
1243 THE BARRISTER.

by legal en to make tli
effective. The diffic\ilty in flie
-%vaýy of nmaking these acts effec-
tive is, that flic mastu'r may ar-
range -wifli ofliers f0 take fthc
pla.ce of flie strikers. According
to Lindley, L.J.. this difllculty
wili continue fo exist tili IParlia-
ment confers powers on trade
unions wbicb bdave nof yet been
conferred. In Lýyons v. Wilson,
before referred to, tlie English
Court of Appeal granted an in-
junction f0 restrain a trade union
from inducing people flot f0 enfer
flie employment of fthe plaint iTfs,
on flie -round fliat their in.anner
,of doing ;t was maliclous.

The Imiperial 'Staitut e 38 & .*>P
Vic. c. 86, is repeafed in part in
Articles 521, 523 and 524 of the
Crinfinal Code, by wbich persrns
wbo, witli a view fo comnpel any
-oflier person f0 abstain froni do-
ing, or fo do any act, whieh sucli
ntber person lbas a legal riglit fo
ido, or abstain froni doing, wý,rong-

7fufly and wîtllouf legai autliority,
'wafclies or besets flie bouse or
oflier place wliere sucli other per-
son resides, or -works or carnies
on business or bappens to lie, is
guilty of intimidation.

In this case, Lyons v. Wilson,
-lie defendants bad picketed flic
plaintiff's premises, not only f0
get information, but for tlic pur.
pose of inducing -work people fo
abstain from enteiingr fliir cn-
ploynicnt This was beld f0 lie
evidence of ma.lic2, and malice
nmust lie sbown even wbere i:.-
juries restt f roi ftie acts comi-
plained of. Mogul v. 3ieGregý,or,
(1892) A. C. 25, decides that per-
sons May by lawful meau~s endea-
ývor f0, prevent others froi work-

ing for third parties. But Tem.-
perton v. Russell, (1893) :L Q. B.
715, and. Plood v. Jackson (1895),
2 Q. B. 21, make it clc-ar that
while merely f0 persuade a per-
son wlio lias coiifracted f0 break
bis contract cives no cause of ac-
tion at a'l, if it is done mali.
ch;usly, for the purpose of injiir-
ing the person to wli the ad-
vice is given, or of injuring some
on1e else, the persein against w'homi
the malice is directed and carried
ouf bas a. cause of action; not on
the ground of persuasion fo break
fthe contVaýct, but on tlie ground of
malice direcfed against him. The
resait is fthe s3aine wlietlier the
.persuasion is f0 break the con-
tract or flot to make a contract.
One person bas a perf ect riglit to
advise anoflier not to mak-e a
particular contract, and that
other is af perffect liberty te> fol-
low that advice. But if the flrst
person uses thaf persuasion with
intent to injure tlie other, or to
injure flie person witli wi lie
is going fo nmakze flic contracit,
then tlie act is malitious. and flie
nj.alice mekes fliat unlawfui
wbici -would otliervwIsc-L lac Ia-ful.

Tlie case of Teinpcrtfon v. Rus-
sell icz authoritv for Thme 1broad
principle, fliat if a man induces
one or two parties to a. contract
to break fliat confract, wifli in-
fent tLo injutiv tlie oflier party, or
10 do birnself a benefit, lie there-
byý coxmnits an actionable wrong.
Sec Bowcn v. Hall, L. R1. 6 Q. B.
D. 333. A combinafion for sucli
ri purpose is ilea.and soa con-

Slia~ for this purpose (flot a.
violation of anis statute) would be
restrained.
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