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ployed one Sehoi.leld to act as manager of the business at a
sahary of $75 per month. gehofield thereafter managcd the
business under the same flrm name hnd iroin tiine to tirne
orclered goods froin the plaintiffs, which Nwere supplied and
cbarged to J. 0. Leary & Co. Schofleld had not been expressly
authorized to buy goods £rom the plaintiffs on credit, but found
it neeessary to do so in order to carry on the business, and told
the plaintifsm that the defendant had engaged hini as manager.
and would be responsible f~or the aceount, Healso informed the de-
fendant that he was getting goods on credit frorn the plaintiffs.
ln the following Deceniiber, as the business wvas not paying, the
defendant elosed it up. Defendant contended that the butsines
was bis son'R and that he had not authorized Sehofield to pledge
his credit ivith the plaintiffs.

II, that Si3hofieldI's acts in ordeiing the goods were within
the aut.hority ugually conferred uipoil an aigont of his partieular
character and that the defendant was boiimd by thein, nlthioiîgh
he did Dot expressly authorize thein. The rhIargying of the goods
to J. G. Lenry & Co. instcnd of to the defendant, mighlt, under
the circium8tances he considered as a inatter of bookc-kotpitig, and
even if the plaiintiffs hwd kntovi nothing about the defcudant's
connection with the businevss, lie %vould bc liable as an idis-
elosed principal (in ftic authority of IVaItau v. Fenzvick (1891)
1 Q.B. 346, and lin tch iiing v. Ada ms, 12 M.R. 118. Verdict for
plaintiffs for ainint clninmedf with costs.

i'ullerton, for plaintiffs. E lit and MeNc i, for d'fendant.

Mathers, J.l DOXIOLAS v. FRASPmZ. f-Jily il.

ilusband and 'wf-1VridWO"an s P"(operili Act1, RS

1902,c. 106. s. 2(b--cpaHl prpryOf ieO nsp
of goods in business carried on in tvife 's naîne.

Interpicader issue to determiine the ownersbip of goods seized

under execution at the suit of defendant ngalinst the plaintiff's
husband who niar-ied hei' in 1886. The de fendant's judgment

Nfal reuovered iii !90 6 upon a debt wbich hadl been ineurred in

1895, after whieh the hiusband bccanie insolvenit. In 1899 a fur

business wvas opened ilp iii the naine of thr' plaintiff and had

been cnrried on up to th2 tirne of the seîzure. From the begin-

ning, the hushard managed the biisincss, dîid ail the buying, and
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