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London, Enigland, as above rnentioned), on the i8th of February,
i890, miade a proniissory note, iii the narne of Bryant, Powis &
Bryant, to the order of J. S. Murpiy & Co., for the sumn of$ i, ioo,
payable tliree nioiîtlis after date. Johin S. Murphiy & Co. endlorsed
it to the plaintiffs, and, at inaturity, it wvas protested for iion-pay-
ment, and this action w~as brouglit on saine by the plaintiffs.

At thie trial iii Quebec, Judge Andrews lheld thiat, under the
power of attorney froîi the defendants to Davies, Davies liad
authority to signl proinissory nxotes with the naine of the defen-
dalits. 0f course, as between themn, this authiority ,%'as restricted
to an hionest exercise of it on thieir beiaif iii connection withi tlîeir
own affairs. As regards the public, however, the rule is difeérent.
" Wleinever tlie very act of the agent is authiorized by tue ternus
of the power, thiat 15, wvhenever, by coniparing fihe act done by the
agent witli the words of the power, power to act is iii itself war.
ranitcd by the terns used, sucli act is bindiîg on1 the constituent.
As to ail dealing iii good fa-ifi witlî the agent, sucli persons are
not bounid to inquire into the facts aiiyide. Thie apparent author-
ity is the real authority." '' Iii like nianner, if the written
authiority apparcnitly justifies the act, it is nio objection tîxat the
agent lias secretly applied Iiis authiority to otiier purposes tixan
tixose for -whic]î it -was giveix ; as if, liaving autliority to iniake
notes iii the principal's nianie in xnanaging bis business, the agent
should niiake sucli notes for secret purposes of a different nature,
-%]îIicli could xîot be knowni to otlier persois dealingc- witlî Iini."
'I S the prinîcipal wvill 1,e bouxîd iii ail cases wliere there is a inisap.
propriation of fiînds obtained unîcer a power exercised bv the
agent iii confornnity with bis aut]îority, uilless the hiolder liad
notice ; and lîowever inîncl an agent inay betray bis trust, a bonci
/idc liolder of the bill or note, witlîout notice, inay liold the prin-
cipal liable. The principal wvould, thierefore, be bound onuan
accommnodation endorsenient nuade by the agent iii his mnne, iii
fixe gencral. scope of ageuîcy, to a bond jide liolder witlîout iio,.ce."
The Court lield that the evideixce iii tlîis case iiegatived notice to
the plaintiff, thxat Davies m.,as exceediîig lus authority, or, in anly
w.ay, acting inîproperly; and that the pow'er of attorney froin the
defexîdant to Davies constituted Ihim their geixeral agent for the
nmanagenient of their business affairs in Canada, witli special
power, aînong other tlîings, to sign their narnes to proinissory
notes; and thuat in law the recourse of a bond ftdc holder for value
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