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effect han been discusaed may be conveniently arranged under
four distinct heads, whieh have reference to the nature of the
remedy sought by the servant.

(a) Actions for libel.-Under the general prineiples of the
law of libel, it ia elear that, where a notice shêwing the unfitneis
of a dischargedi servant for the position he held is sent by his
former employer to other employers in the same line of business,

jwithout malice, and for the sole purpose of enabuing them to

avoid the employment of unsuitable persons, the publication must

jeet-matter in whieh the party communicating the information
bas an interest, or in reference to whieh he lias a duity, to, persuns
havinc; a correspondirig intercst or duty2. On the cther hand the

h privilege of the occasioni will not protect an employer who inserts
in a notice of thi8 description ai defamatory statenient whieh lie
knowt. or sinii1<iow, ttu b' filise3.

;2 hI W'abrrh le. 'C v. Fowijl <1904) 162 Ibd. 1(>2, 69 N.E. 1003, a
cleclanition whieh alleged that tht appellant railway company3 "black-
listed" the appellee, by fnforînlng another railway company that he ivas

a"labour agitator," waûs beld not ta descrh suchmalious interference
wlth the appellee's business as would create a liahllity at common law.
An analysis of the *Judgment of the court discloses the' following grounds
for Its decision: (1) That there wag no averment that a chprqe of this
nature %vas calculated te Injure the appellee, or that any odii.- attached
to members of auch ordera or ta labour attr;(2) That ti:e charge
ivas flot libelous Mer se, as 1rnply1ni the use of uninwful or finproper
ineans to promote the interests ci labouring men; (3) That tic ('offpetiofl
was shewn between the alleged statemient and the fiflure of the appellee to
obtain emnî]ynent or him losq of oý.v position. <4) Thât fer augh, that
appeared in the declaration, the statement mnade cncerning the appieilee
was true, and, if it was truc, it ebuld not rentier the appellitnt ltable;
(5) Thait the Information given ta the second railway ceînpany was not
volunteered by the appellant, blit was given in answer te an inqu1iryV.

The general phraseologyused In the text to express the quality cf a
prIlegýd communication is takeni frein the judgment of Lord Cainpbell
in Harrison v. Busk (1855) 5 El. & BI. 344.

3 An action wvas held te ha maintainable for sending the following
printed rrelar to a nuniber of employers followinq the saine business as
the plaintiff's master:- "John Lally, an apprentice in my shop, net out of
hïs tiine, quit work without caune, on August 1. Tf he la worklng for
ven now, or ppisfrork, yen will understand the situation. Article
eleven of the by'laws cavers the case." ileUy v. aaafnill (18900) 40 Mo.'I App. 44 (48) (former appeal, 30 Mo. App. 524, where it wn.s held that the
petition stated a gool cauise of aetion). Theg court said thnt the word

A41  "quit" iniplied "wrongftilly qvit," a false staternent, as the plaintiff had

flot béen legally beund sa an apprentice, and could quit at any tîmé.


