
able. Williamns, and Moulton, L.JJ., dissented and utate the
grounds of their diusention in very forcible and vigorous judg-
monte. It is unfortunate that the real merits of the ease were
t~'lai prsvented from being discussed, inasmueh as the action of
the ,.laintiff -ad fier solicitor seema to have been, in the cir-
cunistances, perfeetly justifiable sud not in any real sense an
improper interference with the due administration of justice.

UNQUALIFISO PERSON ACTING AS SOLICITOR-MONEY IN POSSESSION
OP' UNQUAIPIRD PERSON ACTING As SOLIITO-SUM MAMY
JURIDICTION OVER SOLICITORS-MOTION FOR PAYMENT INV'r
COURT--ESTOPPEL.

In re tsrst and Middleton (1912) 2 Ch. 520. This was a
aummary application against a person not a solicitor to compel
hiin to pay money into court which lie had obtained possession
of in the following circuinstances. A debenture holder 's action
was brought -against a limited company in which the property
covered by the debentures was sold under an order wvhieh dir-
ected the purchase money to be paid into court. The purchaise
nioney was received by one Jones as agent for Evans, the plain-
tift's solieitor. Jones ivas associated in business with Evans,
who paid him for the use of his offices and sliared with hiin the
profits of buasine&q introduced by 'him; Jones paying the noces-
sary dishursements. Among the business introduced hy Jones
was the debenture holder's action. Ail payments anid receipts
iluding the money ini question, passed through Jones' banik-

ing account, on which Evans lhad no authority to draw, Pro-
ceeding4 to recover -the purdhase xnoney from, Evans hiaving
proved abortive, -a summary application was made against Jones
to compel him to iay it into court. On the hearing of the motion
it was objcted that the court had no surnmary jurisdiction over
Jones. Eive, J., -held that as hie had assumed the privileges of a
solicitor, and carried on business as an officer of the court, lie
was arnenable to its sumrnary jurisdietion; but the Court of
Appeal (Farwell and Kennedy, L.JJ.>, reversedlis order, hiold-
ing that Jones not having obtained possession of the money ini
question by representing himseif to be a solicitor, he was flot
liable zo the summary jurisdiction; that a general -acting as a
solicitor was not sufficient to found jurisdiction. In re R'urni
v. Lewis (1892), 2 Q.B. 261, was distinguiqhed, because there
the prsrty had obl:ained the mioney in questior by reprepenting
himself to be a solicitor; as to whether that case ivas eorrectly
décided the court seems to indicate soîne doubt.


