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mental. Such is the oft quoted dictum of Sir Wm. Erle. in his
m ~orkc on Trade Unions (1869, ed. p. 12). Lt is as follows:

* "Every person bas a right under the law, as between him and
his fellaw subjects, to full freedom in disposing of his own labor _r
bis own capital, according to his own will. Lt follows that every
otber pe:san is si.bject to the co-relative duty arising tberefrom,
and is probibited from any obstruction to tbe fulîest exercise of
this right. wvhich can be made compatible witb the exercise of simi-
lar rights by ' Wthrs. Everv act causing an obstruction ta another
ini the exercise cf the right comprised witbin tbis description, nod in
thte exrercise if thle aaor's own rigfhl, but for the purpose of obstruc-
tion, would, if damnage should be ca,îsed tbereby tc the party
obstructed, be a violation of this prohibition, aad the violation of
this prohibition b% a single persan is a wrong, ta be remedied
eitber by action or by indictmrent, as the 4_,se -nay be."

Lt will be observcd that the learned writzr limits the original
right to the doing of such acts as either (1) do not conflict %vith
the acts of others iii possession of similar rigbts, or (2), if tbey do
confiict, then to such acts as are Pn exercise of the actar's own indi-
vidual rigbt.

Hence collision thus anticipated is made lawfui by just cause
ar excuse. This theory is important ta a clear understanding of
the subject. There are expressions in the cases which suggent
another rule of decision. But when examined thev are readilv
harmonized m~ith it. For example, Lord Herschell, in A/h-ni v.
F/ood, (1898) A.C. p. 138, discusses the underlying right .)f ever%
man and asserts that everyone bas a right ta do any lawful act lie
pleases without molestation or obstruction, wvhich wvider riglit also
embraces the rgh-lt of free speech. He dissents from the view that
this righit is Iimited ta damage ta piaperty or trade, and 8avs that
the Mlogçd case tanite) rests upon this, that the acts by which the
competition v-as pursued were aIl lawvful acts, that thev were acts
flot in themselves wrongful, but a mere exercise of the right to
contract îvith whom.and when, and under what circumstances and
upon what conditions the parties pleased. And hie adds (p. 139)
that iii his opinion, no one is called upon to juistify, either act or
word mercl% because it interfères with another's trade, or callii,
an"v more than lie is bound ta justify or excusE his acc or word
under ans' other circumstances, unlcss it be sliewn ta bc± in its nature

wrongful, and thub tD require *Justification. And in Boots y.
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