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higher grades of agents has not yet reached in this country the
unpleasant proportions it has attained in Europe, it is to be
feared that we are already in the midst of a wide-spread de-

““velopment of a most serious outgrowth of the tipping poliey.
It is well known to the Bar, as well as to business, that eager
dealers are constantly resorting o the practice of giving some
gecret personal benefit to the representatives of others with
whom they trade. The full extend of it from its very nature
cannot be discovered, but in any agenay case counsel will do well
to probe this feature of the agency, and will be almost certain
to produce surprising results. Some States have enacted stat-
utes punishing as a misdemeanour the acceptance of a secret
discount, or rebate, by an agent.!

These statutes, however, are seldom enforced, and are gener-
ally overlooked by the Bar. A still more effective punishment
in many cases is the well-established rule founded in the sound-
est common sense that an unfaithful agent is not entitled to
compensation for his sarvices.

An agent is held to uberrima fides in his dealings with his
principal, and if he acts adversely to his employer in any part
of the transaction or omits to disclose any interest which would
naturally influence his conduct in dealing with the subject of
employment, it amounts o such fraud upon the prineipal as
to forfeit any right to compensation for services.? ‘‘The defen-
dant was entitled throughout the negotiations to command the
personal fidelity: and sound judgment of his agent to whom he
hed entrusted the business, uninfluenced by such an arrange-
ment. But, after the plaintiff had placed himself in a position
where according to a common experience he must be unduly
affected by a regard for his individual advantage and that of
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