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for an injunctiori, it was contended by the defendants that the action was not
maintainable because, by the Friendly Societies Act, it is provided that "every dis.
pute between a memiber, or person claiming through a meniber, .. and the
society or an officer thereof, shall be decided inin anner direc.ted by the rules of the
societ '" and the rtales of the soeiety in question required such disptes to ne
decided by a justice of the peace. But Granthamn and Charles, JJ., were of
opinion that that provision mierciv applied to disputes between persons admnitted
to bo mernbers and the society, and did flot exterid to cases like the present,
%vhere the status of the plaintiff as a rueiber %vas the question in dispute, and
they therefore grarted the injunction.
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Fosier v. Reeve's (1892), 2 ÇXB. 255, iu view of thp recent decision of the Court
of A.ipal that our County Courts have now no equity jurisdiction, app'ears to ho of
some importance. The defendant liad eutored into possession of premises under
an uxecutory zigreemient for a lease for threc ea- After hie h;id heen in pos-
session a littie (,ver six mouths hoe gave a six mioiths' notice to quit, as if in un1-
der a yearly tenancy, and left the preomises. The action %vas brought for a
quarter's rent which subsequently accrued. The value of the promnises exceeded
£500, so that the judgc of the County Court in which the action %vas brouL'ht
had no jurisdiction to decree specific porformiance of the ïogreement for a bcase;
but being of opinion that it Nvas a case iii which speciflc performance would be
dec-eed by a court of equity, andi that hoe was therefore boinid to treat the. de-
fendant as tenant under the terms of the agreemient, he gave judgnment in favour
of the plaintiff; but on appeal to a I)ivisional Court bis judgment wvas reversedi,
and tbe Court of Appeal (Lord Esher, M.R., Fry and Lopes, L.JJ.) affirmied
the Divisional Court on the g7Toutid that the equitable doctrine that a person
w~ho enters under ail executory agreement for a lease must be decreed to be in
as tenant according to the ternis of the agreement can only' be applied wbere
the court in %vbich the action is brougbt lias jurisdîction to decree specific pIer-
formance; that, iu short, where the court bias no equitable jurisdiction in the
premises, the case must bu deait with as it would bave been in a common law
court before the Judicature Act.
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FIED 1P-IýSON ACT ING AS SOLICI TOR- ATTAC-M LN 1.

In re Hilm &' Lewis (1892), 9,.13. 261, Math w and Collins, JJ., following
Wliltoit v. Chambers, 7 A. & E. 524, held that where an unqualified person as-
suImes tu act as a solicitor, and as such obtains possession of mnoney and docu-
mients of bis client's, hie is subject to the sumirnary jurisdiction of the court as
if he wvere iu fact a solicitor, an(] is liable to be ordered to deliver up the money
and documents to the client, and lu case of disobedience of the order is subject
to attachment for contempt. The decision of Pollock, B., refusing the attach-
ment on the ground of wvant of jurisdiction, was therefore reversed.


