtts have held holnest 4tatements t4) belufl
11lthoughi oecasioning damnage to the innocent.

P>er PESuaru, J.A.-In suncb a case the plaititif litust îîrive
tiuit thte statenient i false, tlm-t it was puhlished inalicimusly

and lhe s'penwnt aiag oul e atoah.i t.ineddt
i Nt t ecia! aigefl re ltioal f twsi.eddt

h.' lelieved amd was believed by saonte pertion who was infliuenced
lty it ta the detrinient of the phintiff: Loiqqpigf v. Levy. 2

e; iN 1. & W. at P. n)l. But, if it was so repuignant to cortinon
mliige mud etiminoi knnowledIge that no piroaf of its, untruith would
ieesay it is diftieulit to see how minyonéemoald have belen

deeived by it. Tlhe plainitiff failed to shew thfit the stateilieit
crplainied of Nvas wrongfuli and was muade with the knowledp
that it wotld calse, or wam likely te) cause. inuyto the Plain.
tiff, or that the dlefetitatst, iii ptihlisiui it. ittndeid or (-ou-
tilnlated Rny injury tai the illaitiif or lier propî'rty. iud %vîth-
miut suu'h evidleî the Platintitf i4hotld tnt rec-vpir. Intention
tai injure imust hie extahlis-hod pithair direetly or by reasonable
mirî'reMnt e to support gluch an1 aî'tin Quinn V. Lv'qfhr'l. i11401)
A.C. 495, at p . 524. f?;nd v. P'treidly Sorirfy. (19)021 .. K.B.
732, at p. 7.19. It ig plear that the Ottnient was only puhblished
w an item of riews, with no intention ta do ony wrong ta the
pilaintiff. andi withauit any idea that the puhîjetiain wold cauisp
ûny darnne tn the plainitif".- property.

The plaintiff alsn failed to prove, thst Rhe sutitined special
dainauf te elting direletly fraont the puiblic-ation comlllain«d of.
The flnding of the trial Jiidgi' n thim point and aig ta thosê
parts of thec evidenre whieh shotild hi', believed ar dishelievedshoulcl not be interfered with. It roust hoe shewn than au aetual


