
have not don.e, and do not intend to do, any wrong: seeQuinn v. Leathein, [1901] A. C. 495; Reed v. Friendly So-ciety. [1902] 2 K. B. 9; Lyons v. Wilkins, [1899] 1 Ch. 255.Because of some disagreenient Ibetween plaintifs and their"fiiser,"the woodworkers Ieft the plain titts' exnploymentand began a symnpathetic strike." .They had a right to doso, so long as tlîey broke no contract; and no complaint ismade iii that respect; whiat i8 conxpiained of is the subse-quent condluct of defendants. Their main purpose in strik-ing was to coxnpel plaintiffs to accede to the dernand of thefinishers. Their plan to force plaintiffs tu bubmnit wao toprevent other worknen taking the places of the strikers, andto constrain such of plaintifis' workmen as hati not left etoleave thecir employmient, and to prevent the sale of the goodsmtade by theni, so that plain tits 'would be put in thiepositionthat they mnust subniiit or close their factory. So long as theworkmnen resortedI to lawful mneans oxîly to accomnp]ish a law-fui obIcthey were within their right; but any unlawfulobject, or unllawvftl imeans to obtain a lawful object, sliouldmecet witti prompt prevention and punislîmont. One of theflrst acts of the wvorknien who striick and of other mem-bers of the organized body to which they belonged, was toorganize watelherg to beset and watch every day ail trainswith a view to intercepting any one who might have theappearanco of a workmnan enployedl or seeking emnploymentb>' plintiffs, and tu bemet and watch plaintiffs' facfory andpremnises for the purpose of preventing new workinen fromeneigplaintifsm emnployinent and of constraining theirw'orkmen to leave sucli employient. The conduet of thosewho beset and watehied the factory was often of ani offensiveand higlily reprehlen si bl character. Iii regard to boycottiog,that mnainly reliedi upon and provedl was the intimidation ofpersons who boughit and bold the product of plaintiffs' fa&-tory. The resuit hias, in one case at least, been an intimi-dation of the dealer to such anextent that lie is afraid todrisclose the facts except secretly. The defendants muet beheld tu really intend that which îs the -plain effect of theiractions, the injur>' of the plaintiffs by intimidation. Quinnv. Leathain, [1 901] A. C. at p. 38, and Shilton v. Ellersby,6 E'. & B. 14, referred to.
It is too late for the defendant uhion, the organizedbody, to con tend that the>' are not incorporated, and there-fore that the action should he dismissed as againat them.They have, without objection, appeared, pleaded, and con-

mented tu the interloctuory order again8t theni, b>' thi.naine under whieh they> are sued. The Rul.. of the Court


