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byand demands theexpectations personalmeasure of itsthe
Those contracts were limited inthat it required.contracts

and have beentime and scope discharged.
was based on theA confusion producedfurther argument

his use of and advertisementsby signsthe petitioner through
thatthink his was theto make the concernpubliccalculated

and otherwise to mislead.corporationsuccessor of the first
far as itsó has not beenstopped, bymust beThis confusion

it nowill But is sufficient reasonforce, and it be.inthe decree
to continue the businessthefor from the Halls righttaking

bred and t'o use their own name intheywhich were doingto
markany name,An orinjunction against usingso. advertise-'

the isplaintiffthat the successor of theindicatingment original
or that its are the product of thatcompany, goods company,

or with the willsuccessors, interferingor its fromgood bought
will the of theright Safeit, protect Herring-Hall-Marvin

itis all that is toand entitled demand. SeeCompany, Howe
Seamans &Wyckoff, Benedict,Co. v. 198 U. 118;Scale S.
Co. v. JuneSinger Manufacturing Manufacturing Co., 163

169.U. S.
Decree reversed.

LOEWE v. LAWLOR.

TO THE CIRCUIT COURTCERTIORARI OF APPEALS FOR THE

SECOND CIRCUIT..

Argued 4, 5, Decided February3,December 1907.No. 389. 1908.

Appeals questionsAfter the Circuit Court of has certified to this court
requiringand .this court has issued its writ of certiorari the whole record

up, uponto be it devolves this court under of Judiciarysent the§ Act6.
1891, controversyof to the whole matter in indecide the same manner

brought byforas if it had been here- review writ of error appeal.or
2,1890, 209,JulyThe Anti-Trust Act of 26 Stat. has a applicationbroader

prohibitionthan the of restraints of trade unlawful at common law.
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essentially freeany which obstructs the flowprohibitsIt combination
restricts,States, regard, libertyin thator thethebetweenof commerce

business;engage and this of tradein includes restraintstoof a trader
strangers involuntarilyparties and tocompelling thirdat notaimed
except onof trade conditions that theengage in the course interstate

imposes.combination
may trade and within the mean-be in restraint of interstateA combination

exercisingalthough personsthe the restrainting Anti-Trust Actof the
trade,engaged and some of the meansmay be in interstatenot themselves

individually beyond .scopethemay within'a State andemployed be acts
authority, operate destroy trade asand to intrastateof interstateFederal

whole,trade, purposesa ifmust be considered as and thethe actsbut
plan openis condemna-prevent transportation the tointerstateare to

United,States,2,July v.the Anti-Trust Acttion under of 1890. Swift
U. S. 375.196

2, 1890,July makes no distinction between classes.The Anti-Trust Act of
exemptedOrganizations opera-of laborers were not from itsfarmers and

Congresstion, notwithstanding the records' ofthe efforts which show
in that direction.were made

thereof,organizations compeltheof and members toA combination labor
entirely States,goods inare almost sold othera whosemanufacturer

boycott goodsshops refusal so to do to histo his and on his andunionize
than his ownprevent in other until such time as thetheir sale .States

demands, is,resulting damage complytohim with their under theforces
case, a combination in restraint trade orof this interstateconditions .of

meaning July 2, Í890,Actof the Anti-Trust of andcommerce within the
damagesmay maintain an action for threefold underthe manufacturer

7 of that act.§

The infacts are stated the opinion.

Beck DavenportMr. and Mr. Daniel for plaintiffsJames M.
in error:

Aentirety.must be as combi-The considered ancomplaint
and in itsin scope, complex operationsnation so neces-great

elements, bywhich and themselves are eithercontainssarily in
innocent', The complaintbeyond jurisdiction.Federal mustor

sets forth awhole, substantially combination,itstand, if, as a
is interstateto restrain trade. It iswhose and effectpurpose

allto set forth the defendants'plaintiffsfor the se-impossible
'

particularity.andwith definiteness v.operationscret Swift
U.196 S. 375.States,United

to restraints ofAct is not limitedThe Anti-Trust interstate
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trade or thatcommerce are in nature,unreasonable their but
embraces all direct restraints imposed by any combination,

or suchconspiracy monopoly upon trade or commerce. North-
ern Case, 197,Securities 193 U. S. 331. The is onburden who-

toever seeks read for their own benefit an intoexception this
and all-comprehensivesweeping language.

the defendantsIt matters not were members of labor.that
inunions and were themselves onnot engaged carrying any

thatnor theirtrade; alsooperationsform of interstate em-
within a thatState; theyrestraint of trade nor did not,braced

takento other them to effectsteps byin the theiraddition
to seizure of hatsresort the actual the whileplaintiffs’purpose,

theiror obstructphysically transportation;in transit otherwise
destroyto restrain and thethey plaintiffs’that combinednor

to compelmeans them totrade as a “unionize”interstate
broader to forceconspiracyas a in their allfactory, steptheir

wereso; these circumstancesto do urgedhat manufacturers
itthe andby defendants, erroneouslytrial courttheupon

into them its conclusion.importance reachingsomeattached
declared,to declare and has thatpowerhas allCongress

absolutely from allfree directtrade shall restric-interstate be
everyand such combinationcombinations, standstion through

Aof thein the terms statute. combinationexpresscondemned
the andplaintiffsand prevent sellingfrom disposingto restrain

in other and toto States restraincustomersproductof their
in other from them;such States buyingcustomersand prevent

of trade as muchin restraint interstate as ais a combination
theirby physical transporta-to violencepreventcombination
that itIt does not matter alsoState to State. em-tion from

within a State. if the destruction ofwholly Indeed,braces trade
a to theto, preventtrade within State is the means resorted

the manufacturer orin that from frombuyingcustomers State
in the Sherman Anti-bydealer another it isState, prohibited

Trust law.
notAnti-Trust lawLiability depend upondoesunder the

of interstate Com-transportation.any physical obstruction
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merce is more than mere transportation. Itsomething also
in in. that fieldconsists traffic and even of interstatelarger

which Marshall thecommunication to termgave all-embracing
of commercial “intercourse.”
■ of allThe field interstate commerce includes actsessential

toantecedent andphysical subsequent thereto,transportation
necessary to free flow of suchpreservewhere the commerce.

States,& Co. v. United 196 U. S. 375.Swift
It is settled that the Federal notequally powerwell does'

with the of articlephysical deliveryend mere the transported
ofin State The Federal ispowerthe destination. coextensive

subjectwith the on which it acts and atcannot stoppedbe
of State,the the but mustboundaryexternal enter the interior
ofand must be thecapable authorizing disposition of those

introduces,which it that they may.becomearticles so mingled
mass of within theproperty territorywith the common entered..

See, also135 U.S. 100. Robbins v.Hardin, Shelbyv.Leisy
489.District, 120 S.TaxingCounty U.

Co. v. 175 U.States, 211,United S. anAddyston PipeIn
ofanyto act limitedwhich, transportation,prior,agreement

be sold afterat which couldpipe transportation,the prices
the Anti-Trustto be a violation of Act.this courtbywas held

203Foundry City Atlanta, 390,Co. v. U. S.ChattanoogaIn of
a under 7 of the Shermanrecoverysustainedthis court §

out of the combination whichin a suit grówinglawAnti-Trust
(supra).the caseAddyston Pipeininvalidwas declared

athat to fromdealerclearly recognized preventcourtThe
State,in another andto"a customersale-any therefore,making

the of the mer-possible transportationaltogetherpreventing
law as to enhance the .price'much within thewas aschandise,
been andactually shipped.hadcommodity purchasedwhichof a

• object and necessaryat bar the avowedin casetheSimilarly
was to prevent pur-altogethercombinationresult of the labor

incustomers other States.by theirthefrom plaintiffschases
nosales, whereby act ofinterstate inter-ofpreventionThe total

withinmuch the statute"place,takes asistransportationstate
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restraint of transportation actuallya when com-physicalas it
mences.

In v.Montague Lowry,case ofthe 193 U. this court38,S.
an to purchasethat obstruction the of tiles,held a fact ante-

transportation,cedent was withinphysicalto the prohibition
Anti-Trustof the Sherman law.

inUnder the- the case at bar, the mustpleadings court con-
was anclude that there interstate trafficexisting between the

ofand citizens otherplaintiff States and that for directthe
suchof interstatepurpose traffic thedestroying defendants

not tomerely preventcombined him from manufacturing
articles then and there forintended transportation thebeyond

but also toState, prevent the fromvendees either reselling
the whichhats, they had fromimported Connecticut, or from
further with thenegotiating plaintiffs for the and in-purchase

suqhcidental oftransportation hats Connecticut tofrom the
of isvarious destination. It ofplaces true that some the means

the interstate traffic waswhereby were,to be destroyed, when
within adetached, acts State and that some of them’ were in

and from theirthemselves obvious andpurpose necessaryapart
effect, acts the ofbeyond scope Federal authority. The acts
must be considered as a whole and defendants’ contention in

means,this that because thecase, which they toadopted de-
stroy plaintiffs’ traffic,the interstate operated at one end before.

transportation commenced atphysical the other endand after
istransportation ended, whollyphysical ifunimportant, the

of the combination werepurposes anyto prevent interstate
transportation at all.

isDefendants’ claim not supported by the Stock Yards cases
(Hopkins States,v. United 171 578,U. S. and Anderson v.

604).United U.States, 171 S.
In those cases it was held that was nothere purpose to ob-

struct or restrain interstate that thecommerce, combination
related to purely local business.

The combination as unreasonable one and criminalan at
common law falls under the ofopinion Mr. Justice Brewer in



LOEWE v. LAWLOR. 279

Argument for Plaintiffs in208 U. Error.S.

apossiblythe 'Securities which foreshadowscase,Northern
this that thoseby court the statute extends toonly,ruling

atcases in which restraint is or unlawfulunreasonable,the
law.' American Decisions in Equity,common and English

v. 55562; McFall, 465;Vol. Martin Atl. Callan7, Rep.page
Oakes,v. 127 U. Arthur v. 63 Fed. 310.Wilson, 540;S. Rep.

& R.To same A. N. M. Co. v. Penn.the effect are Toledo A.
Co., J., and the cases:Rep. 730, Taft,54 Fed. per following

&159, Chicago219 W. V.Illinois, 167;v.Purington Hinchcliff,
176421; Hennessy,Coal 214 Doremus v.People, Illinois,Co. v.

Stewart,608; 151;v. 3 State v.Illinois, Donaldson, Vroom,State
212;Massachusetts,v. 147Vermont, 293; Sherry Perkins,59
Pa.Com., 927; Mitchell,v. Erdman v. 20784Crump Virginia,

1; Old Dominion79; Bruening, Wisconsin,St. Gatzow v. 106
Rowlands,v. 17v. McKenna, Rep. 48; RegS. S. 30 Fed.Co.

(N. S.) v. State Federation685;E. Loewe671,A. and California
71.Labor, Rep.139 Fed.of

the Anti-Trusta underconspiracyof combination orMembers
inare not interstatetheylaw because engagedare not exempt

transportation.
law is becauseinapplicablecontend that theThey Sherman

in interstate com-the not themselves engageddefendants are
merce.

communityin theonethat classprovidedid notCongress
classand anotherrestrain interstate tradetocould combine

madeIt no distinc-forrespect persons.nocould hadnot. It
“every” contract,thatIt providedtion classes.between

Wasofin trade illegal.restraintor conspiracycombination
law clearlyAnti-Trustof ShermanthehistoryThe legislative

of labor as aswellto combinationsshows that its applicability
oversight.was not anof capital

bills were inintroducedlaw was enactedShermanAfter the
1,546,55th Senate1; Congress)R.. 6,640,H.the 52d Congress, §

R. 11,667, 7;H. 57th7; 56th8; Congress,10,539,H. R. §§§
7,H. to amend the Sher-7; 14,947,R.S., 649, §Congress, §

would be laborinapplicablethat itsoAnti-Trust lawman to.
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7)(H. 10,539, passedthese R.one ofand while §organizations,
none ever became a law.the Congress,House in 56ththe

fromunionsrefused to laborexempthastherefore,Congress,
com­the Sherman lawof againstprovisionsthe comprehensive

and this moretrade, sig-'of refusal is thein restraintbinations
thethatbythe the courtsrecognitionas it followednificant,

law labor UnitedappliedAnti-Trust to organizations.Sherman
Amalgamated Council, Rep.54 Fed.Workingmen’sStates v.

v.Comer, 149;v. 55 Fed. United StatesRep.Waterhouse994;
801; Thomas v. 62Rep. Ry. Co.,62 Fed. CincinnatiElliott,

In re 158 U. v.803; Debs, 564;S. United StatesRep.Fed.
Association, 166 U. S. 356.Freight

In the cases the combination was held valid:following
v. U.Knight, 1; States,United States 156 S. v. UnitedHopkins

578; 604;Anderson v. United BementStates,171 U. S. 171 U. S.
70; Chicago Christie,186 U. S. Board v. 198 S.Harrow,v. U.

Bay,Cincinnati Packet Co. v. 200 U. S. 179.236;
cases the combinationIn the was held invalid:following

564;re 158 U. S. United States v.Debs, Trans-MissouriIn
United States v.290; Ass’n,166 U. S. Joint 171Ass’n, Traffic

211;505; Addyston Pipe Co.,U. United States v. 175 U. S.S.
38;U. S. UnitedLowry,v. 193 States v. NorthernMontague

197;U. United v.Securities, Swift, 375;193 S. States 196 U. S.
Atlanta v. 203 U.City Chattanooga, S. 390.of

BeachKimberlyMr. John and Mr. John H. withLight, whom
Mr. Robert DeForest and Mr. Howard W. Taylor were on the

'inbrief, for defendants error:
On the nogeneral principles complaint states cause of action

which falls within the Federal overjurisdiction controversies
between citizens of the same State.

As there is of anyno sale orsuggestion attempt to sell the
plaintiffs’ hats in theoriginal packages, manufacture of the

hats inplaintiffs’ Connecticut, and their disposition" in the
State of matters,destination deliveryafter to the areconsignee,

•which are exclusively within state power of regulation, even



LOEWE v. LAWLOR. 281

Argument for in Error.208 DefendantsU. S.

diminishnecessarilysuch the volumeregulation mightthough
of interstate business. Coe v. Erroll,the 116 U. S.plaintiffs’
517, 525; 1,Kidd v. U. S. 24.Pierson, 128

theAnd see License 5 How.Cases, 504, Leisyand v.
U.Hardin, 135 S. 116.

jurisdictionFederal cannot include combinations of persons
onlywhose restrain commerceoperations indirectly,interstate

and ofincidentally to the direct the combination on theeffect
Connecticut,of in or on themanufacture the hatsplaintiffs’

of hats in States thedisposition upsuch other after breaking
of A of per-the of'importation. combinationoriginal package
sons the of the hats in Con-to restrict manufacture plaintiffs’

to their in afteror restrict 'sale California thenecticut, original
has broken a which,of been is combinationimportationpackage

with by States,on is to dealt the severalbegeneral principles,
the Unitedby Hopkinsand not United States. v.respectively,

594; Knight,U. S. United States v. 156 U. S. 1.578,171States,
the in error there hasplaintiffsIn the cases relied upon by

of bybeen a direct restraintthe elementpresent legislation,
of transaction orinterference, opera-or somephysicalcontract

fromtion asadmittedly interstate, distinguishedtobelonging
thatand has been held the Federalintrastate, commerce; it

contractwas ousted suchjurisdiction not because legislation,
and transactionsaffected other operationsor interference also

to intrastate commerce.admittedly belonging
equally true,this must bepropositionofThe converse

of orrestraint contractif direct legislationthat thenamely,
admittedly tobelongingto operationsisinterference confined

will not ousted,bejurisdictionthe statecommerce,intrastate
also affectsor interferencecontractbecause such legislation,
transaction,samethe generaltorelatingother operations

to commerce.interstateadmittedly belongwhich
of plaintiffs’diversion tradeafairly allegesThe complaint

buynot to hisin State goods.anotherby customersinducing
means for divert-employedthat theit isSo as understoodlong

and noton the customeroperatingtrade meansthis areing



282 TERM,OCTOBER 1907. .

Argument for Defendants in Error. 208 U. S.

the course ofdirectly it isupon commerce, immaterialoperating
be lawful oremployedwhether the means unlawful.

thatcomplaintIt is from the whole theplain defendants have
no interstateultimate asupon such,commerce- and thatdesign
their real is the plaintiffs’to or tofactory,design bringunionise
all hat in the United States underfactories union conditions.

will not if inthem,that fact the ofTrue, protect pursuit, such
meansthey direetlywhich obstructdesign employ the course of

commerce; but it willinterstate them'protect unless the use of
such means is specifically alleged.

the stated isconspiracj' not whoAgain, persons areamong
in interstatethemselves engaged commerce, and therefore its

the business aoperation on of non-member is not incidental to
its internal effect' interstateupon commerce the mem-among
bers of the combination. Montague Lowry,v. 193 U. 38;S.

v.Chattanooga Foundry City Atlanta, 390;203 U. S. theof
Trust U.Case, 375,195 S. In these casesdistinguished.Beef

a anthere was sufficient ofproof toagreement theregulate
interstate commerce of the to theparties combination, and it
Was held that other of domesticallegations intransactions

main purposefurtherance of such were properly pleaded as
of thepart scheme.general

The complaint states no cause of action under the Sherman
byAct as court,construed this thoseincluding reviewed in

Northern Cases,the Securities Co. 193 U. 197,S. as follows:
United States v. Knight, 1;156 U. S. v.Hopkins United States,
171 578;U. S. Addyston Steel 175 U. S.Pipe Case, 211;& Ander­
son v. States,United 171 604;U. S. v.Montague Lowry, 193
U. v.27;S. United States, 375;195 U. S. ChattanoogaSwift
Foundry v. Atlanta, 203 U. S. 391.

cases,theseTaking they furnish thetogether, rulelogical
that a within thecombination act must either to be aappear
combination whose inis restraint of interstateobject commerce,
or if the be formed for some othercombination thatobject,
some one of the means mustemployed to be inappear itself a
direct restraint interstate commerce.upon .
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com-is to restrain interstateof defendants notThe thedesign
and none of thefactory,but tomerce, plaintiffs’unionize

in itselfconstitutes a directfor out this design•means carrying
in local factories,restraint interstate commerce. Strikesupon

to the attitudeplaintiffs’the of false statements aspublication
ofand the restraint domesticetc.,labor,organizedtoward

inin are not themselvesby States,sales retail dealers different
barcase at cannotin restraint of commerce. Theinterstate

Case,Anderson 171 U. S.be in from thedistinguished principle
the ait that a of business of602, boycottin which Wasdecided

inwas not direct re-in interstate commerceperson engaged
of was into forcommerce,straint interstate when it entered

of the to thejointhe individual inpurpose compelling question
Intraders’ that decision must con-yard association. principle,

boycottatrol the whether of the businessquestion plaintiffs’
factorythem to unionize theirfor the ofpurpose gompelling

restraint of interstate commerce.is in direct

leave of Mr. Thomas filed a here-By court, Care briefSpelling
behalf of The American of Labor andin on Federation others.

Mr. Chief Justice Fuller the opiniondelivered of the
court:

This was an in Court for Dis-broughtaction the Circuit the
7 of July 2,of under Anti-Trust Act oftrict Connecticut the§

1890, 647, for209, claiming damagesc. Stat. threefold in-26
aby combination orplaintiffs conspiracyonjuries inflicted

theby act.declared to be unlawful
a toDefendants filed demurrer complaint, assigning gen-the

and' The wasspecial grounds.eral demurrer sustained as to
groundfirst six which on the thatparagraphs,the rested the

Act,combination Sherman andstated was not within the this
any other inunnecessary questionsrendered it to pass upon

case;the and to amend theirplaintiffs declining com-upon
the 148 Fed.plaint 924;court it with costs. Rep.dismissed

216;142and 633.see Fed. 130 Fed.Rep. Rep.
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Circuit Courtofbycarried writ error to thecase was thenThe
thedesiringcourt,'and thatCircuit,Secondfor theAppealsof

on the writa arising of.upon questionof this courtinstruction
con-The certificateto this court.thaterror, questioncertified

thus:of and thefacts, questionputof a brief statementsisted
an actioncan maintainplaintiffsof factsstate“Upon this

Act ofof Anti-Trustsection 7 theunderdefendantsagainst
2, 1890?”July

plain-docketed herehad beencase on certificateAfter the
in the ap-in joinedand defendants errorin applied,tiffs error
and causethe whole recordrequirecourt toto thisplication,

grantedwasThe applicationfor its consideration.upbe sentto
before thisbroughtcause thusbeingwhole record andand the

Judiciaryof thecourt,the under 6uponcourt it devolved §
-inin controversywhole matter“decide the1891,of toAct

byfor reviewbroughthad been thereas if itsame mannerthe
or appeal.”writ of error

demurrer, andon andthen, complaintup,The case comes
margin.1in thecomplaintwe thegive

1 alleged the defendants were residents of the Districtcomplaint thatThe
district,Danbury,complainants resided in in thatand thatof Connecticut

doingand business as manufacturers and sellerscopartners and locatedwere
hats,makingthere; they factory by“a for the forhad of salethatof hats

Union, many yearsand forStates of the have employed,in the variousthem
largefactory, men in the and ofa number of manufacture sale saidat said

largeahats, in that branch of their business amount ofand have invested
selling factoryproductbusiness of the of their andcapital, and in their

hats, largefilling upbuilt afor said have and establishedorders interstate
makingtrade, thirty (230) personstwo hundredemploying more than and in

annually selling exceedinghats a value hundredand four thousandof.
($400,000) dollars.

deeming right manageplaintiffs, it their to and their“4. The conduct
frombusiness without interference individuals or associations not connected

therewith, refusingmany years policyhave for maintained the of to suffer
business,permit any person organizationor or to direct or control their said

policy,consequence business'uponand in said have their saidof conducted
discriminating againstpatriotic principle anyof personthe broad and not

beingseeking being anyemployment of his or not connected withbecause
agreementorganization, and havelabor or other refused to enter into with

rightsany organization wherebyperson privileges,or the and of them-either
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questionThe is whether the facts therein averredupon and
bebyadmitted demurrer this action can maintainedthe under

Act.the Anti-Trust
The asfirst, second and seventh sections of are fol-that.act

:lows

jeopardized,any employé, would beselves or surrendered to or controlled
by person organization, policy,and have said whichsaid or believed was and

defendants, absolutely necessarytois well known to the be to the successful
employés.of the of theirconduct said business and welfaretheir

engagedand are inplaintiffs, many years, have been nowThe for“5.
Union, sellinginamong of the andand the several Statestrade commercé

factory byproduct said commonshipping whole the of theiralmost the of
doingcarriers, residingDanbury andfrom businesssaid to wholesale dealers

Island,Maine, Massachusetts, York,Newof Rhodeof the Statesin each
Illinois,Ohio, Michigan,Jersey, Pennsylvania, Maryland, Virginia,New

Wisconsin, Missouri, States,Nebraska, Arkansas, California and other to
dollars, sending agentsmany and inhundreds of thousands ofthe amount of

throughsamples Danbury tointo and each of said States visitwith from said
States,inplacesat of business said several andsaid dealers theirwholesale

hats, byto be hatsprocure for filled to besolicit and from them orders said
factory Danbury,shipped at said common carriers tofrom their said by

.deliverydealers, by paid thethem for after thereof atsaid wholesale to be
placestheir several of business.

“ 25, 1902, by plaintiffsinvested the inJuly capitalOn of6. the amount
sellingmaking hats,yapproximated one hundred andandsaid business of

dollars, annually shippedandthirty value of hats soldthousand and the the
Connecticut,by years, other thanpreviousthem in to said dealers in States

dollars, bythe value of hats soldthousand whileexceeded four hundred
not ten dollars.in the did exceed thousandthem State of Connecticut

largea25, 1902, preparations doJuly plaintiffs had made to“7. On the
States,in other and theprofitable said dealersand business with wholesale

the full belief that thewas such as to warrantcondition of their business
experience. factoryensuing year Theirthe in theirwould be most successful

largefilling orders fromrunning capacity in a number ofwas then to its full
employing, aboutThey were thendealers in other States.such wholesale

finishing largeasixty making departments,one hundred and men in the and
dependenttrimming whose wasdepartments,in worknumber the and other

finishers, they hadprevious and then aboutupon the work of andthe makers
manufacture, 'and infifty process_.of suchof hats inhundred and dozensone

•uponstopped them.perishable'and ruined'if wascondition as to be work
“ uponwholly dependentThe now almostplaintiffs8. then were and are'

aforesaid, States othershipments of to said dealers'inthe sale and ashats
running disposeConnecticut, factory of itskeep and tothan to their said

employed, and the re-product profitablycapitaland said businesstheir in
straint, withtrade and commerceof their saidcurtailment and destruction
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“Every contract,1. combination in the form of trust or
or in ofrestraintotherwise, conspiracy, trade or commerce

States, or withamong foreignthe several nations, herebyis
declared whoEveryto be shallillegal. person anymake such

Connecticut, bytheir said thancustomers in said States other the combina-
tion, defendants,conspiracy forth,and acts of the as hereinafter set have

damage propertybeen and now are to theof serious and business of the
plaintiffs, as hereinafter set forth.

individual'defendants, writ,“9. The named in allthis are members aof
-stylingpersons,combination or association of themselves The United Hat-

America,ofters North and said combination includes more than nine
residingpersons, Massachusetts,thousand in the several States of Connecti-

cut, York, Indiana,Jersey, Pennsylvania, Illinois, Missouri,New New Cali-
fornia, and the of Ontario in the Dominion of Canada. TheProvince said

subcombinations,twentycombination is subdivided into each of which is
by styled a local union of The ofthemselves United Hatters North America.

Connecticut,Six said in ofof subcombinations are the' State and known as
11,2,and and andlocal Unions 1 10 and 15 16 of The United Hatters of

America, aggregate membershipNorth and have an of more than three
residingpersons inthousand the State of Connecticut.

persons, collectively“10. Said combination of known as The United
issm.,owns, edits,America, controls, publishes,Hatters of North and a

styledpaper America,The Journal of Unitedthe Hatters of North in which
published reports many agents, mentioned,áre the of itsof of acts hereinafter

widely among public,which circulates andits members the and which affords
convenient,ready, powerfula and effective vehicle for the dissemination of

public boycottsinformation to its members and the as to pushedanddeclared
them,by agentsand of the acts and measures of its members carry-and for

ing boycotts effect, bysuch into and was usedso them in connection with
ofthe acts the defendants hereinafter set forth.

absolutely“11. Said andcombination owns controls the use of a certain'
mark,distinguishing styleslabel or which it Union ofthe Label the United

America, mark, them,of byHatters North which when so used affords to
ready,them a and boycottingconvenient effective instrument and ofmeans

againstanythe of they mayhats manufacturer whom desire to use it for
purpose.that

“ 12. The defendants in this suit are also all members of a combination or
callingpersonsassociation of themselves asand’known The American Feder-

Labor,ofation which includes more than a andmillion four hundred thou-
residing Union,sand members in the several States and ofTerritories the and

Canada,in places States,the ofDominion and in all the in'the several where
hats, mentioned,the wholesale dealers hereinbeforein and their customers

reside, and do Said combination inbusiness. is subdivided subordinate
or'combinations,groups, comprising one hundred and ten national and inter-

combinations, of personsnational unions and which the said combinations of
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orin such combination shallany conspiracy,or engagecontract
on convictionmisdemeanor, and, thereof,of aguiltybe deemed
five dollars,fine not thousandby exceedingbe punishedshall

bothyear, bynot one or saidexceedingor by imprisonment
in the discretion of the court.punishments,

one, composedstyling The United of North America isthemselves Hatters
unions, ortwenty-eight federations combi-local Stateof twelve thousand

combinations,nations, or andmore five hundred central labor unionsthan
combinations, are not includedthan two thousand local unions or which"more

combinations.national internationalin above-mentionedthe and
collectively known Thepersons as AmericanSaid combination of“13.

owns, controls, edits, publishes, paperand a orLabor issuesofFederation
Federationist, itwhich declares to be itsmagazine The Americancalled

amongorgan verya wide itsmouthpiece, which has circulationandofficial
convenient,others, ready, powerful andaffords amembers and and' which

information,of tofor the dissemination asand instrumenteffective vehicle
manufactures, boycotted boycotted, byor to bepersons, productstheir and

published,members, to beadopted and statementsas to measuresits and
sale manufactures and forpersons and to the of theirdetrimental to such

manufactures, papersaid has been andboycotting their andpersons,such
amongused, purposessaid itsconstantly printed and distributed fornow is

by and their con-public was used the defendantsand soand themembers
Co., Orange,Berg & ofproducts the firm of F.boycotting the ofinfederates

Pa.,Co., Philadelphia, hat& manufac-Jersey, H. ofH. RoelofsandNew
successivelyyieldedgreat injury firmsvery the saidturers, untiltheirto and

scheme ofgeneralof defendants here-pursuance the theindemandsto their
set forth.inafter

persons combination,The united in said"14. known as The American
Labor, including the personsofFederation in said subcombination known

Americ’a,constantlyof North employas The United Hatters than onemore
agents States,the States andin Territories of push,thousand the United to

carry boycotts by. members,into effect alland declaredenforce the said
scheme,including aid of the purposeinthose and effort hereinaftercombined

stated, States,the furto all manufacturers of in theforce hats United in-
cluding plaintiffs, restrainingto by destroyingthe unionize factories andtheir

'commerce, stated,trade and as hereinafterinterstate all of which saidtheir
agents supervision personalact under the immediate and direction of one

agentGo.mpers,who personsis chief of the said ofSamuel combination for
combinations, agentsOfeach of the said andpurpose,said and the said make

enforcingdoings causingmonthly reports pushing-andtheir inof and to be
boycotts, monthlypushed publishsaid theand enforced and same in said

editor,Federationist,American of which thepaper known as he isThe
members,by paper inappointed said connection with saidthe said which

summary, theor is declared to be authorized and official mouth-statement
subcombinations, including the said ofpiece of United Hatterseach of said
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“ who shall ormonopolize,2. toEvery person attempt monop-
. conspire anyor or with other orolize, person persons,combine

of the trade or amongto commerce themonopolize any part
foreign nations,with shall be deemed guilty.several orStates,

byis theNorth declared defendants to a faith-America. Said.statement be
agents, statements,doings ofsaid and each said madeful record of the of

againstduring by plaintiffsdefendantsperiod the acts of the thethe covered
stated, to thethe announcement members of said combina-herein contains

beingboycotts by bythemthe all declared are thempublic,tion and that
agents pushed,their enforced and observed.and

collectivelypersons known AmericanSaid of as The“15. combination
members,Labor, bywhich the defendants are was the de-Federation of of

others,purpose amongfor the offendants members formedand their other
facilitating boycotts, byand maintenance of andsuccessfulthe declaration

The Unitedpersons as Hatters of’Northfor said combination of known
America, compo-through of Laboracting the said Federation and its other

members, component parts frequentlyit haveparts and and itsnent or
defendants, against andboycotts, request of the businessat the thedeclared

manufacturers, vigorously prosecuted theand haveproduct of hatvarious
aforesaid,machineryby through powerful at their command assame and the

stated, damagecarrying general greatto the andin scheme hereinout their
manufacturers, particularly during yearsthe ofloss of saidbusiness of and

declared, waged,prosecuted1902, they requestat theand the of1901 and
agents, boycott againstdefepdants bya the hats themade andand their

Co., Pa., until,Philadelphia, by causing& of thembusiness of RoelofsH. H.
business, theydamage yieldinggreat, to theand loss them intoof coerced

agents, factorytheir that the saidof and of said Roe-demand the defendants
defendants,unionized, by agreeingtermed to& Co. be as and intolofs the.

exclusively,employing members of their inemploy, and said combination
making finishing departments factory, largeof said and in measurethe and

agentssurrendering factoryand their the saidthe defendants control ofto
customers,plaintiffs,business, was well known to the theirof whichand all

was, bypublic,the and the defendants and theirwholesale anddealers
through mentioned,agenciesagents, inwidely proclaimed all their above

against forth, forplaintiffs, as hereinafter settheir acts thewith.connection
intimidating coercing wholesale theirand said dealers andpurposethe of

by creating mindsbuying plaintiffs,hats of in theircustomers the thefrom
againstput operationintoandthe fear that the defendants would invoke
should,means';them, machinery, theyifpowerfulall measures andsaid

plaintiffs.handle the hats theof
•defendants, together personswith united with them“16.-The the other

America,of havecombination,in The Hatters Northsaid known as United
are, engaged in a effortmanyfor combined scheme andyears,.beeif and ndw

States, including thefur in the Unitedto all of hats .force manufacturers
against, policy .carryingof on theirpreviousandplaintiffs, will theirtheir
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misdemeanor,, and, thereof,of on conviction be punisheda shall
five orexceeding dollars,fine not thousandby by imprison-

or saidexceeding year, bynot one bothment punishments,
ofin the discretion the court.”

business, organize departments makingto their in ofworkmen the and
factories,finishing, organization, partto parcelin each of their into an be and

America,the said as of Northof combination known The United Hatters or
it, shops,as the defendants-and their term to unionize theirconfederates

thereby employment opera-the intent to of labor andwith control the in the
factories, subject totion of said and to the same the direction and control

same, extremelyapersons,of other than the owners of the in manner onerous
owners, scheme,carrydistasteful to out such effortand to such and and

by restrainingpurpose, destroying andand the interstate trade commerce
manufacturers, by andof such means of intimidation of threats made to

States, boycottingsuch manufacturers and their customers in the several of
them, customers, usingproduct powerfuland their therefor all thetheir

aforesaid, damageat as until such time as frommeans their thecommand
therefrom, yieldresultingloss the said manufacturersand of business should

to unionize factories.to the said demand their
“ other said United Hatters17. The defendants and members of of North

America., acting generalpursuanceinwith them and of said combined scheme
¡, againstcarrying manufacturers,intoand the same effect saidin

stated,including by the meansplaintiffs,the and use of above and the fear
thereof, very followingyears,few forced the named manu-have within a

demand,yieldto tothe United States their andfacturers of hats in unionize
factories, corporationsfollow names of andtheir viz.: 70[Here individuals.]

remained, according defendants,theto the statements ofand until there
hadonly in the United States which not submitted totwelve hat factories

defendants, againstdemands, pursuingin their warfáresaid and thetheir
forth, theirplaintiffs, set and in connection with said actsthe as hereinafter

them, of that fact and of the firmsagainst publicmade announcementhave
thereby, theirthem, to the effectiveness ofby in order increaseso coerced

in Statesintimidating dealers and their customersin said wholesaleacts
Connecticut, plaintiffs, hereinafterbuying hats fromfrom .asother than

forth.set
ap-purpose, the defendants havecarry and“18. To said schemeout

special-agentssteadily employ, tocertainpointed employed and doand
authority from them and the otherbehalf, expressin andact their with full

them,combination, instructions fromexplicit toand undermembers of said
manufacturers hatscompel of toevery allpower,their to suchuse means in

in suit didfactories, of the defendants thisand each and allunionize theirso
agents, byor theirstated, by themselveseitheractsthe several hereinafter

fully authorized.them thereto
' “ general1, 1901, said scheme andpursuance of19. inOn or about March

combination,of said Thepurpose, and the other membersthe defendants
VOL. covín—19
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7. who“Any person shall ininjured his business or prop-be
erty by any other person corporationor by reason of anything
forbidden or declared to be unlawful thisby act, may sue there-
for in any of the UnitedCircuit States in the inCourt district

America, through agents,United Hatters of North their the said John A.
Moffit, Lawlor, Phillips,Martin John James P. Maher Barrett,and Charles J.

defendants,who acted for themselves and the other plain-demanded of the
they factory, makingtiffs that should unionize their said finishingin the and

■departments, thereby acquire rightand also the to use and use the said union
label, subject rightto the of the pleasure,defendants to recall the same at in

them,byall plaintiffshats made and then notified the' theythat if failed to
yield demand,to said the defendants and all the other members of the said
combination, America,known as The United ofHatters North would resort
to their said usual and well-known compelmethods to them so to' do. After

conferences, 1901,April, plaintiffsseveral and in repliedthe to the said de-
mand of the defendants as follows:

“ ‘ believingFirmly actingthat firm,we are for the best interests of our
for; employ,the best interests of those whom we and for the best interests

Danbury, by operating independent factory,an open hereby notifyof or we
you unionized,shop attacked,that we to havedecline our and if shall use

protectall lawful means to our business interests.’
plaintiffs employing many men,“The were then union and non-union and

factory running smoothly satisfactorilywas and plain-their said both to the
defendants,employés. agents,The theirtiffs and their' confederates and

against plaintiffsdeferred the execution of their said threat the until the
pursuance generalof attack inconclusion their made of the same scheme and

against Co.,purpose H. &H. Roelofs which inresulted the surrender of
15,Co., July 1902, except defendants,&Roelofs on that the their confeder-

agents, November, 1901,ates and in caused the said American Federation of
againstboycott anyLabor to declare a dealer or dealers who should handle

plaintiffs.products of thethe
“ 25, 1902,July individuallyOn about20. the defendants.or and collect-

ively, associations,and as members of said combinations and and with other
persons plaintiffs, them,names are unknownwhose to the associated with

geqeral aforesaid,pursuance purpose'in of the scheme and force all manu-.to
hats, particularly plaintiffs,facturers of fur and the to so unionize their

factories, wantonly, wrongfully, maliciously, unlawfully and in violation of
provisions Congress, 1890,’approved July.2,the of ofthe ‘Act and entitled

Against‘An Act to Protect Trade and Commerce Unlawful Restraints and.
Monopolies,’ injure propertyand plain-with intent to the and business of the

•bytiffs unlawful,means of areacts doné which forbidden and declared to be
by Congress, conspiracysaid act of into a andentered combination to re-

plaintiffs Connecticut,strain the and customers intheir States other than
carrying amongin on said and commerce the sevéral States and totrade

wholly prevent engaging carryingthem from in and on said trade and com-
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thewhich or is tofound, respectthe defendant resides without
■dam-controversy,amount in and shall recover three fold the

him of a reasona-by suit, includingand the costsages sustained,
attorney'sble fee.”

sellingprevent plaintiffsbetween them from their hats tomerce and to the
Connecticut,purchasers thanwholesale dealers and in said States other and

buyingpreventto said and in said-other States from thedealers customers
same, obtainingprevent plaintiffsand to for their hats fromthe from orders

customers, filling same, shipping custom-such and the and said hats to said
aforesaid, thereby injure plaintiffsin in theirers said States as and the

property outputproductand business and to render unsalable the and of
commerce,factory, subjecttheir said so of' interstate in whosoever’sthe

might come, throughor and com-hands the same be said interstate trade
merce, employ carry conspiracyand to as means to out said combination and

thereof,purposes accomplish same, followingand the and the the measures
acts,and viz:

cause, by coercion, warning in-“To means of threats and and without or
formation, plaintiffs,to the the concerted and simultaneous withdrawal of

them,workingmakers and finishers of then for whoall the hats were not
combination, America,members of their said The United Hatters of North

members, thereby cripple operation'as those who were such and the-as well
filling'a largeplaintiffs’ factory, prevent plaintiffs from num-of the and the

hand,of orders then on from wholesale dealers in States other than.ber such
Connecticut, they engaged filling,which had to fill and were then in the act of

defendants;was well known to in therewith toas the connection declare a
against delivered,boycott andall hats made for sale and sold or to be sold

delivered, by plaintiffsthe dealers in Statesor to said wholesale other than
Connecticut, actively boycottand to the same and the business of those who

them, bythereby thepreventshould deal in and the sale of same those in
might throughthey or said interstate trade saidwhose hands be come in.

States; procureto and cause others of said combinations united withseveral
Labor, boy-of in like manner to declare athem in said American Federation

actively boycottagainst the same and the of suchcott and to business whole-
them,buy purchaseor and -those who shouldsale as should sell ofdealers

•dealers; wholesale dealers fromthem from such wholesale to intimidate such
informingdealing bypurchasing plaintiffin the of the them that theor hats

againstboycott productFederation of Labor had declared a theAmerican
dealer, it,againstplaintiffs any handle and thatand who should theof the

them,against by distributingactively pressed circularswas to be andsame
boy-containing their customers were to benotices that such dealers and

buyboycott anycotted; with a those customers whoto shouldthreaten
■ dealers,made,whatever, though boycotted andgoods even union of such

they libertynotify were attime to such wholesale dealers thatat the same
qualityany of similarto deal in the of other non-union manufacturerhats
byby plaintiffs,to but must not deal in the. hats made thethose made the
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in declarationdescribed thecombinationtheopinion,In our
commerce theamongof trade or“in restraintis combinationa

in which words are inthose usedin the senseStates,”several
can be maintained accordingly.actionandact,the the

boycotting; falsely representtosuch to said whole-plaintiffs threats ofunder
customers, plaintiffs againstthat the hadand their discriminatedsale dealers

employ, employmenthad thrown them out of be-in theirthe union men
give up boys,their union cards andthey to teach who werecause refused

instruction,places after seven months’ and had driven‘intended to take their
‘by persistent,employés measures their unfair and un-their to extreme

antagonizing labor, forcing wagespolicyAmerican of union to a starvation
scale, given foreignboys cheap, preferenceand unskilled overand labor

workmen,’experienced-and capable union in order to intimidate dealerssaid
by againstpurchasing prejudice therebyoffrom said hats reason the created

plaintiffs by among mightthe and the hats made whothem those otherwise
them;purchase to use the said label of said The United Hatters ofunion

carrying conspiracyNorth America as an instrument to aid them in out said
against plaintiffs’and combination the and their interstate tradecustomers’

aforesaid, mentioned,boycottinginand connection with the above for the
describingpurpose identifying plaintiffs, singlingof and the hats of the and

boycotted; employ large agentsthem out be so to a ofto number to visit said
customers, places business,theirwholesale dealers and at their several of and

they buythreaten them of ifloss business should or the hats ofhandlewith
hats,plaintiffs, thereby prevent buyingthe and them from said and in con-

upon bynection therewith to cause said dealers to be waited committees
representing large personscombinations of in their several localities to make

them; dailysimilar pressthreats to to use the in the localities where such
reside, business,wholesale dealers and do to announce and advertise the said

boycotts against plaintiffs dealers,the hats of the and said wholesale and
thereby make the impressive,same more and and to use the columnseffective

paper,of their America,said The Journal of the United Hatters of North for
purpose, agentsthat and to the prosecutingdescribe acts of their said in the

same.
Afterwards, wit, 25,July 1902, days“21. on and on divers since hith-.to

erto, defendants, pursuancethe in of conspiracy,said combination and and
carry effect,to the' same into did cause andthe' concerted simultaneous

withdrawal; by them,bymeans of threats and coercion made and without
previous warning or plaintiffs,information to the of all butthereof ten of
the working them,non-union andmakers finishers of hats then for as well

finishers,of leavingas all their union largemakers and numbers of hats in an.
condition,perishableunfinished and cripplewith intent and therebyto did

cripple operation factorythe plaintiffs’ part October,of the until the latter of
1902, therebyand prevented plaintiffs filling largethe from a number of
orders then on from such wholesale in otherhand dealers States than Con-’
nectieut, they engagedwhich filling,had into fill and were then the act of! as'
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of thismany judgmentsAnd rests on court,conclusionthat
anyact combination whateverprohibitsto the effect that the

free flowwhich theessentiallyto secure action obstructs of
commerce, the or in that theStates, restricts, regard,between

of in business.liberty engagetrader toa

defendants, thereby plaintiffscaused to thewell and lossknown to the the
States,many greatlyin andsaid dealers otherof orders from wholesale

orders,in'filling falsely representingdelayed themhindered such andand
dealers, customers, generallypublic into said their and the Stateswholesale

discriminated,Connecticut, againstplaintiffsthan that had theother the
discharged employmentemploy, or out ofunion in their and had thrownmen

August, 1902; they employésin that had driven theirmen tdtheir-union
by persistent, policytheirextreme measures and un-American ofunfair

antagonizing labor,‘forcingwages givinga anddown to starvation scaleunion
foreign, experiencedboys cheap, preferenceand unskilled labor over and

dischargedworkmen; been fromcapable that skilled hatters had said fac-
- principlestoiy for no than and adherence to the ofother cause their devotion

cards,refusingorganized give up and tolabor in to their union teach the
placeboys to take the of union workmen aftertrade to who-were intended

longer system-ofinstruction, ato submit toand that unablemonths’.seven
tyrannies might bybe.petty be in Siberia but could not bornethat tolerated

Americans, inauguratedfactoryin the theindependent the strikeworkmen
recognize rights, prejudice,in to didcompelto firm to their order andthe

against product,thereby prejudice public, plaintiffsthe and their and inthe
intimidate, thereby said wholesaleto and did intimidate dealers andorder

Connecticut,customers, purchasingother than from hats fromtheir in States
■ against hats;prejudice saidplaintiffs by of the of the createdthe reason fear

againstboycott madea all hats for andand in therewith declaredconnection
delivered, to and delivered to said deal-and be so soldso sold and wholesale

Connecticut, actively boycotted theers, and same andin thanStates other
States, therebyin andwho dealt in them such other re-thosethe business of

plaintiffs,purchase of the same from thethe and thepreventedandstrained
mightthey were, be,by in whose"hands or thereaftersale of-the thosesame

trade, procuredand caused and othersinterstate of saidin the of suchcourse
ofAmerican Federation Laborwith them in the said tocombinations united

againstproduct.and theagainst plaintiffs,boycotta the their businessdeclare
Connecticut, buyas should orin States other thanof such dealerswholesale

them, anyfrom wholesalepurchasewho such dealersof shouldsell arid those
pur-dealers fromgoods whatever, further intimidated said wholesaleand

.aforesaid, by informingchasing dealing by plaintiffs, asin hats made theor
boycott againsthad a.of Labor declaredthat American Federationthem the

against them,anyand dealer who should handle andplaintiffsthe hats of the
against them, by sendingpressed andboycott to bethat said was actively

organizations, toagents from of said labor threatenand variouscommittees
thejr'customers boycott theya from them ifand withwholesale dealerssaid
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of restraintswithin the classfallschargedcombinationThe
in-strangersandthird partiescompellingaimed atof trade

con-onexceptcourse of tradein thevoluntarily engagenot to
doubtis-noand thereimposes;that the combinationditions

distributingby in Sangoods plaintiffs, andofhandled thepurchased or
containing that suchFrancisco, California, places, circulars noticesand other

áboycotted, withto be and threateneddealers, weretheir customersand
buy anyactively boycott the who did or shouldcustomers•boycott, and did

made, boy-whatever, though dealers sogoods union of such wholesaleeven
boycott andcotted, daily advertise announce saidpress toand used the and.

organizations,by particu-said laborpursuancein thereofmeasuresthe taken
4, 1903,Bulletin, July andJuly 2 andin its issues oflarly The FranciscoSan

10, 1902,Richmond, Virginia, andon Decemberdaily paper published ina
Connecticut, theythatin States other thansuch wholesale dealersnotified

anyliberty other non-union hatto deal in the hats of manufacturerwere at
theyplaintiffs, must not deal in hatsquality to those of the butof similar

doing,being boycotted andby plaintiffs, threats of for somade the under
an in-union label of the United Hatters of North America asthe saidused

carrying conspiracyaid them in out said combination andstrument to
trade, aforesaid,against as andplaintiffs’ and their customers’ interstatethe

by usingboycotting same and its fromwith such the absencein connection
insignia purchaserplaintiffs, as an or device to indicate to thethe hats of the

boycotted, pointplaintiffs were to be and to them outthe hats of thethat
large agentsemployed number of to visit said whole-purpose, and afor that

places inat their several of business eachdealers and their customerssale
States, placesPhiladelphia and other in the ofparticularly Stateof said

Maryland, inPennsylvania, in Baltimore in the State of Richmond and
Virginia, placesand in San and otherplaces in the State of Franciscoother

them,California, theyifof to intimidate and threaten should.in the State
plaintiffs, among many,in or handle the hats’ of the andcontinue to deal

kind, Hennellysaid William C. and Daniel P.other instances of like the
defendants, acting them,Kelly all and for demanded thein behalf of said

Co., hats, doing& business in Sanfirm of wholesale dealers in saidTriest
Francisco, they agree bybuyshould in the hats madethat not to dealor

boycottingby firm of theirplaintiffs, under threats made them to saidthe
customers, refusing complyto withuponof their and theirbusiness and that

threats, agentsbyyieldand the their saidsuch demand to such defendants
citynewspapers of said that saidcaused announcement to be made in the

therefor,boycotted& laborTriest Co. and that the council ofwere to be
by purpose, theyand thatthem for thatSan Francisco would be addressed

declared, council,by thereuponprocured boycotthad said labora to be and
defendants, agents,' Hennelly Kelly, printed,through andthe their said

hats,in in severalpublished, and to the dealersissued distributed retail
coast, circular,followingupon the to wit:the PacificStates
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work of Chief Eriewell-known(to from thequotethat Justice
has individu-every personlawUnions) “at commonon Trade

a tocollectively, right requirehasthe alsoandally, public
frombe free unreasonablekeptof trade shouldthe coursethat

'Council,LaborFrancisco“‘San
“ Labor,ofAmerican Federationwith the‘Affiliated

Street,Market“■‘Secretary’s'Office, 927
“ 406, Building,405, Spreckel’sEmma‘Rooms 407

“ every Friday, at 1159 Mission St.‘Meets
“ ‘Telephone,South 447.
“ ‘ ■Street.to 927 MarketallAddress communications

‘ Francisco, 3,“. JulySan 1903.
may“‘To whom it concern:

“ meeting Council held on thespecial‘At a of Santhe Francisco Labor
Co.,Triest &date, jobbing known as 116 Sansomehat concernabove the

.patronizingSt., Francisco, persistentlyfor the un-unfairwas declaredSan
Co., Danbury, Connecticut,manufacturing &of D. E. Loeweconcernfair hat

union, strike, conditions',unionforhave been on sincethewhere .hatters
longretained on the unfair list asAugust 20, & Co. will be asTriest1902.

manufacturingunfair hat concern. Unionthey product of thishandle the
buy jobbingfrom unfairusually stores whopatronize retailmen do not

circumstances, organ-all friends ofUnder theseor manufacturers.houses
workers,organizeddesiringlabor, patronage of will nottheand thoseized

St.,Co., Francisco.& Sangoods Triest 116 Sansomebuy from
“ Benham,G. B.respectfully,‘Yours

“ ‘President S. F. Labor Council.
“ Zant,‘T. E.

“ Council,¡3. s.j‘Secretary F. Labor [l.
“ Hennelly,‘W. C.
“ Kelly,‘D. F.

“ North America‘Representing United Hatters of

following, to wit:“Also the
“ ‘ Council,LaborSan Francisco

“ Labor,ofFederationwith American‘Affiliated
“ Market.Street,Office,‘Secretary’s 927

“ Building,405, 406, Spreckel’sEmma407‘Rooms
“ every Friday, Mission St.at 1159‘Meets

“ ‘Telephone South 447.
“• Market Street.to 927all communications‘Address

“• ‘SanFrancisco, 14,1903.July
“ ‘Messrs.--.

“ followingbeg your prod-attention to theto callWe leave‘Gentlemen:
American Federation oflist of the Labor.are on the unfairwhichucts

“ handling goods,fromyou refrain these asorder that thedo this in‘We
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is the jurisdiction,here toobjectionBut theobstruction.”
a casestatesthe declarationthatconcedingeven.because,

does not state onethat itis contendeditlaw,commonatgood
allegedrestraintthat thesaid,it isThus,the statute.within

andentirely destroy plaintiffs’.to businessoperatewould
well; obstruc-physicalas thattradeinclude intrastatethereby

by organized workers as antaken thenamed below ispatronage of the firms
opposed the interests ofwho are topatronize thosea desire toofevidence
regarding firms men-unfairness theoforganized The declarationlabor.

degree by thesupported to the fullestbefully and willtioned is sanctioned
Labor Council.San Francisco

“ handling goods inof these‘Trusting you bé to avoid thethat will able
are,future, wéthe

“ Benham, President.respectfully, G. B.‘Yours
Zant, Secretary,“. [l.‘T. E. s.]

“ ‘Unfair List.
“ St.,Co.,Conn., & SanCo., Danbury, and Triest 116& Sansome‘Loewe

Francisco, Manufacturers;Hat
“ York,Collars, Troy, and 562Co., New‘Cluett, Peabody & andShirts

Francisco, Cal.;St.,-SanMission
“ ‘ St.,York,Co., Sansome SanTroy, New arid 25and ColiarUnited Shirt

Francisco, Cal.;
“ Greenbaum,York; &Co., Troy,'New WeilZandt, &‘Van Jacobs

Francisco,St.,Agents, San Cal.’Michaels,Selling 27 Sansome

personally to theto and delivered retailto mailedand said circularscaused be.
Co., upon& the Pacifichats, of saidotherdealers in and the customers Triest

causing manyothers, orders andcoast, many thereby the loss of cus-and to
, Co., purpose ofplaintiffs,the for the intimi-and totomers to said Triest &

plaintiffs,dating 'coercing & not to deal with- the andsaid Co.and Triest
Co.,many Triest & andthereby and customers to saidcause the lossof orders

plaintiffs.to the
“ pur-By by inof and all of said acts done the defendants22. means each

conspiracy, they greatlyandsuance of said combination have restrained^
diminished, and, of themany places, destroyed the -andin commercetrade

Connecticut,dealers, thanplaintiffs with said in said otherwholesale States
therefrom,resultingby many directly andthe loss of ahdorders customers

by reason ofplaintiffs injured and'propertythe have been in their business
in'donethe-defendantssaid combination and the acts ofconspiracy, anc(

into-effect,thereof, are declared'topursuance carryahd'to same which.the
eighty thousandby Congress, ofbe said to the amountunlawful act of

dollars, daniages, of($80,006) under section 7to threefold whichrecover
brought.,”said act this suit is
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allegedtion is as thatcontemplated;not and defendants are
engagednot themselves in interstate trade.

none of objectionsWe think these tenable,are and theythat
are of by previous decisionsofdisposed this court.

United v.States Trans-Missouri Freight Association, 166
U. S. Joint290; United States v. U. S.Association, 171Traffic
505; and Northern Securities v.Company United 193States,
U. S. hold in effect that197, the Anti-Trust law has a broader

than the prohibition of restraints of trade unlawfulapplication
at common law. Thus in the Trans-Missouri Case, U. S.166

“290, that,it was said assuming that agreements of this nature
atare not void common law, and that the various cases cited

by the learned below show it,courts the answer to the state­
validityment of their is to be found in terms ofthe the statute

” inconsideration-;under and the Northern Securities Case, 193
U. that,S. “the act declares331, illegal every contract, combina­

intion or conspiracy, form,whatever of whatever nature, and
may be the toparties it,whoever which ordirectly necessarily
in restraint of oroperates trade commerce among the several

States.”
We do to comment onpausenot cases such as United v.States

U. 1; 578;S. v.Knight, States,156 United 171Hopkins U. S.
604;and Arderson v. United inStates, 171 U. S. which un­the

thefacts showed that of thedisputed purpose agreement was
or ’restrain commerce. objectnot obstruct interstate Theto.

of the combination determined itsand legality.intention
billStates, 375,v. United 196 U. S. a was broughtIn Swift

andnumber of ofcorporations, individualsagainst a firms
engaged inStates, that werealleging theydifferent interstate

andsale,.in the purchase, transportation delivery,commerce
meats;ofresale the of andpoint delivery,and atsubsequent

tp againstfrom otherbiddingthat refrainthey combined each
whichcattle; pricein of to maintain a uniform atthe purchase

sold; to uniform inchargesbe and maintainmeat shouldthe.
throughthus sold the channels ofmeats interstatedelivering

inandvarious-dealers consumers other States.trade to the
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commerce freshartificially restrained intheyAnd that thus
of live stock from theshipmentfrom andpinchasemeats the

consumersof the meats to thedistributionto theplains final
country.in the markets of the

395,for saidcourt, (pp.theHolmes, speakingMr. Justice
396,398);

con-legalStates is not a technical“Commerce theamong
ofdrawn from the course business.one,but aception, practical

in with theState,for sale from a oneplaceare .sent'When.cattle
their'transit, .after-purchase,endthey-.willthatexpectation,

inter-so, onlyin and in do with theanother, theywhen effect
andyards,find at the stoekruption necessary to a purchaser

this the currentconstantly recurring course,-when is a typical,
is andamong States,thus a current of commerce theexisting

com-the of the cattle is a and incident of suchpurchase part
merce.

■ objection“The is .bill setgeneral urged that the does not
orsufficient,forth definite facts. This isspecific objection

but it us inserious, seems to inherent the of the case.nature
scheme is so inalleged presentsThe that it a new problemvast

If, assume, entertained,ás we must' the scheme- ispleading.-
of to the words ofis, course,, contrary veryit the statute. Its

of thesize makes violation law more andconspicuous, yetthe
thing impossiblethe same makes it to fasten the fact’principal

to a time and Theplace. elements, too,certain are so numerous
shifting,and even the constituent parts are and fromalleged

their nature must be so inextensive timé and space, that some-
of the samething impossibility toapplies them.

.†.*1« *1#

“The scheme seems to us to be within reach ofas.a.whole
the' law. The constituent aselements, we them,have stated

toenough givearé to the scheme a body and, for all that we
to it.say, accomplish Moreover,can maywe thinkwhatever

of them when také themseparately, up ás charges,we distinct
they allegedare ofsufficiently as elements the scheme. It is
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suggested the several acts arechargedthat lawful and that
difference;can make no theyBut áre togetherintent bound

ofas a un-parts single plan. mayThe make theplan parts
lawful.”

And the in Aikenssame was v. Wiscon­principle expressed
195 U. S. of Wisconsinsin, 194, 205; involving a statute pro­

hibiting combinations “for of or ma­wilfullypurposethe
liciously ininjuring another his reputation, trade, business
or profession means in which Mr. Jus­by any whatever,” etc.,

.tice Holmes said:
“The is againststatute directed a of and actsacts,series
several,of the acts of withcombining, intent to do other acts,

‘The invery plot is an act itself.’ v. The L.Mulcahy Quern,
R. L.3 H. 317. But an which in306, act, itself is amerely
voluntary derives all itscontraction, character from.muscular

swhich willthe follow it under theconsequences, circumstance­
in which it When the ofwas done. acts consist com­making a
bination calculated to cause temporal damage, the power to.

such acts, when-done cannotpunish maliciously, be denied be­
be followed andthey byare-to worked out conduct whichcause
lawful if preceded byhave been not the acts. Nomight con­

privilegehas such an absolute as to alljustify possibleduct
maywhich it be a The mostpart.schemes of innocent and con­

of mayacts or omissions bestitutionally protected made a
and- if is a in a plotin itplot, stepa criminal neither itsstep

Constitution is sufficient' to preventinnocence nor the the
law.”plot byof thepunishment

and Steel v. UnitedCompanyAddyston Pipe States,In 175
that the defendantsalleged were211, prac­U. S. the petition

ironof cast withinmanufacturerstically only thirty-sixthe
had entered intotheythat aTerritories,and combina­States

withcompetenot toagreedwhich each other inby theytion
whichterritory throughthethe sale of and the constit­pipe,

wascould make sales allotteduent betweencompanies them.
agreement which, priorThis that the to anycourt held ofact

which,priceslimited the at thetransportation, pipe could be
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sold after transportation, was within the law. Mr. Justice Peck-
ham, 242):delivering the saidopinion, (p. Congress“And when
has enacted a such instatute as the one any agree-question,
ment or combination which directly not aloneoperates upon
the manufacture but upon sale, deliverythe andtransportation
of an ofarticle commerce,.byinterstate or restrict-preventing,
ing its sale, etc., interstatethereby regulates commerce.”

In &Montague Lowry,v. 193 U. S.Company 38, which was
an action brought by a under a com­private 7-against§citizen
bination inengaged the of defendants weretiles,manufacture

indealers tiles in manu­California and combined withwholesale
in other States into the interstate traffic tilesfacturers restrain

by .refusing anyto sell in Cali­anytiles to wholesale dealer
who wasfornia not a of at aexceptmember the association

prohibitive-rate. againstThé boycottcase was a commercial
insuch dealers obtainCalifornia as would not or could not

the did not consistmembership association. The restraintin
in inphysicala obstruction of but thecommerce,interstate
fact that 'the andplaintiff other could notindependent dealers

their fromtiles manufacturers in other States becausepurchase
such' had Thisboycottcombined to them.manufacturers
court held thisthat obstruction to the of a factpurchase tiles,
antecedent to physical transportation, was within the pro-
hibition of the act. Mr. Peckham,Justice thespeaking for

45),saidcourt, (p. concerning the it “re-agreement, that
trade,strained for it narrowed the for themarket sale of tiles

-in fromCalifornia the inmanufacturers and. dealers therein
States,other so they onlythat could be sold to the members

of association, and it enhanced to the non-member.”pricesthe
averments existinghere are that was ah interstatethereThe

plaintiffs'traffic-between and and thatStates,citizens of other
■forthe direct de-purpose of such interstate trafficdestroying
fendants from manu-combined not tomerely prevent plaintiffs
facturing articles then and for transportationthere intended
beyond resellingthe fromState, but also to. the vendeesprevent
the hats which orthey Connecticut,from fromhad'imported
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further negotiating plaintiffswith for the purchase and inter-
oftransportation such hats from Connecticut to the various

ofplaces destination. that,So. although some of the means
whereby the interstate traffic to be destroyed werewas acts

State,within a and ofsome were in.them themselves aas part
of their obvious purpose and beyondeffect the scope of Federal
authority, still, as we have theseen, acts must be considered
as a andwhole, the is toplan open condemnation, notwith-
standing a negligible amount of mightintrastate business be

inaffected carrying it out. If the purposes of the combination
were, as toalleged, prevent any interstate transportation at
all, the fact that the means atoperated one end physicalbefore
transportation commenced and at the other end after the
physical transportation ended was immaterial.

Nor can inthe act question be held inapplicable because
defendants were not engagedthemselves in interstate com-

nomerce. The act made distinction between classes. It pro-
vided' that “every” contract, combination or inconspiracy

illegal.restraint of trade was The ofrecords showCongress
that byseveral efforts were made to exempt, legislation, or-

of farmers and from ofganizations operationlaborers the the
and sofailed,act that all these efforts that the act remained

weas 'have it before us.
case,In an United Statesearly v. Workingmen’sAmalgamated

994,Council, Rep.54 Fed. the United filed a billStates under
in the Circuit. Court for the Easternthe Sherman act District

ofLouisiana, averring giganticexistence “a andthe wide-of
ofof the members a multitude of separatecombinationspread

of restrainingfor the thepurpose commerceorganizations
andStates with andforeign countries,”the several itamong

statute did not refer tothat the combinationscontendedwas
court, grantingBut the injunction,the said:laborers.of

debates show thatCongressionalthink the the“I statute
but,of massed capital;in the evils when the’Con-originitshad

the which isformulating prohibition, yard-the.came togress
tocomplainant’s rightthe themeasuringfor injunction,stick
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‘Everywords:it in these contract or combinationexpressedit
intrust,in form or otherwise or com-the of restraint of trade

States or with foreign nations,the isamongmerce several
illegal.’ The..hereby subjectto be had sodeclared broadened.

that thelegislatorsin of source of the evil wasthe minds the
evil inmaterial; entiretyand the its isnot as dealtregarded

the interdiction include combinationswith. made ofThey
in fact, all combinations inlabor, of-capital;as ás restraintwell

to the of personsof without reference character thecommerce,
is true this- has not beenwho entered into statuteItthem.

by but;much as it seems to itsexpounded me, meaning,judges,
sort isas as to the of combinations to which it tofar relates

manifest,,is and that includes whichapply, it combinations are
acting in ofof the interest laborers.composed laborers

of combination of the defend-“It is the successful effort the
workothers who were at into and overawe'ants intimidate

country;of incarrying on the commerce theconducting or
finds and violation of thetheir theirwhich the court error

actionof their combinedof the intendedstatute. One results
■ which flowedof all the commercestagnationwas the forced

This intent and combined action areOrleans.through New
in theirthey scopeunlawful because includedthehone less

of all other business within the as well.”citythe paralysis
on ofby Ap-was affirmed the Circuit CourtappealThe casé

Circuit.Fifth Fed. 85.Rep.for the 57.peals
came the strikelitigation over the PullmanSubsequently

C.,re 755;In S.decisions, Rep. 745,64 Fed.Debs, 724,and the
in United.byS. The bill case was filed theU. 564. -that158

Union,against Railwayofficers of thetheStates American
Pull­thethat a labor existed between-alleged disputewhich

that thereafteremployés;man Car itsCompanyPalace and
andtogethercombinedfour unionrailwaythe officers of the

- creat­byof such disputeothers ancompel adjustméntwith to
that tocar company;the of theboycottaing •against cars

cer-already preventedtheyeffective hadboycottmake Sufeh
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tain of ofrunningthe railroads out Chicago from operating
•trains;their they theythat asserted that could and 'would tie

and break down andup, paralyze any every whiqh'-.railroad.
did not accede andto their thatdemands, the purpose •;and

of.intention the combination was “to'secure unto themselves
the entire interstate,control the industrial and commercialof
business in which the population of the ofcity Chicago and of
other ofalongcommunities the lines .road of said railways are
engaged with other,each and to andanyrestrain all other per-
sons from any independent. control or management of such

orinterstate, industrial commercial enterprises, save according
to willthe and with the consent of the defendants.”

The Circuit Court proceeded principally upon the Sherman
Anti-Trust and anlaw, granted Ininjunction.1 this court the
ease .was theupon groundrested broader that the Federal

oyerGovernment full powerhad interstate commerce and over'
the the mails,of andón thetransmission exercise of those powers
Could putremove everything upon highways, natural or artifi-
cial, to obstruct the passage, of interstate commerce, or the

But incarrying.of the'mails. toreference the Anti-Trust Act
(158the court stated 600):U. S.expressly

“We enter into no examination of Julythe act of 2, 1890,
c. 647, 26 Stat. 209, upon which the Circuit Court relied mainly,
to sustain its jurisdiction. It must not be fromunderstood
this that we fromdissent the conclusions of inthat court ref-

to thescope' act,erence the of but simply preferthat we to
on the groundrest our broader whichjudgment has been.dis-

incussed this it ofopinion, believing importance the prin-that
it should beunderlying stated andciples fully affirmed.”

And in Mr. Brewer,the Justiceopinion, among other things,
581):said (p.

“It is note incurious to the a large proportion'fact that of
inthe cases to commercerespect interstate to thisbrought

presentedcourt the was of thequestion validity of legis-state
in bearings uponlation its commerce,interstate' and the uni-

hasform course of decision been declare that it notis withinto
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as toin a mannersuchlegislateState toof acompetencythe
recognized-If itsState,a withcommerce.interstateobstruct

obstruct interstate com-is toimpotentsovereignty,ofpowers
of indi-voluntary associationany merebe thatcan itmerce,

has a which thepowerthat Statelimits ofviduals within the
not possess?”doesState itself

in the of the authoritiesitself, and lightanswersThe question
of the averments ofsufficiencythetois asonlythe inquiry

in full in andthethe declaration margin,givenWe havefact.
it that defendants formedthat is chargedit therefromappears

trade; that therestraindirectly plaintiffs’toa combination
that certain means tointerstate;wasto be restrainedtrade

employedto be used andwere contrivedrestraintattain such
and byso used employedmeans wereend; that thoseto that

injured plaintiffs’thereby they propertythatanddefendants,
and business.

that thetediousness, complaintwe repeatrisk ofAt the
Danbury,hats inofwere manufacturersthat plaintiffsaverred
andand were then therefactory there,aConnecticut, having

other thantwentytrade in some Statesin interstateanengaged
theythat wereConnecticut; practically dependentof¿Statethe

to consume the of theirproducttradesuch interstateupon
their entireof outputsmallonly percentage beingafactory,

that at the timeConnecticut; thein State ofconsumed the
inwere the ofthey processwas formedcombinationalleged

the ful-purposenumber of hats for ofamanufacturing large
withmade andactually consigneesthenfilling engagements

Connecticut, andin other than thatdealers Stateswholesale
ofthe workfrom on manufacturingif prevented carrying

to theirthey completewould be unablehats engage-these
ments.

members of a combination calleddefendants were vastThat
America, 9,000United of North aboutcomprisingThe Hatters

unions,of subordinatea numberincluding largemembers and
that, 1,400,000some others intoand were combined-withthey

' American ofknown as The Federationanother association
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whosemembers, members residedtheyof which Nere.Labor,
wherein all States the deal-the in the several wholesaleplaces

resided and did business;ers in hats their customers thatand
in a combined scheme and effortdefendants were “engaged

fur in theto of hats United in-States,force all manufacturers
their will and their previous policythe plaintiffs, againstcluding

theirof workmen in thebusiness,on their to organizecarrying
in each of their factories,ofdepartments making and-finishing,

to and of the said combi-parcelinto be partan organization,
of NorthHatters or asAmérica.,known The Unitednation as

toit,confederates unionizethe and their termdefendants
controltherebythe intent to the employmenttheir withshops,

of toin the said andoperation factories, subjectof labor and
control of persons,to and other thanthe same the direction

manner extremelythe of the in asame,owners onerous and
carrytó out-to and such effortowners, scheme,distasteful such-

trade,and the interstateby* destroyingand purpose> restraining
bysuch means ofmanufacturers,and commerce of intimidation

of and threats made to-such manufacturers and their customers
ofStates, them,in several their productthe andboycotting

all powerful'meanstheir therefor the at theircustomers, using
aforesaid, as,as such time from thecommand, until damage

of the saidtherefrom,and loss business manufacturersresulting
the said to unionize theiryieldshould to factories.”demand

or combination Was so farThat the conspiracy progressed
countryof 'thisout of manufacturersthat eighty-two engagéd

furof hats had termsseventy accepted thein the production
demand that the should beshopto the conductedand acceded

employmentfar as of were .con-conditions-accordance,in so
of Labor;with will of American Federationthe thecerned,

theylocal of should.the union demanded thatplaintiffsthat
boycotted bytheir of this com-unionize undershop peril being

declined.to comply with;demand defendantsbination, which
■the American Eederation of Labor,that thereupon acting

itsofficial declaredorgan through organizers,itsthrough and
a boycott.

vol. oovm—20
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thusthen continued:The complaint
“ July 25, individuallyor the1902,20. On about defendants

ofas members saidand combinations andcollectively,and
with other whose names unknownassociations, personsand are

with inthem, ofpursuanceassociated theplaintiffs,to the
aforesaid, to force allpurposescheme and manufac-general

fur the tohats, particularly plaintiffs,of and so unionizeturers
wantonly, maliciously, unlawfullyfactories,' wrongfully,their

ofin the the ‘Act ofprovisionsviolation of Congress,and
‘Anand entitled- Act toJuly 2, Protect Tradeapproved 1890/

UnlawfulCommerce Restraints and Monopolies/Againstand
injurewith to the and business ofpropertyand intent the
of acts which areby means done forbidden and de-plaintiffs

unlawful, byto be said act of entered into aCongress,clared
and to theconspiracy restrain and theirplaintiffscombination

in States other than in onConnecticut,customers saidcarrying
and the States,trade commerce several and toamong wholly

them from in and oh tradeprevent engaging said andcarrying
cpmmerce them andbetween to theprevent fromplaintiffs

their hats to wholesale- andselling dealers inpurchasers said
States other than toConnecticut, and prevent said dealers

States,and customers in othersaid thebuying same, andfrom
to the fromprevent plaintiffs obtaining orders theirfor hats

such customers,from and same,the andfilling saidshipping
tohats said in saidcustomers States as aforesaid, and thereby

in théirinjure plaintiffs andproperty business toand renderthe.
the andproductunsalable theiroutput of said factory, so the

ofsubject interstate incommerce, hands thewhosoever’s same
be or come, saidmight interstate tradethrough and commerce,

to employand as means to carry out said and con-combination
spiracy and the purposes thereof, and accomplish the same,

"the measures andfollowing acts, viz:
cause,“To ofby means threats and coercion, and without

orwarning information to the theplaintiffs, concerted and
simultaneous allwithdrawal of the makers and finishers of hats

them,then for who were notworking members theirof said
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well asHatters of North ascombination, America,The United
members, therebyand thecripple opera-suchwho weréthose

fromfactory, and theprevent plaintiffsof the plaintiffs’tion
of on from suchhand,number orders thena whole-largefilling

theyother than had'Connecticut,in States whichsale dealers
then in was wellfill and were the act of asfilling,toengaged

¿in todefendants;the therewith declareknown to connection
delivered,all andhats made for sale andboycott soldagainst

delivered,sold or to said wholesalebyor to be so the plaintiffs
to actively boy-in States other than andConnecticut,dealers

same and the business those who should incott the of deal
of inthem, thereby byand the sale the same thoseprevent

theywhose hands be or come said’ interstatemight through
States;intrade said several to and cause others of saidprocure

united with them in said American Federation ofcombinations
boycottin like to declare a and to ac-Labor, againstmanner

same and the business of such wholesaletively boycott the
of whobuy them,or sell and those shouldas shoulddealers

dealers;from tosuch wholesale intimidate suchpurchase .them
from in of thedealingdealers the hatspurchasingwholesale or

that the Americanthem Federation ofby informingplaintiffs
producta the of theboycott plain-againstLabor had declared

it,who should handle and that theanytiffs and dealeragainst
andthem, by distribut-actively againstto pressedsame was be

notices that' dealers theirand.containingcirculars suching
a .boycottto threaten withboycotted;to bewerecustomers

buy. any whatever,who should eventhose customers goods
and atdealers, the sameboycottedof suchmade,unionthough

attheythat werewholesale dealerstime to suchnotify liberty
non-union manufactureranyof other ofto in hatsdeal the

but mustby plaintiffs,made the notto thosesimilar quality
under threatsthe of suchby plaintiffsin madedeal the hats

to. said dealers andfalsely representto wholesaleboycotting;
hadthe discriminatedplaintiffsthatcustomers, againsttheir

had thrown them ofemploy, employ-theirunion men inthe out.
theirup uniongiverefused to cards andtheyment because
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to take theirwho were intended afterboys, placesteach seven
drivenand had their toinstruction, employésmonths’ extreme

‘ unfair and un-Americanpersistent,measures theirby policy
tolabor, forcingof union awages starvation scale,antagonizing

unskilledcheap, foreignand and labor preferenceboysgiven
unionover incapable workmen,’andexperienced order' to

said hatspurchasing byfromintimidate said reason ofdealers
thethereby against plaintiffsthe createdprejudice and the

whothoseby mighthats made them otherwiseamong purchase
of said Theto use the said union labelthem; United Hatters

of as anNorth America instrument to aid them in outcarrying
said andconspiracy combination theagainst plaintiffs’ and their
customers’ interstate trade inaforesaid, and connection with

above formentioned,the theboycotting purpose of describing
the hats ofand the andidentifying plaintiffs them outsingling

boycotted;to to a numberemploybe so oflarge to visitagents
dealers and their customers,said wholesale at their several

of and threaten them withplaces business, loss of business if
or ofthey buyshould handle the hats the andplaintiffs, thereby

inhats,them from said andprevent buying- connection there-
to dealers to be waited upon bywith cause said committees

of inpersonscombinations theirrepresenting large several
them;make similar threats tolocalities to to use the daily

the where suchin localities wholesalepress dealers reside, and
andbusiness,do to announce advertise the said boycotts against

hats of the and saidplaintiffsthe wholesale dealers, and
thethereby make same more effective and oppressive, and

Journal,to use the columns of their said The ofpaper, the
United ofHatters North thatAmerica, for purpose, and
to describe the acts of their insaid agents theprosecuting
same.”

then followed the averments that theAnd defendants pro-
ceeded to out combinationcarry their to restrain and destroy
interstate trade and commerce plaintiffsbetween and their

incustomers other byStates the identicalemploying means
contrived for that purpose; and that by reason of those acts
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were indamaged their business and inplaintiffs someproperty
$80,000.

think was set upWe a case the and thatwithin statute the
demurrer'should have been overruled.

acause remanded with direction toJudgment pro-reversed and
ceed accordingly.

RECEIVER OF THE INTERN­HERRERA,LEWIS v.
A­ BANK IN NOGALES.TIONAL

OFCOURT OF THEFROM. THE SUPREMEAPPEAL TERRITORY

ARIZONA.

13, Decided February24, 1908.December 1907.SubmittedNo. 79.

great,Territory by the courts is ofof a localof the statuteThe construction
weight; this ease this court the con-controlling, and in followsofif not

725,Supreme to Rev. Stat.by Court of Arizona Par.given thestruction
conveyance propertyof real1901, a deed orto the effect thatofof Arizona

signed acknowledged byagainst parties must be andthirdasto be valid
conveyto title.acknowledged it is ineffectualgrantor that untilandthe

245,Rep. affirmed.Pac.85

opinion.in theThe are statedfacts

Alexander for appellants:Mr. B.and J. L.Mr. WebsterStreet
all instrumentsrequiringstatuteshave passedStatesSome

bybeway completedin toanybecomethey operativebefore
they becomeexiststatutesand where suchacknowledgment,
but nodeed,the suchofof the potentialityportiona andpart

andArizona, commonin .aor ever has. existedstatute exists
courts ofThe otherconveyance.as alaw deed is effectual

of.is not a thepartacknowledgmenttheStates have said that
124.Peters,Davis, 6deed. See Sicards v.

intowhich wasArizona, changedStat.,Rev.220,Paragraph
630 offrom articlecopiedof was1901,in the revision725par.

had a con-statute receivedTexas, after thatthe ofstatutes
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