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utestad statément carnot be treated, for ths purposes of enbl-
ing the ser-ant to maintain an action, as being an act which is
equivalent to a slander®,

The extreme severity with which the rule may sometimes
operate has recently been shewn in u very, striking manner by its
applieation in that class of cases in which several employers in
a certain line of business enter into a mutual agreement that no
person who has previously been in the service of one ‘of them
shall be hired by any other, unless he can produce what is known
as a ‘‘clearance card’’ from his last employer. Although it is
evident that an arrangement of this kind may render it extremely
difficult, or even virtually impossible, for a servant who has not
received the requisite certificate to obtain work similar to that
which he has heen doing the courts have declined to qualify the
common-law doetrine!, The lawful act of refusing the clearance
eard is not-converted into a tort by the fact that the refusal in

wife was dismissed from defendant’s service, another party, who wuas
willing to employ her upon the presentation of satisfactory information
regarding her character, declined to take her into his service. on account
of defendant’s failure to give her a character, Upon the admission of the
plaintiff’s counsel that he had no precedent for such an action, Lord
Koanyon said that there wos no case; nor cuuld the action be supported hy
law, By some old statutes, regulations had been established respecting
the character of labourers; but In the case of domestic and menial servants,
there was no law to eompel the master to give the servant a character.

. might be n duty which his feelings might prompt him to perform; but
vhere was no law- to enforce the doing of it.

That the oblifation of a master to give a servant a character belongs
to the imperfect clnss and is not enforceable by law, has been held in Seot-
land also. Pell v, Ashburton, {Se, Ct. of Sess. 1809) Fae. Dee. 448, cited
in Fraser, M. & 8. p. 128, ’

To the same general effect see Moult v. Holliday (1808) 1 Q.B. 1253,
{per Hawkins, J., arguendo); Limbeck v. Gerry (1808) 15 Misc, 663, 30
N.Y. Supp. 95; and cases cited in the following notes,

$New York, C. & St. L.R. Oo. v. Bchaffer (1002) 65 Ohlc 8t. 414
(418, 410) 62 L.R.A. 031, 62 N.E. 1036,

tIn Clereland, C.C. & 8t L.R. Cq, v. Jonkins (1898) 174 Ill. 308, 51
N.E, 8}1, the court thus discussed th¥ rights ol the servaut: “¥From the
evidence }arndueed on this question, and from the judicial notice which we
tike of the ordinary general management of railroads, it is apparent that
what is known as a clearance card is simply a letter, be it good, bad or
indifferent, given to an employé at the time of his discharge or end of
service, shewing the cause of such dischorge or voluntary quittance,. the
length of time of service, his eapacity, and such other facts as would give
to those concerned information of his former employment. Such a eard is
in no sense a letter of recommendation, and in many cases might, and
probably would, be of a form and character which ths holder would hesi-
tate and decline to present to any person to whom he was making applica.




