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ont total disblement. Quin, being tho agent of the company to
negotiato and settie the ternis of the proposai, did 80 with a one-
oyed mani. The company à-cceptod tho proposai, knowing
througb thoir agent that it was made by a ono-eyed man, and
they issued to him a policy which is binding upon thern, as mado
with a ofle-e3 od mani, that tbey would pay bum £500 if ho by
accident totally Iost his sight, i. e., the sight of tbe only oye ho
had. In my opinion tho plaintiff is entitled to rocovor £500 for
tho total lose of sight by tho assurod. as tbe direct effect of tho
accidont.

LiNDLEY, L. J. I arn of the samo opinion. Tho caso turnes
mainly upon the position of Quin. What do we know about him?
The company havo given us no information about tho torme of
bis agency. In the printed form. of proposai ho is doscnibed as
tho agent of tho company for Whitohaven, and it is admitted
that ho wus th8ir agent for the purposo of obtaining proposais.
What doos that mean ? Lt implies that ho soos tho person wbo
makes the proposai. Ho wau the porson deputed by the com-
pany to recoive the proposai, and to put it into shape. Ho oh-
tains a proposai from. a mani who is obviously blind in one oye,
and Quin soos this. This mari cannot read or write, oxcept that
ho can sign his name, and Quin knows this. Are we to be told
that Quin's kriowledge is not tb. knowledge of tho company?
Are they Wo b. aliowed to throw over Quin ? In my opinion, the
company are bound by Quin's knowledge, and they are reaiiy at
tompting Wo tbrow upon the assured the consequences of Quin's
breach of duty Wo them. in not tellirig thom. that the assured had
only one oye: The poiicy muet, in my opinion, ho troated as if
it contained a recital that the assurod was a one-oyod, man. The
£500 is to, b. payablo in case of the Ilcomploe and irrocoverable
lose of sight in both oyes " by tho assured. If the assured bas
only ono oye Wo ho injured, this muet mean tho total los of sigbt.
Within the true moaning of the policy, as applicable to a one-
oyed mani, I think the plaintiff is ontitled to rocovor £500.

KAT, L. J. I agree. Tho dofendants aro a iimited joint-stock
company, and the principal question is wbethor the knowiedge
of their agent is Wo be imputed Wo thom. I arn cleariy of opinion
that it is. The agent, wben ho obtained the proposai, knew that
tbis man had only on. oye. It appoars on -the face of the pro-
posai that Quin was tho agent of the company for the White-
*hayon district. What was bé agent for ? Tho company bave
given no evidence about this, but w. cannot have botter evidence
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