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the judiciary alike. Misleading conduct claims are particularly fertile ground for such thorny causal
complexities. This case note examines the recent decision of Berry v CCL Secure, in which the High
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In the recent judgments Barclays Bank plc v Various Claimants andWmMorrison Supermarkets plc v
Various Claimants, the United Kingdom Supreme Court has, once again, handed down guidance on
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argued in this note that the judgments are not without controversy and have again left much open to
interpretation. The judgments seek to bring an end to the rapid expansions to vicarious liability.
However, it is possible that as novel work arrangements continue to emerge, the cogency and
elasticity of the doctrine will continue to be tested at appellate level.
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