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in bis noun ad yserwnofclueaneie MSAEIi3iDNG ousE.-It ay bave been thiro-

Ig it and, bt y srm alhe wn ofcultu e an xile Mu s AK th hita e of an architect or builder that the house

ta Opn tfo al th wo a nd qurerfu posb i n quetion inuetsch v. Spry (Ontario, High Court of

are i on oaang who can spend jgsartees ques Apdi), projected in two places beyond the

a ain Ot and lida. rth dg ar of lad described in the deed which evidenced the

U t ink fof n b d o n vr h p ie s t s a suth n edge ase by the plaintig,. There was no doubt that the

ýYSre 1 e Wtsorn happiss. at s a seitain Parties to the sale were dealing with the entire house in

;hieltsr a ' fwih some n supo n as poedego qe stion, and intended the one to buy and the other to

k11% Wt ohf ild rw of sk d ille to ee lope selthat house in its entirety, and so much land as was

dtWat he e tf hsdaly life wha man e to 've the plaintiff a rectangular lot. It

Whattarewe to sy poof s f man who, ne by Mr Justice Anglin that the case presented

40.ù¤ the 'mrost lfrel pot is fof t ar e warant the rectification of the deed, but that,

n'i eth a r ockye ct bliff t hi s ro t did u nthe tme construction of the deed, it should, nt-

and. d" t perOfci etits ; pssiilitercpwhon asu standing the çleainite description by metes and

111ýp Joy of c rai ;thatatr percepti a an on, bo nds which it contained, he held to inclule the two

abb 3 With ever deepening interest, inlio new triangular pieces ofln cue y hspotnsf

âtta relation in his surroundings ; and has the house which la rese;iéyt the rth of the rhr

a4,,fýttte t tthe painful labours of imitation, which wetr aondr aned by the prticula dhe nreripin

cwh1ýý an continue to separate a man from his lmtothlad Oedby et patir eciptiçon.a

if he 'Y s f sme mprtace or urelvs ;Maalis R nx -omy, of Canada v. Jose (Ontario

t4 li y Pusis of somies imprtnc for ousevef jsi e ay.) The decision is that

iPtei wof hpin re ist tof havarypace in of a Divisi9nal Court of three Judges affirming a ver-
eMorer n at, he tud of harcte inin n ation for conspiracy,

befre him, and its expression, is the only dc yr The0 damageg coman re-a

happiness t sign an agreement confining themn te the

egyplqyment of union labor men, and the acts com-

JUDICIA DECrrImilS. plained of as constituting a conspiracy were said to

d ythe defendants, v. the members of
nr0e et decisions of thehigher Courts in Can.. have ben one ob AagmtdShe eayok

aY be noted as of especial interest. Loa Uin the ob3of omelig thee cmpany torku-

court O Tr IEsz.- Schwab v. Shragge (M anitoba, ers, oit the termst of thmelocl ion . The evidence ýub

a g's Bench, sythApril) was an action by an Mit t d th at te comp n t he o ad union. and non-union

atiô eceive payment for services in the prepar- showed eth r i the corp n a nice adepartmentiof

9asand specißications and in superintending men wvorking toge 1 fwo w eennuin

r tion of buildings. The architect, under their business, ten intetadstsidwt hi iut

tten foM the owner, prepared plans and speci- These men were cont dhoewrad ods

raterrace of three houses, and a littie later ioni, with their wages, and haus unwon and nothes

b:1. Pans and specifications for a brick and stone pute existe beasf some being uno tn ofthe

bd th 1a the city of Winnipeg. It was nt intend- non-union. The union men in the'efmplmensign the
sebuldng soldbeerctdat once, but company werud in th co dley fthe day aind in

set1hed to have the plans and specißications agreement, cae ou i thlef ithl haf ah day's worki

N-X adance. The client's statement to the Court obedience to th awitcaal f the nen in the' midst

Pt d chreoof5frec sto ln there work," says Chancellor Boyd, delivering the

denswsare pna h iete opinion of the Court, " by the combined action of the

c d esand that, as an inducement to the arch- deedns a ppesv n nar to the company,

th ork at this low charge, a promise was de no t s a s oppeh e n n em t n

1 ,,ee t h e n pref r in The empo ingc a r aspet of this first step is enhanced and becomes

toa sper intenad c t uct o n ha e architect, affirmatiely spiteful when the next inove is made, by

Do Whd adta o hrewsare which communications are sent broadcast over the

% leuhe was employed to do the work, but when country informing the cust r of thr gompan atd

.4btrnt frWards employed hun to superintend the others tha sthe aomtanded by onar gaized abou ;h
Ucinof the block, he accepted the employment these goos not beng hate ay one h ouept

Qxt b of being paid two per cent. on the cost of the meng goodts mangfate bny the copan shal

t r the pln anbpcßain n he ave his union workmen called out on strike. Tis is

oinspection. Within a short time after the in egfeet a boycotting of the cmwa' c td t be-a

%rto f each of the sets of plans and specifica- the retimte byt thsjrya $,5.
.$qo eclient gave the architect two cheques for plichff is t p eiymeasue of the jury iited,50

Pl¤n manhd "for drcaing plns"an te n the company by continued and concerted action

plas ad secßcaion,"The architect 'hch could bring no gain directly to the defendants,

ey receipt of these two sums, but said that nrayraoa epc ftuit fnl

Of PaYMents on account only. UPon this con- propositions aelaidw hic h e allws ormen tof cmbine
real testimony, the Judge Mathews aided no Courts: pohe ofw obtinin a lwfu bkenn tombthe-

te levidence of the cheques, writing being fot es nosntopocmuntoswihhv

trstorh tha rethcinfudi for thei immediate purpose the hurt of another.

eclient. Other questions of facts arising «Ilntentional infliction of damage upona'tcueo

action were also decided, but none of themn by combined action is wrongfü unless justcueo

ineet .xus ca -e - _ - uand for it."


