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and it will flot be sufficient for him ta show that he acted bona
fide or without malice, or in the best interests of lîimself or others,
or on a wbror.g understanding of bis rights.

The case tif the Mogul Steamboat Co. v. McGregor Go-w & Co.
(1892) A.C. :!5, established, in a popular sense, competition in
trade as a justification. But the learned judges are careful to
point out that the case rnay be supported upon the ground that no
legal right cf the plaintiffs was infringed. It was really a case of
competing rights of trading and the effect of it is that the
defendants used their right ta do busiaess so as flot to infringe the
rights of the olaintiffs, though ta their detrimnent. If the dtiend-
ants had, under the guise of tracle competition, used firearms to
keep off those desiring ta serve the plaintiffs they could flot plead
that as a justification. Yet those means werc actuallv used in
Tar/eton v. McGaw/ej', i Peake N.P.C. 27o. The effect was .pre-

cise)y the same in but'. cases and the plaintiffs' right invaded, if
any were infringed, wvas exactly identicai. It r -n the excuse that
the difference lies. In one case trade was pushed by trade methods,
in the other by practices flot recognised as lawvfui, except where
trading is superseded hy war. They were, as Lord Hai pointed
out in Keebie v. Pichersgi//, i 'Mad. 74, 131. donc in the way and
under the guise of campetition, yet were in themselves violent and
un aw fui.

V. Cases a;/zcrejishi/icali!;n disa//owed.

Upon the camplicated questions always arising aut of cambi-
nations in wvhich variaus interests become involved, three cases
mas' be lookecd at. The'r present the same problem iii different
ways. Thev are: Readl v. The Friendl' SOCieo' (1902) 2 K.B. SS,
732; Giblan v. National Ania/gainated Labourers Uziffl (1903) 2
K.1B. 6co; Glainoiait C'oal Go. v. South MiVles Mi,,ers Fetieration
(1903) 1 K.B. 11iS, 2 K.B, 545 ta whîch may be added, Lyc'ns v.

i/is(1896) 1 Ch. Si i.
These were ail cases of procuring breaches of contract. The

defendants in each were a federated body of %workmen, and the
disputes were actual ones carried an in iwhat was believed to be
thue truc interest of the wvorking class and the federations.

In the Read case the federation conipellcd the employer ta
dismiss an apprentice, thereby pracuring the breaking of a contract
hetween the latter and his employer. The justification put for-
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