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PER CURIAM.

Paintiff gopeds as of right from an order granting summary disposition to defendants pursuant
to MCR 2.116(C)(10). We affirm.

Maintiff first argues that the trid court erred in granting summary digpostion of her libd and
dander dlams. We disagree. A trid court's determination of a motion for summary dispostion is
reviewed de novo on appedl. Peters v Dep’t of Corrections, 215 Mich App 485, 486; 546 NW2d
668 (1996). A motion for summary disposition pursuant to MCR 2.116(C)(10) tests the factua
support for a clam. Porter v Royal Oak, 214 Mich App 478, 484; 542 NW2d 905 (1995). In
deciding such a motion, the trial court must consider the pleadings, depostions, affidavits, admissons,
and other documentary evidence, and must give the nonmoving party the benefit of every reasonable
doubt. 1d. Although the court should be liberd in finding genuine issues of materid fact, summary
disposition is appropriate when the party opposing the motion fails to provide evidence to establish a
materid factua dispute. 1d.

In an action for defamation, a plaintiff must prove (1) a fdse and defamatory statement
concerning the plaintiff; (2) an unprivileged communication to a third party; (3) fault amounting to at least
negligence on the part of the publisher; and, (4) ether actionability of the statement irrespective of
gpecid harm or the existence of specid harm caused by publication. Linebaugh v Sheraton Michigan
Corp, 198 Mich App 335, 338; 497 NW2d 585 (1993). An employer has a qudified privilege to
defame an employee by making statements to other employees whose duties interest them in the subject



matter. Sas v General Motors Corp, 372 Mich 542, 548; 127 NW2d 357 (1964); Patillo v
Equitable Life Assur. Society of US 199 Mich App 450, 454-455; 502 NW2d 696 (1992). The
elements of aquaified privilege are: (1) good faith, (2) an interest to be upheld, (3) a statement limited in
its scope to this purpose, (4) a proper occasion, and (5) publication in a proper manner and to proper
parties only. Prysak v R L Polk Co, 193 Mich App 1, 14-15; 483 NW2d 629 (1992). The
determination whether a privilege exists is one of law for the court. A plaintiff may overcome a qudified
privilege only by showing that the statement was made with actua madlice, i.e,, with knowledge of its
fagty or reckless disregard of the truth. The issue of actud mdice is generdly one of fact for the jury
and for which supporting facts must be given; generd dlegations of mdice are insufficient to establish a
genuine issue of materid fact. 1d.

Here, even assuming that a factua dispute existed regarding the truth or falsty of defendants
datements, we find that as a matter of law defendants were entitled to assert a quaified privilege
because the statements of Wagner and Buckley were made between persons having an interest in the
subject matter of the communication, thereby rebutting a prima facie inference of maice on the part of
defendants.  Smith v Fergan, 181 Mich App 594, 597-598; 450 NwW2d 3 (1989). The
circumstances surrounding Wagner's publication of the contents of the phone message do not
demondtrate that they were made in bad faith. Wagner's actions demondtrate her concern, both
personal and professiond, regarding the message as it related to the robbery, and her statements
concerned an interest to be upheld and were limited in its scope to this purpose. Wagner raised her
concern regarding this message at a proper occasion, and published the gatementsin a proper manner
and to proper parties only, including individuas in the Loss Prevention Department and Buckley.
Prysak, supra. Regarding Buckley, we conclude that his statements were aso published in good faith
regarding an interest to be uphed. Buckley filed the Corrective Action Report concerning the aleged
phone message with the Human Resources Department, which was the proper department to receive
this information. The report was limited in its scope to the purpose of detailing Wagner’ s report of the
phone message, and was written on a proper occasion, and was published in a proper manner and to

proper partiesonly. Id.

To overcome defendants qudified privilege, plaintiff asserts that a genuine issue of materia fact
existed whether defendants acted with actud mdice. In support of this claim, plaintiff denies making the
threatening telephone cal to Wagner and points to certain dight inconsistencies in Wagner’ s testimony at
deposition and in an earlier MESC hearing. Plaintiff also asserts that Buckley was motivated to defame
plaintiff because she had complained to his superior that Buckley had harassed her. However, even
viewing the evidence in a light most favorable to plaintiff, we cannot say that her generd, unsupported
dlegations create an inference that defendants made their statements with knowledge that they were
fase or with reckless disregard for their truth. See Prysak, supra; Wynn v Cole, 91 Mich App 517,
284 NW2d 144 (1979). Accordingly, the trial court properly granted summary dispostion in favor of
defendants.

Pantiff aso argues tha Wagner's and Buckley's statements were published to three other
employees of Perry Drugs who were not privileged to hear thisinformation. We disagree. A review of
the record demondtrates that the employees most likely heard about the aleged phone message and
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plantiff’s termination through gossip, rather than through direct publication by Wagner or Buckley.
Paintiff admitted a her depostion that two of the employees did not state that they heard about the
phone message from either Wagner or Buckley, and both of these employees denied having any
conversations whatsoever with Wagner or Buckley regarding plaintiff, the phone message, or plaintiff’s
termination. Although plaintiff clams that the third employee, a Sore manager, did hear the datements
directly from Wagner and Buckley, it is likely that these publications, assuming they occurred, were
privileged because of the employee' s status as a store manager.

Plaintiff next argues tha the trid court erred in granting defendants motion for summary
dispogtion of plaintiff’s clam for false light invason of privecy. We disagree. In order to maintain an
action for fase light invasion of privacy, a plaintiff must show that the defendant broadcast to the public
in generd, or to a large number of people, information that would be highly objectionable to a
reasonable person by attributing to the plaintiff characterigtics, conduct, or beiefs that were fase and
placed the plantiff in afase postion. Porter, supra.

Even assuming that sSix to eight employees of Perry Drugs were informed of plaintiff’s aleged
telephone message, we conclude that this number does not congtitute a broadcast to the public in
generd, or to a large number of people. 1d.; DZierwa v Michigan Qil Co, 152 Mich App 281, 288;
393 NW2d 610 (1986). Moreover, as discussed above, plaintiff has falled to establish that defendants
Wagner and Buckley acted with reckless disregard as to the truth or fasgty of ther publicized
satements. See Hall v Pizza Hut of America, Inc, 153 Mich App 609, 618-619; 396 NwW2d 809
(1986). Wagner honestly believed that plaintiff was the person who left the message on her answering
machine, and she reported the phone call to Loss Prevention personnel and to her supervisor. Buckley
properly reported this information to the Human Resources Department.  Buckley believed Wagner's
cam that plantiff left this message, and made a deliberate decison to believe Wagner over plaintiff.
Accordingly, plaintiff has failed to establish that defendants statements placed her in afase light.

Affirmed.
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