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(b) Âotioui for con.piraoc.-In the. absence of proüoÂ that the
agreement in pursuance of which the "blacklist" in question
was sent out by hi. employer was entered into for a nialicious.
purpose, the inclusion in it of a true statenient to the effeot that
a certain servant participated in a strike does flot furnish any
.-round for an action for conspiracy although, as a resuit of the
gblacklisfing, lie %vas unable to procure or retain work under

other employers'.
(c) Actions oit the case.-The effect of several decisions seei-na

'i be, that, even if a stateinent inserted in a certain "blacklist''
was flot libellous, and the Pgreernent in parsuance of wh3ch it
was cireulated wvas not an unillwfitl eonspiracy, a servant who
lias ben injured fror . its publication is entitled to recover dani-
ages in a special action on thue ca8e, if it wvas falise, and its false-

tJe)ikinR&os v. Nield (Q.13.D. 1802) 8 Tiies L.R. 540. The court
lheld thlit the neution came within the pinciple of Moit! s, c'o. v. IlecGegor
(1892> A.C. 51. There wns no evidence, it wvas said, that the defendants
were actuated 1w nny other motive than gelf interest. if thnt were go, and
they were neot 'desirous of Injuring thsi plaintiff, their conduct was not
actionable.

In Atlbin&a v. Ir. ci A. Pletcher C'o. (.N.J. Eq.) 55 AtI. 10M4 the mcm-
berd of a strlk-lng labour union attempted to procure au injuinction for the
purpose of preventIng Interference by the defendent NO'th "picketirug" by
the mnibers of the union. rie laili allcged that thie*imeiiher.. of il certain
Trades Association, including t 

1'e defendant. had conspired together to
prevent the enmployés discharged by defendant for striking froni receiving
employment by any of the menibers of the association. This allegation
was declared toe he based upon the erroneousaidea that employer$ have not
the right to combine freely to refuse m m vient to any kind or clans of
workmen precisely as employéle hav'e a r.ganý to combine freely to refuse ta
b. empioyed by any employer Who sees fit to employ workmen o? whomi thüy
disapprove, or Ina ny respect to conduct his businiess contritry to their
viewq.

In IVorthil;gton v. Waring 1I892> 157 ;Nass. 421, 20 L.RA. 342, 32
N.E. 744, the petitioners, Who had been enipioyed. as weavers Ia a miii
owiied by a corporation of whlch the defendants were the treasurer and
superintendent, left their work after their demand for higher wages had
been refused. The defendants then sent their naines on a "biaek liit" to
the officers of other mille in the vicinity, informng thenu that petitioners
had left on a strike. The petition alleged that thxe defendants and the
officers cf the other mille haît thereupon con Apired together not to empioy
the petitioners, wlth latent te compel theni either to go without work in
the vielnlty or te go back to work at their former place nt such wnges as
that corporation should sise flt to pay theni. lt, wus heid, (1) Thnt strik-
Ing employês whoge naines are put'lv their employers on a "1black list»
whlch is sent to other employers ta the sanie City, wvIth whem a combina-
tien has been miade by an agreement nlot ta enaploy "blackllsted" emple)véa
of other employers, cannot imite lna n action against the employer@, but
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