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that principle of public policy which prohibits monopolies and
exclusive privileges. It would tend to deprive the public of the
services of men in useful employments and capacities. It would,
to use the language of Mr. Justice Barrett in People ex rel. Gill v.
Smith, 5 N. Y. Cr. Rep. at p. 513, “ impoverish and crush a
citizen for no reason conmected in the slightest degree with the
advancement of wages or the maintenance of the rate.”

Every citizen is deeply interested in the strict maintenance of
the constitutional right freely to pursue alawful avocation, under
conditions equal as to all, and to enjoy the fruits of his labor,
without the imposition of any conditions not required for the
general welfare of the community. The candid mind should
shrink from the results of the operation of the principle contend-
ed for here: for there would certainly be a compulsion, or a fet-
tering, of the individual, glaringly at variance with that freedom
in the pursuit of happiness which is believed to be guaranteed to
all by the provisions of the fundamental law of the State. The
sympathies, or the fellow-feeling which, as a social principle,
underlies the association of workingmen for their common bene-
fit, are not consistent with a purpose to oppress the individual
who prefers by single effort to gain his livelihood. If organization
of workingmen is in line with good government, it is because it
is intended as a legitimate instrumentality to promote the com-
mon good of its members. If it militates against the general
public interest, if its powers are directed toward the repression
of individual frecdom, upon what principle shall it be justified ?
In Regina v. Rowlands (17 Ad. & Ellis [N.S.], *689) the question
involved was of the right by combination to prevent certain
workingmen from working for their employers, and thereby to
compel the latter to make an alteration in the mode of conducting
their business.

The Court of Queen’s Bench, upon a motion for a new trial for
misdirection of the jury by Mr. Justice Erle below, approved his
charge, and we quote from his remarks. He instructed the jury
that ¢ a combination for the purpose of injuring anotheris a com-
bination of a different nature, directed personally against the
party to be injured, and the law allowing them to combine for
the purpose of obtaining a lawful benefit to themselves gives
no sanction to combinations which have for their immediate pur-
pose the hurt of another. The rights of workmen are conceded ;



