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no Again, in Oliver v. Bank~ of EngZand (1902), 1 Ch. 610,
t .fflrmied by the Hous of Lords aub iiom. Starkey v. Bae»k of

axi Engload (1903), A.C. 114, a stekLrGker applied to the Bank
of jüigland for a power of attorney for the sale of consols, be-

e. iieving hitnseIf to be instructed by the stoekh-alder, and bonA
lis fide indueed the bank to, tranifer the consols to a purchaser upon

inl j power of attorney to which the sto'!kholder's signature was
à forged. Ieidd, that the broker muet be taken to ha--- given an
Q)2 iniplied warranty that he had authority, and that he wua there-
15 fore liable to indemnify the bank against the dlaim of the stock.
it holder for restitution. It was argued in this case that the ride
o0 in Co!li v. lIVright did not extend to cases where the agent did
y not know ho had no authority and had not the rneans of finditng

8 out, but this wus rejected, and it was also laid down that the
a rule lm in no way affected by Derry v. Peek, 14 App. Cas. 337,
r and applies flot only to contrace but also to any business trans-

asetion iuto which a third party is indueed to enter by a repre-
e sentation that the person with whom he is doing busineas lias the

authority of smre other person.
In Sh.vfleld Corporation v. Barûlay (1905), A.C. Ô92, a

hanlwr in good faith ment to a corporatiu a transfer of cor-
poration stock which subsequently proved to be a forgery. It
t'as hield by the Itlou4e of Lords that both parties having aeted
bouâ tide and without negligence, the hanker was bound to
indenift f lic corporation against their liability to the person
whws nanie had beeti forged, upon the ground that there Nvas
iii iimphied eontract that the transfer w~as gent'.ine. This wvas
0onsidpred by Lord l4avey te he the resuit of the deeision iii

Ai-ev. Batik of Eîî glaiiz (1902), 1 Ch. 610,
Vhen we get the case of Yonge v. Toyiibec, deeided la-st year.

* and reperted (1910.), 1 K.B. 215, whieh 'vo thought would he.
regarded as the high-water miark in the extension of the de-
trine. l3efore the commienemnent of the action in question, the

* defondant hatt i.tatructeod a firni of solicitors to aet for hiîîî, aud
hath s Isequently heconme of umound niid. After the issue oO'
tho( w-rit the. xolieiturs, not knmwing that the dofendaut. had he-


