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The case of Stratton .v. Vachon (1911), 44 S.C.R. 395, i,
very like the prescrit case in its facts....

That case is founded upon Bureheil v. Gowrie and Bllork-.
Iîouse Co1iries Linuited, [1910] A.C. 614, where an ag,-ent *bo
hiad brought the coinpany int relation with the actual pur-
clisser was lield entitled to recrover a commission, although liie
coxpany had sold behind his l.mek on ternis which thie ag-ent b.dj
advised them not to aceept.

The argument in the latter case, nainely, that the- transaction
as carried out was not such as the «gent was emiployed or
proniised a commission for bringing'about, andi thaýt lie did ziot
effectuate or endeavour to carry out thie transaction, lis ulti-
inately completed, and that it was not the resuit of bis exer-
tions, but wus negotiated and hrought about quite independently
of him-was precisely that addressed to tliis Court by the appel-
lants here. But it wau laid down in the Burcheli case that tiie
rule to be applied w-as, that, if an agent bringh'is principal izito
toueh with a purchaser, the principal, if he negotiates furtiier,
bus accepted part of the agent~s services, which aire thus the.
effective cause of the sale; and that this is sontwhsndg
that the sale is «t a, price below the limit given to the agent or
that the eonsideration is altered....

In Stratton v. Vachon, the Chief Justice (44 ,$.C.R. at p).
399) etates the law to be, that the disappearance as a piurehaser
of the person introduced. hefore the transaction was finally roin.
pleted, did not operate to destroy the riglit acquired by the,
agent through, his original introduction of the property to the
person so iatroduccd, lie being one of the three, associîates, two
of whom alone conipleted the purchase, which had heetn be-gui
with and through the~ man tic whomn it was introduiced origin-
ally, and w-ho had undertaken then to buy it or fid apubae
for ît. Mr. Justice Anglik adverts to a principle %%Jiieh la also-.
adopted by Mr. Justice -Clute in Imrie v. Wilson. 3 O.N,N
1145, 1378, niaxely, that, hiad bhe property being- boughlt h%. a
syndieate in whieh the person originally inbrodueed 'WaS pur-
sonally iuiterestel, lte -agent's righit to a comisisioni would
apPear to 4i nonrvrtbe A break in thengtain anid
thev introduction aftcrwvards of othevr terns is ilso trieated( ])y the.
former luarned Judffge ats not eknigbte ageint's aet lis tjii.

efcetcause.
Sec eloo Glendinning v. Gavanagh (1908), 40 8. 414;

Morsoii v. Burnaide (1900), 31 O.R. 438; 1Riminer v. Kok
(1874), 30 L.T.N.S. 496.

In tobins v. ilees, (1911), 2 O.W.N. 939, 1150, iiid in~ Tniyj,
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