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397 WORKMEN'S UNION—WRIT.

“Structural Damages."] — See Xe¢ Zoronto,
Hamilton and Buffalo Railway Co. and Kerner,
28 Ont. R. 14, ante, col. 32§.

“Sum in Dispute.”}—See Petrie v. Machan,
28 Ont. R. 504, ante, col. 15.

“Trade."]—See Demers v. O'Connor, Q.R. 10,
s.C. 371, ante, col. 140

“ Transfer.”}—See Croft v, Croft, 170nt. P.R.
452, ante, col. 117. .

“True Bill.”"—See 7he Queen v. Townsend and
Whiting, 28 N.S.R. 468, ante, col, 103.

“Unless he be Arrested.”] — See Spain v.
Manning, 28 N.S.R. 437, ante, col. 110,

© *Valuable Security.}-See Beattie v. Wenger,
24 Ont. A.R. 72, ante, col. 113.

“Which Has Not Accrued Due."}—See Mail
Printing Company v. Clarkson, 28 Ont. R. 326,
ante, col. 32. P

' Widening."}—See Yoseph v, The City of
Montreal, Q'R. 10 S.C. 531, ante, col. 233.

‘‘Without Colour or Right"]—See Moore v.
Gillies, 28 Ont. R. 358, ante, col, 185,

“ Year."]-—See Crothers v. Monteith, 11 Man.
R. 373, ante, col. 199.
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WORKMEN’S UNION.

Rules of Association—Interference with Non-
union Workmen — Illegal Combination.] — A
workmen's union, one of the rules of which pro-
hibits members from working in any ﬁace
where non-members are employed—without,
however, imposing any penalty for breach of
the rule except the loss of beneficial rights in
the society—is not an illegal association, and
does not constitute a conspiracy against work-
men who are not members.— Workmen who,
without threats, violence, intimidation, or the
use of other illegal means, quit work because a
non-union workman is employed in the same
establishment, incur no responsibility towards
the latter.—Where a non-union workman quits
his work voluntarily, notwithstanding an inti-
mation from his employer that he is at liberty
to continue thereat, he suffers-no damage
recoverable at law. Gauthier v. Pervault, Q R.
6 Q.B. 65, reversing 10 S.C. 224 and restoring
C.68.C.83. Affirmed by Supreme Court of
Canada, February 16th, 1898,

WRIT.

Alteration—Return Day—Nullity. | -Changing
the return day of a writ before it is signified is
not a cause of nullity. Migniek v. Laurin,
Q.R. 10 S.C. 254.

And see PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE, L.




