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that even in the exercise of the coramon law jurisdiction vested
in the High Court by the judicature Act an injunction could
flot be granted to restrain an act which was.not illegal. The
judgment of Romer, J., dismissing the action was restored.

PII1PAL AND AGRNT-EXCZSS 0F AUTHORrry 0F AGENT-PRI NCIPAL, LIABILITY
OF, FOR UNAUTHORIE ACT 0F AGENT -AUTIIORiTY' TO PLROGE FOR A PAR-
TICU LAI SUM-FORGRY-REEXPTION.

Brocklesby v. -. eiperance Buildin~g Society, ý(1895) A.C. 173;
ii R. May i, which, in the Court of Appeal, (1893) 3 Ch. 130,
was noted aitte vol. 29, P- 713, has been affirrned by the House
of Lords (Lord Herschell, L.C., and Lords Watson, Macnaghten,
and Morris), following Perry-Herrick v. A ttwood, ce DeG. & J. 21.

It may be remnembered that the question in cohitroversy was
whether a principal who had entrusted an agent with sectirities
and instructed him to pledge themn in order to i j a certain
sum could, in a redemption action, be required to pay as the
price of a redemption a much larger surn which the agent had
fraudulently raised on the securities and diveî'ted to his own use,
the lender having acted bonafide, and in ignorance of the limita-
tion of the agent's authority. Their lordships agreed with the
Court of Appeal in deciding the question ini the affirmative, even
though the agent had been guilty of fraud and forgery in carry-
ing out the transaction.

WVILL-DiasvriON TO ACCUIULATE I NCOimE-ACCUMULiiATioNý.

I'Vhartoit v. ilfasternian, (1895) A.C. 186; 11 R. May ii, is a
decision of the House of Lords affirming the judgment of the
Court of Appeal in Harbin v. Masterniai, (1894f) 2 Ch. 184 (noted
ante vol. 30, p. 629). By the way, what an absurd and incon-
venient practice it is to rnetamorpbose in this way the name of
a case when it goes to the Supreme Court or the House of
Lords!1 It appears to us that if, in addition to the rearrangement
of the parties required by the practice of the Supremne Court and
Privy Couincil, the short style of the cause as originally entitled
were always placed at the head, a case might then be traced
through the reports in ail its stages wîthout any change of namne.
Thus an action of J7oies v. SwUlh would not be able to become
Sinifls v. Toinpkins in the Supreme Court, or Tom/,kins v. jacobs
in the Privy Counicil, as it is apt to do at present. Their lordships
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