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his associates, he assumed adverse relations to his principal. It
was, therefore, correctly ruled that, if found, such conduet con.
stituted a breach of his contract, which prevented the earning
of a commission.'” ' 4
The general rule is well settled that a broker must act with = |
entire good faith towards his principal, and he is bound to dis.
close to his principal all facts within his kmowledge which are,
or may be material to the matter in which he is employed, or
which might influence the prinecipal in his action and if he has
failed b0 come up to this standard of duty he cannot recover,i

In Williams v. McKinley,® the court said: * The law guards
the fiduciary relations with jealous care. It seeks to prevent
the possibility of a conflict between the duty and the personal
interest of & trustee. It demands that the agent shall work with
an eye single to the interest of his prineipal. It prohibits him
from receiving any compensation but his commission and forbids
him from acting adversely to his principal whether for himself
or for others. It visits such a breach of duty not only with the
loss of the profits he gains but with the loss of the compensation
which the faithful discharge of duty would have earned. To
permit the agent of a vendor o hecome interested as the pur..
chaser or as the agent of a purchaser in the subject matter of
the agency, inaugurates so dangerous a c.nflict between duty
and self-interest, that the law wisely and peremptorily forbids
it. An agént of a vendor who speculates in the subjeet matter
of his agency or intentionally hecomes interested in it as a pur-
chaser, or as the agent of a purchaser violates his contract of
agency, betrays his trust, forfeits his commission as agent and
becomes indebted to his principal for the profit he gains by his
breach of duty.® This is not the first time this court has been
called upon o announce these prineciples, but the reckless dis-
regard of them which eharacterizes the acts of some of the agents
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