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and it is perfettly evident from hie own statenient thst Grant was a
person who was willing to pay at least $500 more for the prnperty and
probahly a congiderable advance on that: -Manitoba and Y. IV, LarW~ Corpn.
v. Da vid8oi, 34 Can. S.C.R. 25V."

Where a person knowing that another person was an agent for the sale
of certain ]and& entered into an agreement with him fer the purchase
tîtereof on joint account in his own rinte, upon the understanding that
they eliould each lie owners of one-haif the lands and share profits Pqual]y
voit a re-sale and the agent tranisferred one-half hie interest to a third
î>erson wlîo gave valuable conederâtion therefor, with knowledge, how.
éver, at the time of hie transferor's agency for the sale of the lands, and
sertly after the conv'oyance of the land by the owner t.O the tiret party
aboi'e mentioned they were ie-sold to a fourth person at a large profit,
the owner was ellowed, in an action brought by hlmt againet the three.
after hie liaid discovered the nature of the transaction, to recover the
amount of the profite wluich they lied realized upon the re-sale of the

~ land made by the three together with the am,unt of the commission paid
by him on the sale of the lande as shared in by eech: Pommn.enkc v.

~~ Baie, 3 Saek. L.&. 51, pet Johumtone, J. Attention ehould be call&I to the
fact that this judgment was varied by the Supreme Court of Saekatcel-
wan (?otttnerenl-e v. Baie, 3 Saek. L.R. 417), ini which it was held tl:at

Xthe transferee of the agent was 'under tic obligation to aecount for profite.
lie being a bond flde purchaser for valuable consideration and this latter
judgnment was affirmed by tlîe Suprenle Coujrt of Canada sub nom. Coy v.
Potnp>iretike, 4-4 Can. S.C.R. 543. The agent did not appeal and therefore
as to hlmt the trial Court'a judginent remained in force.

It ia well established that the acceptance of an agent of a secret coin-
isesion froin the otiier aide disqualifies liim froni racovering any remn

eration f rom bis principal: .1 Vier v. Mloy4e, 19 Mfan. L.R. 707.

Tie principal may iii an action for that purpose recover back the
commrissioni which lie bas paid to the agent notwithstanding that lie lias
already retoveredl from the agent the secret commission paid hlm by thie
purchaser for effecting the sale. Andrbeics v. R.am.say, [1903] 2 K.13. 035.
N2 L.J.K.B. 865, 89 L.T. 4.50, 52 W.R, 126, 19 Times L.R, 620. Lord Cliief
Justice .4lveretone said: "A principal lm entitled to have an honest
agent, and it le only the hioneat agent who ia entitled to any commleon.
In my opinion, if ant agent directly or irîdirectly colludes with the other

_e_ aide, and eo acte ini opposition to the interest of the principal. lie iu not
entitied to any commission."

Attention Piay here be called to a case distingulshing Andretw. V.
Ranweuy, [10031 2 K.P. 035, supra, though not strictly In poiint In tixis
note aà it is concerned with the sale of goodi, in wlîich an auctioneer
wae held not te be diqentitled to retain hiei comisision under an agree-

~. ment providiag that lia addition tv a lump jauni by way of commission lie
~2~' ~was to lie paid ail "out-of-poeket expenses" lncluding the expenseit of4 priîiting and adlvertisinp -where It appeared that in hie aecount of sucli


