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and risk entire,contract were and therefore the premises could
not as so as ofbe one theregarded unoccupied long buildings

no reasonwas and there was theoccupied, why plaintiff should
both.for the loss ofnot recover

of aretwo classes decisionsThese consistent withperfectly
case somewhat ineach other. The last resembles theprinciple

casein this there hascase at bar. been noSince breach of the
of the thecondition plaintiff recover the ofpolicy, may value

loss,at time of hisinterest the whichhis life theby agreement
$148.80,was with fromof the interest the date ofparties the

thewrit. Judgment plaintiff accordingly.for
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LaborConspiracy by Members compel joinUnion to others to Union —•Coer-of
—bycion Intimidation Threats Employersand to Strikes Boycottsandof

—Equity Injunction.

conspire compelof labor unionIf the members one to the members of another union
union,join they withdrawn,same craft to theof the former from which have

carry purpose boycottsthreatenand to out their andstrikes to em-induce the
getployers of the latter unionof the members either to them to ask for reinstate-

union, do,or, failing discharge them, althoughment in the former so to then to
personal physical injury property committed,of or of tono acts violence are

conspiracy pursuance unlawful, caused,havingthe acts in of itand are andsuch
cause,likely injury, equitybeing still to byfurther willand restrain the actors

J., dissenting.injunction. C.Holmes,

filed in theequity, Court,SuperiorBill in the officersby
“ of the known 257,members association asvoluntaryand Union

and of AmericaDecorators ofPainters Massachu-Springfield,
setts, is affiliated with a nationalwhich Union oforganization

name, with atsame inthe the ofheadquarters StateLafayette
“the officers andIndiana,” ofmembers theagainst voluntary

known Union 257,as Painters andassociation Decorators of
isAmerica, which affiliated withUnion a national organization
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in thename, at Baltimore Statewithof the same headquarters
acts or thefromrestrain defendantsto the anyof Maryland,”

of thethe members plain-methods toof preventuse tendingany
or in theirfrom continuingtiff association securing employment

follow-who theenteredJ.,beforeHearing Dewey,employment.
decree:ing

“ counsel;on to washeard, bycame be andThis cause argued
thereof, ordered,it is adjudged,and on considerationthereupon,
association, anddefendants,defendant theand decreed that the

and ser-committees,theirthem,and of agents,each every
vants, from andand interferingrestrained enjoinedbe strictly

interfere, with theor tofrom attemptingconspiring,combining,
association,saidmembers of the byof plaintiffs’employment

in oror to be impliedcausing expressrepresenting represented
of ofterms, said members plaintiffs’ association,to any employer

or whoto or becomemightor persons corporationany person
willof the that such sufferof plaintiffs, employersanyemployers

businesssuffer or in their foror are to some loss troublelikely
ofor said members plaintiffs’toemploying continuing employ

association; or or forindirectly,said by representing, directly
the of membersthe of with ofpurpose employmentinterfering

said to who haveassociation,the contracts orplaintiffs’ any may
for services to be of mem-have contracts performed by employers

association,said thatbers such will orof arepersonsplaintiffs’
loss or in theirsuffer some trouble business fortolikely allowing

of members ofsuch said associationemployers plaintiffs’ (and
tobecause are such obtain or suchthey employers) perform

or orcontracts; toby intimidating, intimidate,attempting by
threats, indirect,or ordirect of lossexpress implied, or trouble

otherwise, orbusiness,in or orany person persons corporation
are orwho now hereafteremploying or desire tomay employ

of the members of the saidemploy plaintiffs’ association;any
oror schemeby any them-by attempting conspiracy, among

hinder,toothers, with,or with orselves annoy, interfere or pre-
orvent or frompersons corporation orany person employing

a orto member members ofemploycontinuing plaintiffs’ said
; cause,association or or toby causing, attempting any person

ofdiscriminateto members ofagainst employerany plaintiffs’
is suchsaid association he in or allow-(because employer) giving
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the of contracts to or suching performance by andemployer;
acts, methods,from and ofall or the use which¡iny any by put-

toor or orattempting put any person persons inting corporation
tendtrouble,fear of loss or will to hinder, orimpede, obstruct

members, or of the saidmember, plaintiffs’ associationany from
or insecuring continuing Andemployment employment. that

costs,the recover taxed as in antheir action ofplaintiffs law.”
The case was at the of bothreported, request for theparties,’

thisdetermination of The factscourt. in theappear opinion.
(J.R. withW. W. forHeady, Flannery thehim,) plaintiffs.

McClintock,(J.H. Carroll withW. B. for the defendants.him,)
Hammond, ThisJ. case arises of aout contest for supremacy

between two labor unions of craft,the same having substantially
the same constitution and The chief differenceby-laws. be-
tween them that theis union is affiliated awith nationalplaintiff

its in inheadquarters the oforganization having StateLafayette
Indiana, while the union is affiliated with adefendant similar

its in Baltimore in the ofheadquarters Stateorganization having
The union was of workmen whoplaintiff composedMaryland.

from union.in the defendant1897 withdrew
toThere does not be in the ofappear anything illegal object

union as in its constitution andeither expressed Theby-laws.
is alsodefendant union in the Centralrepresented by delegates

is anwhich of fiveUnion,Labor composed delegatesorganization
trade union in of and hadfrom each the incity itsSpringfield,

for a aa levying boycottconstitution provision upon complaint
union.made anyby

a after a incase is before us final decreereportThe favorupon
the stated theof the based in ofuponplaintiffs, findings report

the master.
in the fall ofcontest became active 1898. InearlyThe Sep-

the members of theof defendant uniontember that declaredyear,
with theaffiliated Baltimore“all not headquarters topainters

”“men,” toand voted the bosses ofnotifybe thatnon-union
of themanifest wasThe defendants toobjectdeclaration. have

of the craft to the rules andmembers subjectedall the dis-
union, in that haveof their orderparticular mightcipline they

business,the andwhole to that endcontrol over com-theybetter
to the and each of them toplaintiffsbined and get joinconspired
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association, if but threatbypossible,peaceablydefendantthe
7,on October theyAccordingly,if necessary.intimidationand

“ with, all men work-are not compliedour demandsifthatvoted
torefuseare goemployedpeoplewhere Lafayetteining shops

measures,whatever persuasiveresistingThe plaintiffsto work.”
tolatterdefendants, carrythe proceededtheif were used byany,

in the master’s re-forthsetmanner fullyin theout their plan
in detail it suffi-isthe circumstancesrehearsingWithoutport.
ofmethod wasoperationsthethat generalto herecient say

as follows.substantially
would visit aof the defendants shopagentA authorizedduly

informwere at work and theof theor more plaintiffswhere one
union with reference tothe defendantofof the actionemployer
of the as wereplaintiffsto induce suchand ask himthe plaintiffs,

infor reinstatement the de-in his to sign applicationsemploy
of these theto the nature interviewsunion. Asfendant general

courteous in manner,beenthat the defendants havemaster finds
no of referred to theviolence,have made threats havepersonal

men,non-union but have notas otherwiseplaintiffs represented
craft;them men in their thatas havelacking good standing they

not asked that men be andthe in some casesLafayette discharged,
that did not wish to havehave stated them dis-theyexpressly

blanksbut that the for reinstatement inonly they signcharged,
master, finds,however,the union. The further fromdefendant

under made,the circumstances which those wereall requests
intended that ofthat the defendants menemployers Lafayette

in their business if continuedshould trouble tofear they employ
toand that whom these weremen, madeemployers requestssuch

that a failure on thein of their em-partwere believingjustified
men to suchwho were reinstatementLafayette signployees

blanks, on the ofand a failure the topart employers discharge
would lead to trouble inso,for not the businessthem ofdoing

in nature of strikes or athethe and the em-boycott,employers
were madeto whom these did believe that suchrequestsployers

follow, and did their belief towould the defend-suggestresults
didants, defendants not thatand the such resultsdeny might

; strikes didthat the which occur tooccur beenappear have
the defendants to obtain thetaken of suchbysteps discharge

menas were who declined toLafayetteemployees sign applica-
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reinstatement;blanks fortian that these diddefendants not in
all a ofcases threaten theboycott business, but didemployers’

that thethreaten of business of at least oneplace such employer
”“would be left off from a so-called fair list to be published by

the Baltimore TheUnion. master also found that, from all the
theevidence which thepresented, object Baltimore men and the

defendant association tosought inaccomplish all the acts which
towere testified to was thecompel members of the Lafayette

Union,to theUnion Baltimore andjoin as a means to this end
caused strikes beto instituted inthey the where strikesshops

would interfere with theseriously business of the inandshops,
all madeother suchshops they representations.as would lead the

thereof toproprietors trouble in theirexpect business.
have, therefore, aWe case where the defendants have conspired

to the members of the union tocompel plaintiff the defend-join
union,ant and to out their have resolvedcarry purpose upon

coercion and intimidation assuch be causedmaynaturally by
threats of loss of strikes and toby induce theproperty boycotts,

to the to ask foreither plaintiffs reinstatement ingetemployers
union, or, that then tofailing,the defendant them. Itdischarge

tothis has notnot that beenrequest dischargematters expressly
doubt,no ofbe the theuponmade. There can masterfindings

in his that thereport,and the facts stated compulsory discharge
ofin with the demands ofnon-complianceof the caseplaintiffs

ofone the featuresunion is of theprominentthe defendant plan
agreed upon.

the of this strike,is threat toto what meaningIt is well see
with intimationthe that theinwhen taken connection employer

“ Itbusiness.” means morein his than thattroublemay expect
isThat theto work. onlythe strikers will cease preliminary

will,havethose ceased to workIt that whoskirmish. means by
and social ofand organized persuasion pressurestrong, persistent,

to the fromdo all candescription, they prevent employerevery
their It means muchto take more.places.workmenprocuring

fail,that, if measures theIt means these peaceful employer may
tobe donethat unlawfulexpect physical mayreasonably injury

; that in all thehis attempts practisedways by organ-property
him in to hisized labor will to his evenbusiness,be made injure

that,ifruin, and the use of andvilebypossible; opprobrious
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conduct, and threatenedand actual andother annoyingepithets
made to whowill be intimidate thoseviolence,personal attempts

and or allor desire enter his that whether nottoenter employ;
withor their orthe strikersthis be done only by sympathizers,by

former,the will noof havethe sanction and heapprovalopen
tothem in his efforts himself.from protecthelp

or the manner in which theHowever mild the suavelanguage
to strike under such as are disclosedis made circumstancesthreat

knows that he is in ofcase,in this the employer passingdanger
whodescribed,such an ordeal as that above and thosethrough

he ifthe threat that as as does. the in-make know well Even
strikers, far their ownthe so as andtent of conductrespects

orto allinfluence, be discountenance actual threatened toinjury
or which thebusiness,or that is directperson property except

work,result of of the andthe even ifnecessary interruption
their connection with the and violent conduct ofinjurious the

or ofturbulent them their be not suchamong assympathizers
to make them evenliable or answerable incriminally civilly

suffer,to those who still with full of whatdamages knowledge
to be the and inis soexpected they give signal, must"bedoing

avail ofto themselves theheld of fear and dreaddegree which
the of such will theknowledge consequences cause in mind of

— —-those whether their or fellow workmenemployer against
directed;the strike iswhom and the measure of coercion and

intimidation thoseimposed upon whomagainst the strike is
or directed is notthreatened realized until allfully those prob-

areable considered.consequences
the ofis nature the threat,Such and such the of coer-degree

cion and intimidation involved in it.
If the defendants can the actslawfully perform ofcomplained

ofin the thecity can allSpringfield, overthey pursue plaintiffs
the in theState same manner, and tothem abandon theircompel

or bow totrade the behests of their pursuers.
toIt is be thatobserved this is not a case between the em-

or,and to use aployer employed, betweenhackneyed expression,
labor, craft,and but between alllaborers ofcapital the same and

each ofthe as onesame the tohaving right others hisany pursue
this,In in other case ofascalling. theevery equal rights, right

of is to be exercised with dueeach individual to the sim-regard
176, 32VOL.



498 PLANT v. WOODS. [176

others,ilar of all and the ofright one be saidright to end where
that'of another begins.

Thé isinvolved the toright right ofdispose one’s labor with
full freedom. isThis a and islegal right, entitled toit legal pro-
tection. Sir William Erie in his book on Trade Unions, page
12, inhas stated this the whichfollowing haslanguage, been
several times withquoted approval by injudges England:
“ law,ahas underright theEvery person as between him and

tohis fellow full freedom insubjects, of his own labordisposing
or his own to owncapital according his will. It follows that

other is to theevery person correlativesubject duty arising
therefrom, and is from obstructionprohibited to theany fullest

ofexercise this which can be made withright thecompatible
ofexercise similar others. act anrights by Every causing

inobstruction to another the exercise of the right comprised
—within indone,this not the exercise of thedescription actor’s

— would,own but for of obstruction ifthe dam-right, purpose
toshould be caused the be aobstructed, vio-therebyage party

thislation of prohibition.”
stated care discriminationThe samerule is with and J.Wells,by

“555, :Cronin,in v. 107 Mass. 564 one has aEveryWalker right
to the and his ownfruits ofadvantages indus-enterprise,enjoy

toand credit. He has noskill right protectedtry, againstbe
he has a to be free frombut malicious andrightcompetition;

interference, disturbance,or Ifdisturbancewanton annoyance.
loss, result of the ofor as a or exercise likecompetition,come

it is damnum someothers, injuria, unlessabsque supe-rights by
isor otherwise interfered with. But if itrior contractbyright

orthe wanton malicious acts of with-others,come from merely
theof or servicethe of interestout competition anyjustification

it athen standsor differentlawful purpose, upon footing.”
acts of tocase the were calculated causecomplainedIn this

didthe and cause suchto actuallyplaintiffs, damage;damage
for Unless,were done thatand intentionally purpose.they

therefore, thethere was acts were andcause, maliciousjustifiable
Cronin, ubi Carewunlawful. v. Rutherford,Walker v.supra.

1, therein.and cases cited106 Mass.
that havecontendThe done unlaw-theydefendants nothing

contention,in of that athatful, and, support they say person
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con-and, absencework for whom he in the of anypleases;may
andto hethe cease workto whencontrary, pleases,tract may

bad; thatwhatever, the orsame be goodreason whetherfor any
with or withoutadvance,of his innotice intentionhe may give

; act-man do several menthat what onereasonthe maystating
do, and beforehand that willtheyin may may agreeconcerting

that all thisnotice of the anddo, and agreement; maymay give
such actiondone concertedbe notwithstanding may, bylawfully

of the of result inwork,reason theinterruption greatconsequent
to other and suchloss the and his that aemployer employees,

result was intended. In a and without referencesense,general
andto out of inter-exceptions arising conflicting public private

all this be true.ests, may
isIt said also where one has thethat, lawful to do aright
the which he ismotive actuated isthing, by immaterial. One

ofform this statement in the first head-note in Allenappears
Flood,v. as in A. C. as “An actreported 1, follows:[1898]

in itself is not convertedlawful a ormalicious bad motiveby
actan unlawful so asinto to make the of thedoer act liable to

action.” If thea civil of this similarandmeaning expressions
ais that where has the lawful to do a irre­person right thing

motive,of his his motive is immaterial, thespective proposition
If, however,is a mere truism. the is that where ameaning

if actuated one kind of a hasmotive, a lawfulperson, by right
to do a act is whenthe lawful done underthing, conceivableany

or that an act undermotive, lawful one of isset circumstances
therefore under circumstances,lawful conceivable set ofevery

doesthe not commend asitself to us eitherproposition logically
or accurate.legally

so far as aIn is it isright lawful, lawful, and in casesmany
the is so as to beabsolute lawfulright far whatever be themay

of asactor,motive the onewhere his own land fordigs upon
Francis,water, v. 18 Pick.(Greenleaf or makes a written117,)

forlease of his land the of a atpurpose terminating tenancy
(Groustrawill, v. 141 Mass. but inBourges, cases the7,) many

of an actlawfulness which causes to de-anotherdamage may
the cause;whether act is forupon and thispend justifiable jus-

foundtification be sometimes in the undermay circumstances
it is ofdonewhich sometiines inirrespective motive, the motive
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andalone, sometimes in the circumstances and motive com-
bined.

This is of inprinciple very general law,application criminal
and isalso inillustrated branches of the civilmany as inlaw,
cases of libel and of a wife to leaveprocuring her husband.
Tasker and148,v. 153 Mass. casesStanley, therein cited. In-
deed the is a featureprinciple prominent the wholeunderlying

malice,doctrine of and intent.privilege, See on this an in-
instructive article 8 Harvard Law Review, 1, where the sub-

is considered at someject length.
It manifest that not muchis is made suchprogress by general

as thosestatements above fromquoted Flood,Allen v. whatever
be theirmay meaning.

for solution is theStill standing Under what cir-question,
the of thecumstances, motive isactor, the act com-including

lawful,of and to what extent?plained
cases somewhat akin to the one at bar this courtIn has had

farto consider the how co-acts,occasion question manifestly
nature,in their which causeand intimidating damageercive

or another,the business of and are doneand to propertyinjury
to and inintent cause such reliancewith injury partly upon

coercion, aresuch justifiable.
Matheson, 499,14 Allen,Bowen v. it was held to beIn lawful

in the business of tofor seamen com­persons engaged shipping
forinto a the of withbine society purpose competingtogether

business,in the same and it was heldother engagedpersons
them, in of that to take men outlawful for purpose,pursuance

a non-member in that toof a if men were ship;shipped byship,
non-member;seamen a to therefuse to furnish through notify

non-members, andhad combinedthat hadagainsttheypublic
shelf”; to theon the cus­the notify plaintiff’s“laid plaintiff

the could not seamen forfriends thatand plaintiff shiptomers
in all these with the business ofthem; to interfere theand ways

toand him abandon theaas shipping agent, compelplaintiff
acts, sofor these to the busi­injurioussame. The justification

so in their toand isnature,of the intimidatingness plaintiff
of Ho of thein the law competition. legalbe found right

and, J.,as stated inwas upon, by Chapman,infringedplaintiff
“of if their effect isthethe courtopinion (p. 503),giving
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not mem-whothe of areto business shipping-mastersdestroy
association, theit is as in compe-the such a resultbers of

thatfrombusiness often follows oftition of a course proceeding
wasThe defendantsof thethe law primary objectpermits.”

dobusiness, and lawfullyto own this mightbuild their theyup
case, of theirin that to theextent even injuryto disclosedthe

rivals.
actswherehave in other courtsdecisions been madeSimilar

heldbeenin their nature and effect have jus­somewhat coercive
v.oftifiable under the law Co.Mogul Steamshipcompetition.

Hollis, 54C. v.A. 25. Bohn Co.McGregor, [1892] Manuf.
I.v. 255.Minn. 223. 19 R.Macauley Tierney,

hand, it 106Rutherford,the held in Garew v.On other was
is under the1, that a whomechanic,'—aMass. conspiracy against

business,of in hisworkmen order to onnecessity carrjremploying
— nohe underobtain a of which isto sum from him legalmoney

him,to his to leave or byvrorkmenobligation by inducingpay,
from intoothers or threaten-hisdeterring entering employ, by

demanded,do this so that he to theto is induced pay moneying
reasonable that he hisunder a cannot onapprehension carry

is ifwithout to the an not ademands,business yielding illegal,
; the donecriminal, that acts under it are andconspiracy illegal,

the thus obtained be recovered back.that maymoney Chap-
J., for the court, that there is no doubtC.man, speaking says

underif the such incircumstances succeedthat, parties injuring
mechanic,business of the are liable to all the dam-the they pay

done to him.ages
case onebears a to the bar. The actsThat close atanalogy

case,threatened were those in this and thelikethere purpose
was, to the to his work to thesubstance,in force plaintiff give
defendants, to him fine hadand extort from a hebecause given

tohis work othersome of persons.
what extent combineto workmen maynowWithout indicating

act means of strikesan byin of mayand pursuance agreement
the of labor reduced or theirhours wagesand to getboycotts

their other conces-fromorincreased, employers anyto procure
interests,their orownand immediately affectingsion directly

fellow-workmen,theirin withthemselves competitionto help
laidmust the downthis case be principlesthink governed bywe
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in Carew v. Rutherford, Theubi of these de­supra. purpose
fendants was to force the to the defendant asso­plaintiffs join
ciation, and to that end the inthey injured theirplaintiffs
business, and molested and them indisturbed their efforts to

atwork their trade. It is true committed no ofactsthey per­
sonal or ofviolence, tophysical injury property, although they
threatened to do which besomething might reasonably expected
to lead to such threat,results. In their therehowever, was

that inwhich was coercive its effect the will. Itplainly upon
is not that the of should bethe restrained.necessary liberty body

mind,Restraint of it bethe would such as would beprovided
to force a man his will to thelikely grant de­against thing

manded, and has is sufficienteffect,that in cases likeactually
this. As stated Druitt,Lord Bramwell in v. 10 Coxby Regina

“No of or592,C. C. .600, . . was soright capital,property,
sacred, land,or so the law of thiscarefully guarded as thatby
of . . . That was not of thepersonal liberty. liberty liberty

It of will;was also a the mind and andbody liberty theonly.
will, toof a man’s mind and howsay should bestowliberty he

talents,his hishimself and his andmeans, was asindustry, much
a the law’s of hisof as thatwassubject protection body.”

It not of thewas the intention defendants to togive fairly
the to orthe thethem but tooption employemployer plaintiffs,

latter association,the their will to the andagainst joincompel
to to inthat end molest and interfere with them their efforts to

actswork and threats well their co-calculatedprocure byby
ercive and nature to the will.intimidating overcome

such lawful asdefendants make rulesThe might they please
of conduct,for the their own but had noregulation rightthey

to force other to them.joinpersons
should thisThe that the associationnecessity plaintiffs join is

is relation to the of thenot so nor its rights defendants,great,
of the toas be free fromwith the mo-compared right plaintiffs
the acts of thesuch as to defendants under thelestation, bring

of tradeof Such acts arethe competition.shelter principles
unlawful,therefore áre malicious andandwithout justification,

force the wasthus to unlawful.plaintiffsand the conspiracy
Such, and inconsistent withintolerable,is the ofconduct spirit

laws.our
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used this court in Carew v. Rutherford,byThe 106language
be here with1,15, repeated emphasis, asmay applicableMass.

“ acts inThe and this case arealleged proved pecul­this case:to
to the free which in thisprinciples prevail country;offensiveiarly

could tend towouldtheyif such enjoy impunity,and practices
of andover labor me­a irresponsible personsestablish tyranny

would be to both.”injuriousextremelybusiness whichchanical
the authorities Commonwealthv.See, cited,to abovein addition

214;212,111; Perkins,v. 147 Mass. Vege­4 Met.Hunt, Sherry
*97; 1894, 2;­c. State92, 508,St.167 Mass.Guntner,v.lahn §

151;Vroom, Stewart, 273,v. 59 StateDonaldson, 3 State Vt.v.
;46; 67 690 Lucke v.State v. Vt.Glidden, Dyer,55 Conn.v.

Md. 396.77Assembly,Trimmers’CuttersClothing &
acts,these and there isbeenhaveAs the plaintiffs injured by

furthercontemplatethat the defendants pro-toreason believe
tostill moreof kind will be injuresame which likelytheceedings

thebill in lies to defendants.a enjoinequitythe plaintiffs,
Guntner,v. ubiVegelahn supra.

theof labor havequestion beenphasesSome discussedrecently
Flood,consideredthe case ofelaboratelyin Allenvery ubiv.

not the decisionWhether or made therein is inconsistentsupra.
whichthe uponwith we base our inpropositions decision this

case, innot viewwe are of thedisposed, circumstances under
that decision towas follow it. themade,which We viewprefer

the which be re-dissenting view, itexpressed by judges, may
marked, notwas entertained of lords whothree the nineonly by

case, but also thein the of the common lawbysat great majority
had occasion anwho to opinion.expressjudges officially

must for thebe, a WeThere decreetherefore, plaintiffs.
“however, orthat the or toclause,think, by causing attempting

cause, to discriminate of mem-any any employerperson against
he suchof said isbers association (becauseplaintiffs’ employer)

of oror the contracts to by suchallowing performancein giving
indefinite, inasmuch as ittoo broad and seemis mightemployer,”

and similarinclude lawful other and peacefulmereto persuasion
and also so far as un-acts; reason, because respectsfor thatand

* shall, force,person byfollows: “No intimidation oris asThis section
fromperson enteringa into or inprevent continuingto theor seekprevent

corporation.”person oranyofemployment
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acts it seemslawful to cover such areacts asonly prohibited by
of the we think it should bedecree,other omitted.parts

as the of theInasmuch association defendants is anot corpo-
an be itration, cannot issued asinjunction against butsuch, only
its their andmembers, servants.against agents

in the of themodified,As thus opinion court,of themajority
should' stand.the decree Decree accordingly.

Holmes, C. J. When a question has been decided theby
think it as acourt, rule,I proper, ageneral that dissenting judge,

be,however his convictionsstrong shouldmay thereafter accept
law from thethe and leavemajority the to theremedy Legisla-

ture, if that seesbody fit to interfere. If the decision in the
case hadpresent simply relied v.upon Vegelahn 167Guntner,

92,Mass. I should have tohesitated say Ianything, although
have stated thatmight hadpersonal opinion not beenmy weak-

ened the substantial with views to beby agreement my found
in the of the of the House of Lords injudgments majority Allen

Flood,v. A. C. 1. But much to ifmy satisfaction, I may[1898]
has fitthe court seen to theso, mode ofadoptsay approaching

which I to be thebelieve correctthe and toone,question open
Iotherwise havean issue which closed.might thought The

brethren and me now seems todifference between a dif-my be
line ofof and the followed makes itreasoningference degree,

where the differencefor me to explain lies.proper
the isthe of defendantsthat conduct actionableI unlessagree
Mass. andWood, 11, 14,v. 172 cases cited. IMayjustified.

oforthat the absencepresence justificationagree may depend
is,of their that theconduct,the upon motive withobjectupon

Guntner,acted. v. 167 Mass.Vegelahn 92, 105, 106.which they
that if or a strike isinstance,for a intendedboycottI toagree,

of thethe courts the action of ajurisdictionoverride by private
association, it be Barnicoat,Weston v.illegal. 175may Mass.

hand, I inferother that aOn the of454. majority brethrenmy
a or strikewould admit that intended to raiseboycott wages

lawful, if it did notbe embrace in schemeits ordirectly might
violence, contract,breach of or other conductintent unlawful

of the mere fact that theindependent'on grounds action ot the
Awas combined. sensibledefendants workingman would nob
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for thesanction a combinationshouldthe courtsthatcontend
or the infraction ofviolenceor threateningof inflictingpurpose

the issue is nar-to thecome point,To directlyrights.admitted
that somewhether, assuming purposesto the questionrowed

threat-this case of theina thebe purposewould justification,
threats.thesuch'as tostrikes was justifyandened boycotts

with It wasconcerned wages.notwas directlyThat purpose
and wasThe immediate motivemore remote. objectone degree

meansas a andthe defendants’ society preliminaryto strengthen
otheron of ora better questionsto enable it to make fight wages

from brethren in think-I differinterests. mymatters of clashing
for thisas lawfulthe threats were preliminary purposethating

a means.the union wasfinal one to whichas for the strengthening
theis to make con-ofthink that necessaryI unity organization

of laborersand that societieseffectual, maylabor lawfullytest of
use inmeans whichin their the mightpreparation theyemploy

final contest.the
discus-the for extended economicthis is not placeAlthough

reachthe not ultimateand law alwayssion, although may
think it well to add that I cherish noIeconomic conceptions,

effect of strikes. While I thinkthe andas to meaningillusions
life,in universal ofinstrument the Ilawful strugglethe strike a

isthat there a ofto body capitalthink it supposephantasypure
share that means.secures a byof which as a whole largerlabor

infinitesimal deduction for theto anThe annual subjectproduct,
multitude,directed to theof the isfew, consumption byluxuries

multitude, andthe Organizationand is consumed always.by
anshare for the members of organization,strikes aget largermay

do, of the less andif it at thebut, get organizedthey they expense
of the mass. do not createless laboringpowerful portion They

out our mindsof It is ofsomething nothing. only by divesting
distribution,of and other andofquestions ownership machinery

—theat ofby looking our-solely question consumption, asking
selves is thewhat annual who consumes it, and whatproduct,

we canmake,—would or could that we in worldthechanges keep
of toBut,realities. the which I have ex-subject qualifications

forI think it lawful a of workmen to com-pressed, body bytry
more thanbination to now are doget they getting, although they

fellows,of their and to that endit at the toexpense strengthen
strike.the and theby boycotttheir union


