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hie ausooiates, he aueumed adverse relations to hie principal. It
was, therefore, eorrectly ruled that, if 1fouind, such eonduet con.
stituted a breacli of hez eontract, whieh prevented the earning
of a commission. "a

The general rule in well settied that a broker mnuet act with
entire good faith towards hie principal, and he is bound to dis.
close to hie principal ail facts withizi hie knowledge whieh are,
or niay be material to the matter in which lie ie employed, or
which might influence the principal in hie action and if lie hea
failed to corne up to thie standard of duty hie cannot recover,4

In Williams v. MeKiide y,5 the court said: <'The law guard,
the flduciary relations with jealous care. It seeke to prevent
the possibility of a eonflict -between the duty and the per-sonal
interest of à trustee. lt demande that thc agent shall work with
an eye single to the interest of hie principal. It prohibits him
from receiving any compensation but his commission and forbids
hirn from acting adversely to his principal whether for hiniself
or for others. It visite sucli a breach of duty not only with. the
ices of the profi lie gaine but with the loss of the compensation
which the faithful diecharge of duty would have earned. To
permit the agent of a vendor to become interested ae the pur-
chaser or as the agent of a purchaser in the subjeet matter of
the -agency, inaugurates 80 dangerous a cý,nf1ict between duty
and seif-interest, that the law wisely and peremptorily forbids
it. An agént of a vendor who epeculates ini the subjeet mnatter
of hie agency or intentionally becomes interested in it as a pur-
chaser, or as the agent of a pureh-aser violates hie contraet of
agency, betrays hie trust, forfeits hie commission as agent ana
becomes indebted to hie principal for the profit hie gains by hie
breaeh of duty.8 This is not the first time thie court has been
called upon to announce these principlea, but the reckiess dis-
regard of them which characterizes the acte of some of the agents
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