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and that the suspenders are not obliged to depone upoh the quantities in their

hands.

Act. Ferguson et alit, Alt, Lockburt et alii. -Clerk, Pringle. ,
Sir F. Dalrymple. : Fas. Gol. No 189. p. 281,

The Houge of Lorps Orperen and Abjupcen, That this intetlocutor be
affirmed.

e —

1746. December 10. - - '
The Corrorarion of TavLoRs in Perth, ggainst Mary Liox and Others,
: Mantua-makers there,

Tus incorporation of the ‘?‘ayfo;‘s of Perth brought a process against tiree
mantua-makers in that towh, for idetodching upoh thetr eruft without béing
free thereof; and conéluding, that the defenders should B2 deceined to desist
in g}l time coming ; find daution to that effict 3 and piy L. 26 Sterdihg of d4-
mages. This process, which was comimenced before the Bailies of Perthi, wis
brought by advdcation befoté the Court of Sessiofi. The defence wad, “That
mantua-making was no branch of the taylor craft, which concerned only mak-
ing of men's clothes; and that théte was an imiptopriety atid indécency iii a
fian’s being employed to mdke ¢lothes for worhén. ,

This défence beirig teported to the Coiirt, it oécurred at advisiiig, that wortien
are not capable to be admitted into 4 crdff, to perform dfiy office i a crift, of
to enjoy any of its piiviliges; that thé pursuers accordingly nélthet do nist ¢dni
sffer to adniit thei, buf on’fy that they must b I'ir()hibite‘d froim working alto-
gether ; that this is putting them in a worse condition than unfreemen, who 4ré
entitled to be admittéd upon giving an essay and paying dn tipset ; ﬁizit’ this is
treatinig wométi as if théy were not free-born subjécts, prohibiting them to gaii
their bread by their labour. Hence it was inferred, that the laws and regula-
tions about crafts and royal burghs were made for sien only, and thit wometi
can neither be benefited nor hurt by them.

It was fupthet observed, that, strictly speaking, it is not every person whe
makes use of a needle that is a taylor. A glover is not a taylor, neither is a
mantua-maker.  And it was added, that to confine to the men the making of
under petticoats, and perhaps drawers, for women of condition, would be a very
extraordinary monopoly. .

« The dction Wwas accordingly dismissed as not Being fourrdéd of M.

" Fol. Dic, v. 3. p. 186, Sel. Dec. No 118. p. 169.

* ® Tle sattte case i reported iy the Faculkty Colfection :
b :

Peetu was erected irito a royal burgh by William L in the year 1210, The
taylors of Perth have no seal of cause, but they have been held immemorially
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to be a corporation.  As such they enjoy the accustomed exclusive privileges of
corporations, and elect a deacon, who is a counsellor of the burgh in right of
his office.

They brought an action against the defenders, setting forth the antiquity of
their corporation, and its possession of ¢ the exclusive privilege of making all
¢ kinds of taylor-work ;’ that the defenders, not being free of the corporation,
had exercised the business of mantua-making within the liberty of that burgh ;
and concluding, that the defenders should be decerned to desist therefrom, and
find security to that effect. . :

The defenders pleaded, That they had not encroached upon the exclusive pri-
vileges of the incorporation ; for that the making of womens apparel is no kind
of taylor-work. According to the received notions of decorum, it is an impro-
per employment for men, and, in consequence of the modern fashion of dress,
it has become an employment wholly distinct frd that of a taylor. Further,
by the law of corporations, every one must have his qualifications tried before
admission ; and after admission, is entitled to the prwlleges of the corporation.
Now the pursuers cannot, in the present case, either make this trial of the de-
fenders, or bestow these privileges upon them. _Hence it follows, that mantua-
making i is dlStlnCt from the employment of taylors, and in no sort, dependent

OD it.

" Answered for the ° pursuers* The exc]uswe prwdeges of corporations, as by
law established, are not to be impaired under imaginary pretences of decorum.,
Male stay-makers are employed by Women, and, by parity of reason, male tay-
lors may. In former ages there was decorum as well as in the present ; there
was also a diversity in dress; and yet the occupatlon and name of mantua-
makers were then unknown and men only were employed in making womens

3

apparel.

¢ THE Lorps found the action not competent, and that therefore the pursuers . .

have no right fo debar the defenders from the exercise of the trade of mantua-
making.’

Reporter, Prr:tongrange Act. szgu p Pringle. Alt. w. Stefwarf S. D. Dalrymple 3 Moucrzgf :
Clerk, Fustice.
Dalrymple. , R —— Fac. Col. No 219. p. 319.
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1956.  December 3.
IncorroraTION Of CorDINERS in Glasgow, against DunLop and Others.

James Pynvrop, “merchant in G]asgow,‘ and -others, having entered into a com-
‘pany for manufacturing boots and shoes for the plantation trade, the Shoe-makers
.of Glasgow brought a process against them, concluding, that they ought to be
decerned to desist from their manufacture, unless they will enter with the cor- *

[



