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dramal of the lands from his hands before the sale, if his

ac-ta before t1ils were the eficient cause of the sale.

0llkîiisoni \. Martin (1837), 8 C2. & P. 1, and sec per

Lord ('oleriige (XJ., iii Lionley v. Nicholson (1885), 2 T.

L. R1. 118 at p. 119.
But if notwithstanding an .origîinl intro~duction hy the

agent his act is not the real and effic ient cause of the sale,

he cannot recover. In W!k'wi v. Aberdare (1892), 9 T. L

R1. 12, the agent was to let a biouse or sel tlie ground.l

liease. Ile did procure a lessee ini mie T. for saine, but T.

rcfiuscdi to deal witb hirn for the ground lease anrd deait

with ainother agent. It was hield 1)y Ilam~ Jis,., 8 T. 1 IL

676, thiat lic could not reeover and thîs w'as usai by

the Court of Appeal. Lord Esher, M.>. sid, 9 T. IL. Rl.

12: 'The sale . .. hiad >,t been Irouglit ab)out by the

introduction of the plaintf11s witli w'hoi . ,T...

had refused to bav~e any delnsbut iad lieen the resuit

of independent action on lis part in going to anotiier firmi of

house agents . . ." In this case T. lad said to the

plaintiffs ini language not unlike that of Jerou that if he

liked it he inight buy it.
A case more like the pentis 'laplia v. BarreU (1889),

6 T. IL. R1. 30. The( duefend(ant eînployed tbc pilaintiffs

a firrn of bouse agents toi sil a liouse on coniii«ssiol. The

plaintifts introduced S. ais a possible huiyer, but lie madle

certain stipulations and did not copeethe inirchase.

Then tlie defendant put the proertym iiite bands of a tirmn

of auctioneers who put it up for- sale by anetion anîd S.

bought at the auction sale. The C'o. Court JTudge lîeld

tlîat the plaintiffs culd not recover and the I >visional Court

8ustained that vicw sayiug per WîiIs, J., " that it was

doubtful whctber but for the auiet ion S. w'ould bave houglit

at ail " and holding that the only riglit of action the plain-

tiffs had was for revoeat ion of authority.
Mathew, J., points out tha:t thiceontent ion of thc plain-

tiffs would render the deenau able for twor coinnis-

sions, on1e to the plaintiffs ini the other to the auetîiieors.

Ný-othing turned in that case on the faet that the agents

eniployed alter thc failure of S. tu' complete bis purebase

were auctioncers-and 1 ara unable to distinguisli the two

cases.
The proposed sale to Jerou f ell through, the owner of

the property put the property into the lîands of another

agent, the previous agent did notbîng more and the new

agents effected a sale. The " intention " of ,Jerou to buy
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