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themselves quitting work. Damages sasseused against sfl the'de-
fendants fouzid guilty at $2,000, divided amongat the noverai
plaintiffs, in proportions fixed by the jiudgmert,.

The property and assets of the union were aiso declared to
be liable for the amount of thbi judgment and conta mnd the in-
terim injunction made perpetual restraining the defendants
from persuading, procuring or inducing workmen to , bave thé
employ of the plaintiffs and froin oonspiring or combining to
induee workmen flot to entcr plaintifs'l émploy, aiso from be-
setting or watching places where -the plaintiffs or any of their
workmen or those seeking to enter their empioy reside or carry
on business or happen bo be ivith a v ' e" to compel the plaintiffs
or said worknien to abstain from doing anything they or any
of them have a lawi,. ~1 right bo do, or f rom penstently foliow-
ing thein or any of them.

O'Connor and Blackwood, for plaintifsé. Knott, for de-
fendants.

Cameron, J.j ANDERSON v. DoUGLAS. [June M3.

Contraot-Evidence to vary written contract-Evidence proving
terins of contract inteiiiioiiafly omitted f-rom the writing-
,SUatitte of Fra.uds-Spee ifl.d performaizce-Rectiflcation.

Action for specifie performnunce ot an agreement in writing
dated Feb. 14, 1898, by which the defendapt agreed bo purchase
fronm the plaintiff certain lands containing 650 acres more or

lesexcepting thereout certain rights of way for $19,500.
Evidence was admitted on behiaif of the defendant on the

niithority of Aile y v. Fislier, 34 ChJ). 367, to shew that the actual
hargain verbaily made between the parties contained: (1> Terme
different froin sonie of those iii the writing; (2) A number of
ternis reiating to miatters not referred to in the writing.

There wvas no evidence of fraud, accident or mistake or of an
intention, coninion or unilaterai to emnbody the whole of the
eontract in writing, and parts of it were apparently left design-
ediy in paroi.

Held, that the Statute of Fraude in no way prevciits either
party from shewing that the writing on which the. other insista
is not the real agreenment that was made between them, that there
wvas, therefore, before the court a paroi contract of which soine

* ~ only of the terme were evidenced in acoordance with the require-


