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bill for the purpose of taw~ation, and' an account of c.sh received,
which application Thormas resi8ted on the grounds above mei-.

tioned, but the Court of Appeal (LirLdley, Kay, and Smnitý ,

L.JJ.) indignantly scouted the idea chet a solicitor could shield

himself ufder any such defence, and asked, ver ptrety; Ps

* evefy rascally -solicitor ta invoke his own rascality as a ground of

irnunity fromn the jurisdiction ,f thc court ? Or is the court to

listen ti,. a solicitor who, after acting ',or and advising his client,

and taking his money, is mean enough ta denounce him and set

up the illegality of the client's conduct as a reason why the court

should flot cali its own officer to account?

M,.IICAI PKACTITIoNE-RrsivAi 0F 1ýAM« FRONM 1.GISTE,-" INFAMOUS CON-

DUCT IN A PROF&ssSonA7 Rtspsci "-DoMESTIC FORU31-PRIRSOYAL 1NTXR~EsT

OF MEMBER 0F TRIJRVNAL-MEDICAL ACT (21 .&2? Vici-., C. 90), S. 28, 29ý

(X.S.0-, C. 15e S 43)

In A Ilisoit v. General Council of M1edical Eduication, (1894) 1

Q-13 - 750, the plaintiff sought an in*iunction to restrain the de-1
fendants fromn removing his naine from the register of medical
practitianers, pursuant ta the finding oi' the General Council that
he had baen guilty of - infamous conduct in a peofessional
respect," and directing, ini consequence, the removal of his naine.

frozii the register. The court wvas asked ta review the finrding of

the dompstic tribunal on the facts. It was proved that the plain-

tiff had published advertisernents in newspapers containing

reflections on medical mnen generally and their method of treat-

nient, and Pdvising the public ta have nothing ta do w,,ith theni

or their drugs, but ta apply ta the plaintiff for advice, giving bis

address and the fee which he charged. The Court of Appeal

(Lord Esher, M. R., Lapes and Davey, L.JJ.) agreed with Collins,

J., that an that evidence the General Council might reasonably

find that the plaintiff had been guilcy of Ilinfamatis conduct in a

professional respect," and that, being so, a court of lawv could îiot
reviw it deisio; ad tht te Council would be justified ini find-

ing any act done by a practitioner which would bc reasonably

regarded as disgraceful and dishonourable by bis professional

*brethren of good repute and competency ta corne within the cate-

gary of Ilinfamaus conduct in a professional respect." One other

point i the case arase aut of the fact that the proceedings against

the plaintiff were instituted anid carried on b3' a society known*as

the Medical Defence Union. One of the members of the General


