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ferred under that section against a man for that he 'with a
view to compel. one B. T. to abstain from doing a certain aet
whieh the said E. T. had a legal right to doý-to wit, the delivery
of certain cil-cakeeanlawfully, wrongfully, and withont legal
authority, did hivIer the. said E. T. in the uBe of certain pro-
perty-to wit, a horse and lorry used by the said E . T."' It
was argued on behaif of the defendant that no offence within the
meaning of the section was disclosed, in that the words "other
property" in sub-aec. 3 related only to words ejusdem generis
with tools and clothes. The cam@ of Reg. v. Payne (LR. 1 C.C.
R. 27) and An*derson v. ÂAu&rgm. (72 L.T. Rep. 313 (1895), 1
Q.B. 749) were relied upon. The learned stipendiary held that
a homse and lorry were "other property"' within the nieaning
of the section, and that those words were not ejusdem generis
with " tools and c? Utes, " except that they could include only
such property as was capable of being hidden, or of whos use
a person might be deprivedl, or ini whose use a person might be
hiindered. The case arose ùut of the late strike disputer, la Hull,
and would appear to be one whýeh the 7th section of the Act
was degigned to meet-an object whieh would have been fruit-
rated by the application of the ejusdpni generis doctrine of eon-
struetiorj.-Lau- Timnes.


