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Greenlands v. Wilmshurst (1913) 3 K.B. 507'. This was an
action for libel brought against three defendants, Wilmshurst,
The London Association for Protection of Trade, an unincorporated
association formed for the purpose of trade protection, and Had-
w'n, the secretary of the Association. The libel complained of
wfs contained. in certain communications macle by the defendant
Wilmshurst to the defendant Association, and in communications
made by the secretary of the Association to its members, pre-
judicialy affecting the financial standing of the plaintiff. No
point is raised app.ireritlv &a to the constitution of the suit, though
it seems at the outset douhtful how far a voluntary unincor-
porated. association can be effectively sued as if it were in fact a
corporati,.i . Although the ûvidencp disclosed that the libels
cornplained of mere in fact two sepà-ate libels, one by Wilmshurst
and the othec 1w the other two clefendants, yet the pleadings
alleged a joint lihel hy ail three and no amerdment was macle,
and the action proceedeti to trial and the cas-e was disposed of
as if it were in faCt a joint lihel, but thé jury a&esd£750 dlanages
as againtst Wviln-shurst and £1 ,O00 a., against the other two clef end-
anis. The facts as proved showed that Wilmshurst as a corres-
pondent of the Association had macle a false report of the plaintiff's
finncial standing, which was subsequently com-municatecl to
memberb of the Association wl1 - wert vonteniplating seiling goods
to the plaintiff. The main questior was whet.her the report
wa., not, in the circunmstance,, a privileged. communication.
Lord Alvcrstoiie, C-J., wbI", iried the action, held that the report
was not p.-i1ieged aid gav.e judgment for the plaintiffs for the
anlounts, respecti vely awarded against the defendants. On
appeal l)y the defendants the Court of Appeal Williams and
Hamilton, L.JJ., and Bray. J.) affirmecl the decision that. the
report was not privileged, (Bray, J., dissùnting) but. held unai-.'
inously that 1he judgment must he vacated and a new trial had
because the tort complained of, being alleged by the pleading to
lx joint, there could not be separate assessînents of clamages


