
656 Canada Lau' joournal

solicitor no duty to pursue any collateral remedies, such as to
examine the defendant, or to attachi debts due to him: Darling v,
We//er, 22 .C.R. 363.

According to Coke the authority of the bolicitor in an action
extentis to the suing out exectition on the jtidgment. Soarson v.
Steaé/, 5 L.C.R. 259, is sometimes cited as an authority iii support
of the statemnent that the solicitor in the action is not supposed to
issue execution without special directions. That, hovever, %vas an
action against a solicitor for ciclayitig to issue an execution under
a retainer to prosecute and defendc the action, arli on demurrer the
declaration was held bad in that it did not shew aniY request to
issue execution or that the debtor biad any goods from which the
znoney could have been made. Robinson, C.J. saîd: " %V k-now%
that the practice constantly is for the plaintiff's attorney nut
mnerely to carry on the suit to judgmcnt. but to enforce the judg-
ment b>' eXecution ;and this lie considers part of his duty without
any nev or special authority or tlstrtictiý)ts.1

Ani attorney ad liten lias no awthority to binid bis client îlot tu
appeal by an agreement wvith the opposing attorney that nu appeal
would bc- taken: La Sociète C'anaidienne-Fra neaite v. Dave/uy, 2o

S.C. R. 449. BUt se I Ut/ron V. If'url/t 1 1 C. P. 548.
\Vhere a client lias disapuî>arcd the solicitor is still bounid to

accept service ;and there pe.rs ti> be no procss by whicbi a
solicitor can of his owni motion reinovc bis oivn naine frin the
record, nlotwithstain(lg that lie has ccased to act :Cordery, ioo.

IV. Client entltled to peP8onal services of solla1tor.- A client %vhu
retaîns a solicitor is cnititledl to the personal services uf the sulieitur.
Wliere the sulicittr lîad ani office iii the counitr% where lie carried on
business by means of an articled. uerk, it wvas heldi be cuuld not
recover i respect utfhtîsînes-, transacted there b\- the clerk alune:
JIopkinsou v. Smile, 3 Starkie, 75. Su wvbere a firin of sulîciturs is*
retained and the partnership is dissolved, the dissolution terminates
the retailler, as the client is dccemed to have contracted for the united
exertions of ail, and is entitled tu treat the solicitors as hiaving
discharged theinsel\vesýî Lindle), ui Pa«rtnersbiP, 439 ,îC10Mn

ddq'è V. C'/ittiol, 19 \es. 261.

1 n the cage of Cook v. k/iodes, 18 15, in ani action to dlissol ve un
injuniction, upon disputes betwveen partniers as attorn*eiys and
solicitors, the Lord Chancellor laid it down as clear that the%- could


