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When the agreement of the l4th July, 1911, was entercd
into it was supposed that an agreement for sale in the ternis
of the writing of the 29th July, 1911, had been reached,
and the purpose of the former agreement was te settie the

remneratîon which. the respondent was te receive for his

services, the ameunt of it not having been previously ar-
ranged.

It turned out, however, that the writing of the 2'9tli

July, 1911, though purporting te be executed by the Caniadao

Machinery Corporation, was not binding on it, and the coi-

pany refused to purchase on the terras mentioned in it.

Notwithstaniding its refusai te purchase on those teriins,

negotiations were carried on with a view to arranging ternis,

and these negotiations resulted in a sale being effected but

upon ternis much less beneficial than these which it was

supposed had been corne to.
To adopt the view contended for by the appellant would,

give to the agreement of th7e 14th JuIy, 1911, a meaning

different frein that which ini my opinion the parties to it

intended. that it should bear, and diufrent froni that which

the language used in it ixnports.
Its object was plainly, as 1 tinkl, mrily te fix thic com-

mission.whiich the respondleli was to receive if theo sale thiat

it wvas supposed hiad been arranged for wvas iinade, and its

effect is to leave open for arranlgemient between thie parties

the amount of the commrission if a sale shotid( be miade on

different, terras.,
It ia not as if the respondent hadl been emiployied to bring(

about a sale on the ternis of the writinig of the 29th July,
1911. Ilad that been thic chiaracter of hiis vimplnent tho,

cases cite(l by the learned eounisel for thev appeilant, ilighit

and probably would have applied and thie respendentwol

net be entitled to recover; but that was not îIt olharacter.

Uis employment was, I have said, te endeaveur te brjing

about a sale, not a sale on the termis of the writîng or upoa

any ternis except those which arc to be implied f rom the
nature of the transaction, that the person te whom the

appellant desre tel ou ouid 'be wifiug to purchase ou
termis te which, the appellant wouid be willing te agree.

The caIse is, in MY opinion, te ho deait wîth ou the foot-
ing cf the empicyment being that the respendent shonld

bring- the suiggested purchaser and the appellant together
and having donc that and a sale having been evcntually


