
29; Grissezllv. Bristowe,UbR1. 3 C. P. 112. Tht ridle of law
rther appears to be that if thie instrucittioni are, of sucli
c.ertini terras as to bc capable of dliffer(-nt mangand
iagent bona fide adopta one whbich iS ini ac-cordlance) with
ioriniary-, course of buii*ne-ss. lte princip)al carmnot a1fter-

xrds disavow the act and authlority of bis, agent, eas
ie( oither outeorne was in bis mnd: Ireland v. Lvigtn
R. 5 H. L. 395, 416.
11iaving,- aeted under instruc-tions, the 1,roki..1 tcntit1,d
be indenifled by the principal ;igainat 1()s or- liability

operly incurred by hisa as agent ini the coreof ihe par-
m1lar transaction, and that even thoughi it bw of a mrl
ociilative character, so long as it doýes flot trench on ie-
lity: Thacker v. Hardy. 4 Q. B. P). 68;ForgeLt v. Osigny,1
8W51 A. C. 318.
Plaintiffs in this case were instructed to buv stok (of

aned company) for defendant. lie was. told that ii could
purchased at 30î, and he aaid hie was pýrepared1 to risk

,000 and taWke that in stock. ILe was told thant would 1w-
argin for 300 shares, of the 8tock-a ten point inargin.
iis muich defendant recollects. Fraser, acingL for plain-
Ts, gays that; defendant wanted the stoc-k to lie carried, ij
itting op a deposit, and Fraser thien said that he, woolil
Lve to put up teni per cent. mnargin and niaintain it. It is,
iwever, douhtful whehe the aintaimig thie nr m a>
scU8sed bvtween theni. Defendant sa\-~ lie uinderstood ht'.
âs giving $3,000 te, boy the, stock and'that hie wol avi
)furthe(r Iiability. . . . Buit, as he %vas iniformaed thiat

ese 300 shiares were being deait wîth on a 10 pier cenit.
argin, each shiare being for $1mO and pur-chasalel atl 304
must be taken te hiave knowledge thiat bis paxetwould

)t cover the price of tlie sbares:.
Now, the, order was in effect to acquire 300 shares, and

ie duty of the broker waa to dIo whiat wvould lid rfequiiredc to
ýrfecttt order, andI this -%vas don,. b v his adlvancing- othe-r
irt of thec price and obtaining the reeýt byN repledg'ing wvith
Le Phuiladeiphia broke-r thýrough whomn dte purcha-u of the
ock was concluded. Thiis advance of mnee on a, count.

defendant, thougli not. in termas, discuassed, was, justilied
Sthe lair and pIractice of hrokers: Baileyv v.Wilan, .

The brokers thuts maine under obligation to carryv the
,ock for defendant, and irere liable for and hiad epne
ie balance of flic price ovqr and above the 83,000o paymlint
ade bY dlefendant.


