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oBtes, 27 O.L.R. 63-both cited iii the argument--a new
independent Tight intervenied, rendering the agent's :iet

.he real and efficient cause of the sale effeced hy the niew
L.
'he principle to be deduced froin these cases, as applicable
case like the present, where the original purehiîser dom uot
ely drop ont, seems to be tliat, if the purehaser orîgin-
introduced remains t1irougrhout lthe transaction, either
dtly or indireetly, interested in and by lte final out-
Sthe agent does flot lose the r-ight to commission esîtablished

he original introduction, ait-hougi the fori and scope of
JeaIing may be changcd, with or without his assent, -and
iugh ethers become intcrested, either as contributors to the
mes of the sale or as enlarging the range of the transaction;
ided tliat no right arises from the act of -another, without
h flie sale ivould flot have been eonsummiated, and wlîieh net
self hias the effeet of reducing the service of lte origin)al
t. front hein-, lthe causa causans to that of causa sine qua

1 eau find nothing in this case whidh leads to the con-
on that any sudh riglit intervened 10 deprive the respond-
if bis commission; and 1 think he lias shewn a state of affairs
hidi the final sale by the appellants, ini the formn in w-hich
itedthem and Sehacîht to put it, may faîrly be said to be
butable to his ageney.
fueli stress was laid ripon an entry inuflic respondent's
er of a solicitor's charge for attending Scîtacht wlien he
came to Hlamilton, ani upon ils inclusion in the bill subse-
rtly rendered. This is satisfactorily explained iii thie letter
ie 18thi Augu4t, 1911 ; and I can easily understand how, in
,a~rly stages, iwhen it was tincertain whether the ocio'
ces wonld ever entitie himtu F a commission,' such a docket
v miight be made, and afterwards rendered by inadverteaee.
'lie appeal should be (lismtissed.
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