
THE OYTARIO WpIEKLY NQTES.

soxnebody should not be forced into experimental action
cover where the liahility rests, unies the joinder o
is clearly uinauthorised. The statement of claim here L
that could be desi.red, but it is more specific than the r
elaim held to be suflicient in the Iloulder case, heeimi
ferred te. It ia quite clearly te be gathered frein th~e p~
statement that she claims to have a cause of action (a)
out of a series -of occurrences with whieh both dcfeud
alleged to be conneecd, (b) for which one or othei' of 1
fendants la responuible, (c) or for whieh they are

liable, and that (d) sheis in dubts to who s respof
the damnage.

The last point is perhaps the eleareet, because, frein
nature of the eireumastances shewii, it miLst reinain ul

until the trial who put in action the destructive egen(

killed the piaiiitiff's lmsband; and this point la conc

the plaintiff's riglit to ~Join the defendants upen the

authority of Con. Rule 192, now Rule 67, Sev alse S

Guelph and Godericli R.W. Co., 1:3 O.L.R. 47. If tl

Joint cause of acýtion,' of course the pla'intiff las a rig-h

the wrongdocrsi: Ilitids v. Town of Barrie, 6 Q.L.R. 656

Symen case, whieh i ew toc that thme riglit againat euw

founded upon contraet and the other be indepeudent of

upon the promninent question, nainely, as a series of e

transactions for which eue or other of the defendauts a

the la.w seems Ie be now clealY established that the pis

a right to prosecu'te a joint action. See Ccîuipauia Sanu

CJarnmes Congeladas v. Iloulder Brothers and Co., [191(

354, follewing Fran)kenburg v. Great Ilorseleas Carr
[19001 1 Q.13. 504, and Buller v. London General Oi

[1907] 1 L.B. 264, anmd expressly reoognising Child v.

It was understoed upon the argument thiat I need

with the question of particulars, and the motion is di

witheut prejudice te al motion later on. The defeni

lieil Telephone ComrpanY will have eight days for deli
t4tatesieJt of defence.

The appeal is dismissed witb eosts.


