
480 CANADA LAW JOURNAL.

and refused. The julgment ini that case, as %ifirmed by the
1Ilouse of Lords, was for en injunction and conta. Lord Lindley
said lie had no doubt that if the union enuld not be sued -in ita
registered nante corne cf its merubers (vit. its Exocutive Coin-
:nittee) could bie àued on hehalf of themselves and the other mein-
bers of the nociety, and a judgment for dainages eould lie obtain-
ed, in a proper cane ini an action au framed. And that if
thec truateeté of the property of the union were miade partien an
order coulé[ be made in the saine action for the payaient hy
theni out of the funds of the soeiet3 of all dainages and coats for
whieh the plaintiff riglit obtain judgnment against the union.
ile aino remarked that a judgment against a trade union touild
only lie enforeed against the prnperty of the union and t1int lu
reacli suehi property it imiy 1)e found neeemnary tu site the triistees.
Thene observations are obiter, but they are made hy a a,.dge who
is at distinguished authority on partnernhip and conipany hiw.
Ilis view would appear to 1w situiilar to that of the learned Chief
Jugtiee of the Commuon Pbs4s. nai'iely, that ini order 4.0 iiake any
person individutilly liahie for a judgmnrt reeoveredl in a repre-
siàntative aetioi lie niust in sotte way 1w made ant aetual party
to the proeeedings. If the. prc>perty of' ant union is soug1>'1 tto lw
made anitwerehtle then tht' trumtees, in whoin that property is
vexted must 1w madie 9ettual parties defendant. But even ini this
view of the niati,'r it appeses to wr. that the garnimlhee proceed-
inga1s'nU kYO#hiiq C'o. v. Lowal [ti HiO, 10 t).L.R. 108. oughit
to, have sucet-e-ded on the tuerits.

The appli -ation itiay have Iw.y1i defeetivP for want of' parties,
but if wb the proper p1artie should have been ordered to lw
notified. It would apppar that tut' inione,- in question was stand-
ing in a hank to the. erethit of' "The Atnalgaiiateil t-ýhee Mêtal
Workers' Union, No« 30. Alex. MeKay, prt.sidetit. W. V. Brake,
recording speretary. and H. Ilussel. treasuirer,- and to the eredit
of the defendant Willian .luse-ali of titema- partiffl èxet.pt Me-
Kay %vere actually îîamed an d 'fendants and ordered wu pay the.
cats ln question. Andi they were the parties who resisted the
application to pay over. As far as they were ooneernmed they hail
really ne defence te the, motion Their objecti;on really amtounteti


