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pany, I arn unable to sec that there ivas any evidence that
t hiad authority, express or implied, front the company to
Acute or arrest. lis powers and dutica as agent for the
pany are set forth inI the printed agreement of employaient
r-eent them dated the 15th January, 1910, anid which is in
sne forrn as the original agreemnent between the plaintiff
the eompany, except that the agreemnent with Dent contaîns
ýovision that lie should eniploy a reasonable flamber of sales-

whose contracta wou1(1 be made with thec company; thait
Dent) was to instruet these salesmen and give theru st-
in doing their work, and be hield responsible by the coin-

y for their acts and for any charge-'backs or advances which
lit be made in their accounts, or whieh the company woul
inable to collect fromn the salesmn, as welI as for scales and
r goodas whieh xnight bc in their hands. The eonîpany were
to koep the aceounts witli the salesmen, and payments to

[i were to, be mnade direct by the company....
'Referenee to Bank of New South Wales v. Owston, 4 App.

270,1j
ýuthority xnay be implied in cases of ernergency, whcn the
ency of the occasion requires it; but authority in such a
is a limited one; and, ýbefore it can arise, a state of facts

t exist shewing that such exigeney is present, or frorn which
ay reasonably be supposed to be prcsent.
~n the present case there la no evidence whatever of the cx\-
Ice of any such emergency or exigency. Many months haid
sed between the commission of the act for which the plain-
was p)rosecuited and the tirne of the arrest; and, for vear] *
liai period, Dent had knowlcdge of what had taken place.
a conaiderahie tinie prior to the arrest, the plaintiff waî

Ioyed in and around Ottawa, and there were no circurn-
ces or conditions to necessitate immediate action in order to
erve or protect the eompanys' property or interests, or
i which it niight 'be inferred that the opportunity to arrest
accusedl might be loat if the neessary .time were taken to
r the matter to the coinpany. There la nothing frontî which
nference of special, au 'thority could be drawn.
Ve are then to consider 'whether Dent had authority, either
euuly or within the general scope of his employment. There
i absence of evidence of any express authority £rom the corn-
r to prosecute the plaintiff, or to, prosecute any other per-
in respect of any dealinga or transactions with the company,
idicating that the company had knowledge that a prosecu.
was about to take place or iras being carried on, or that
contemplated a prosecution; nor la there any evidence

the company ap.proved, ratified, or condoned Dent'à action.


