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a duty which they owed to the public- It has aiso, been adjudged
unlawful for journeymen tailors to agree to quit peaceably in a
body when a large numtler of garments were unfinished, but this
is believed a wide extersion of thc ride in permitting action to be
brought unless on contractual relations. Another writer, bi' way of
illustration, states tha:- trades unions may with irnpunity combine to
boycott goods that -io flot bear the union label, and that terr.perance
organizations cou'd legitimately agree to boycott goods sold by a
groceryn;an who is also the vendor oF liquors.

The English casc, A.ýien v. F/oaid (1898) A.C. 156, is interesting
in this connection. A xi'presentative of the ironworkers on a ship
procured the discharge of two shipwrights, al.3o working thereon,
under a threat to the employer that unless the shipwrights were
so, discharged the ironworkers would quit. The shipwrights w-- t
discharged, and because of this brought action in tort against
those who had procured their dismissal. The plaixtiffs recovered a
verdict below, but the decision %vas reversed in the House of Lords
by a vote of six to th-ee. However, in the successive courts, out of
twenty-one pidges and lords, thirteen held the act of the iron-
workers an actionable interference with labour. The lords appear
to have based their opinion on the groun.ds that thre was no
conspiracy, and the employer was induced to brt-ak no contract in
discharging the plaintiffs.

In Bolin ilanufaturing, Campa',>' v. H'oM:s, 54 Minn. 222, the

defendants were retdil lu;rber dealers, an'] forrned a voluntary
association whcreby they mutually agreed not to buy of any whole-
sale Iealers who :;hould sel] 'umaber ïo persnns, flot dealers, at any
place %wherc a member of the association wvas carrying on business.
Th'e object of the association appears to have been to protect its
miembers against sales by wvholesale dealers to contractors and
constr.îers. A dealer havin- made such a sale, the seter'-tarv
of the association was about to issue a circular to its rnem-
bers, apprising them of the fact, when the plair.tiff brought
action to have him enjoined from- so doing. The injunction was
denied and the case dismissed. The court reasoned that the
defendants had similar legitimate înterests to protect, that thtir
association was a vo!untary one, using no coercion, and that there
was no agreement to induce othtrs to enter into the boycott. Tht
court also inferred that the practice of the whoiesale dealers in
selling to contracwors and conisumers was a menace to the business


