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PRINCIPAL AND AGEUT-AUTHORITY 0F AGENT-CONTRACT BY AGENT IN

NAmE OF HIS PRINý*IPAL BUT V;< HIS OWN INTF.REST-LIABELITY Oz PRIN~CIPAL.

1n 1-anibro v. I3urnand (i 9o4} 2 K B. i o, the Court of A ppeal

'Collins, _M.R., Romer and Mathew, L-.IJJ) have reversed the

decision of Bigham. J. (1Q)03)ý 2 K.B. 399 (noted ante vol. 39, P.
71.3). The defendants, other than Burnand, had given written

authoritv to Burnand to underwrite policies, and among others he

underwrote a policy guaranteeing the solvency of a certain com-

pany which he vas personally irterested in keeping afloat. The

plaiiitiff did flot inquire into his authority when accepting the

policv. Bigham. J., came to the conclusion that tii.- principal.,

might undèr these circumstances repudiate the act of their agent,

but as Romer, L.J., points out, if the plaintiff had inquired into

Burnarid's authcrity and had seen the writing ît wvou!d have been

hope!ess to argue that his principals could afterwards as against

persoEs (lealing bonâ fide with hini, have repudiated his acts done

withini the limits of that authoritv, on the -round that he had acted

fromi sinister motives, and the mere fact tha-t theN' did flot infquire

into his authoritv was really immater ial, hy so doing they merel),

rani the risk, of his having ;n fact the authority to enter ;ato t!Ie

contract which lie claimed to have ; but having in fact that

authorit>', the plai:itiffs. who hapd acted bonà fide, could not bc

affectcd by the fact that the agent iii e xcrcising it was actuated by
impropcr motives.

HABEAS CO',PUS-JIÇDICTION -W ýRIT VF 11AH. coRr. DIRF.CTED- TO PERSON

OUT 0F THIE JURISDICTION AT DATE 0F ORDER THFREFOR -- R.S.O., c. 3

S. 1.)

In The Ri<ingv. Pincknev (1904) 2 K.H. 84, the Court of Appeal

(CoPins, M.R., and Mathew and Cozens-Hardy, L.JJ.) have

detcrmincd that there is no jurisdliction to order the issue of a writ

of habeas corpus against a person %çho, at the tirne of the making

J the ordcr, is out of the jurisdict;on of the Court. In this case the

applicant foi the writ %vas the fathier of a child in tlt' custod s of
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