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An warrant of arrest is a powerful expedient and must be strictly observed, as must the
relevant provisions of the CPC.

It is not a defence to a claim by a plaintiff that he was acting in accordance with the
instructions given to him by a superior.

"It was pointed out by Scott L.J. in Dumbell v Roberts that where a person has been
wrongfully arrested and detained, it is in the public interest that sufficient damages should be
awarded in order to give reality to the protection afforded by the law to personal freedom.
Furthermore, as Lawrence L.J. observed in Walter v All tools Ltd., a false imprisonment does not
merely affect a man’s liberty ; it also affects his reputation™.
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