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baronetcy then paueed to Airchibald, who died ini 1918; and on
hie death the baropetey becaine extinct for want of an h&-,'
The question thereforee rose whether the daughter of '8.1wyn
was -entitled to the capital. of the fund, or whether it had beeome
vested in Archibald Pas the heir of the baronetcy within the
mcaning of the will, and th!& depended on whethcr such heir
was to be fmeertained at the date of the death of Sir Robert or
at the death of the survivor of the teste, Sr's two brotherc4. The
Courts below had teaken ,,e former view, but the Huse of Lords
(Lord Birkenhead, L.-C., and Lords Finlay, Dunedin, and Shaw
-Lord Atkiuson dissenting) reversed their decision and camf-
1o the conclusion that the heir of the baronetcy must be ascer-
tained ut the last of the last survivor of the twvo brothers of the
testator. and that tiiere being then no hieir the gift over iii
favour o! Selwyn',, daugliter took effeet.

rJfliNACY-PAIPElt--SUM.MA-Y RECEI"rION ORDUP UY CHÂIR-MAN OF
0OR F GUARDIAN-CERTIFICATE 0F ME!DICAL PATTOE

-ACTION FOR GIVIMO F&LSE CFRTIFICÂTU-NGLIENCE.

Ei.-erdt v. Ge-iffith.9 (1~921), 1 A.C. 631. Thi8 was an appeal to
the Iiouse of Lords (Lords llaldane, Cave, Finlay, Atkinon,
and Moulton) f roin the decision of the Court of Appeal (1920)p
3 K.B. 163 (noted ante vol. 57, p. 107), and is noteNvorthy as an
instance o! the careful and thorough way their Lordehipe deal
with cases involvirg questions of pnr-.onal liberty. The action
was instituted by a pauper against tlie chairman of à board offguardia, and a mnedical practitioner to recover damage,' for
(as alleged> wvrongfu1ly committing hlm to a Iunatic asylum., the
certificate of the medical man being claimed to have been :alse,
and the chairman heing alleged to hia-'e becn negligent in acting
upon it. The Lord Chief Justice, who triel the action, directcd
judgmnent to be entered in f avour ot both de! endants on the
groundl that the chairinan wvas actiiig judicially and therefore
was not liable to an action; and as against the niedical man ha-_
cause the plaintiff's detention was not caused by the certificate,
but by the order signed by the chairman. On a motion for a
ucw trial this judgment wae afflrmed by the Court of Appeal
(Atkin, L.J., dissenting>, but on different grounds. Af ter an
elaborate discussion of flic matter in judgments covering over
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