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agent's authority was disclosed to tbe buyer, a
@et-off of a debt due from the agent is a good
defence to a dlaim, by the principal against the
buyer, notwithstanding that the agent, though
so, intrusted with the goods, was under an
agreemnent with his principal not to seli in bie
own nane : Ex parle Dixon; Rie Ilenley, L.
Rep. 4 Ch. Div., 133; 46 L. J. 20, Bank.; 35 L.
T. Rep. N. S., 644.

Lord Justice Brett explained, in a subsequent
case, that the statement by Mr. Justice Willes,
in Semoaza v. Brimley, 18 C. B. N. S., 467, to
the effect that it must bie ahown that the agent
acted with the autbority of his principal, was
(tue to the fact that he was dealing with the
demurrer; and that such autbority is shown
when the facts prove that he is intrusted as a
factor: -Ex parle Dixon ; Re Henley, 4 Ch. Div.,
133.

An agent to whom bis of lading are handed
for the purpose of obtaining possession of the
cargo of a stranded vessel, bas implied authority
to bind the owner by an agreement to pay, on
condition of the cargo being given up, charges
for which there is a lien on the cargo: Hing-
ston v. Wendt, 1 Q. B. Div., 367.,

An auctioneer bas a possession coupled with
an interest in goods wbich he is employed to
seli; not a bare custody, like a servant or shop-
man. There is no différence whether the sale
be on the premises of the owner or in a public
auction room. The auctioneer bas also a
special property in such goods, with a lien for
the charges of sale, commission and the auction
duty: Williams v. Millington, 1 H. BI1., 81, 84,
85. The catalogue and conditions may afford
evidence that he bas contracted personally, and
so bie liable for the non-delive,,y of goods and
the like: Woolfe v. Horne, 2 Q. B. Div., 355.
The authorities are conclusive to show that a
broker acting for one of the contracting parties
making a contract for the other, is not author-
ized by botb to bind botb; but the broker who
makes a contract for one may be authorized by
that person to make and sign a memorandumn
of the conIract, and the signcd entry in the
broker's book is a sufficient memorandum of
the bargain to satisfy the Statute of Frauds:
Thomson v. Gardiner, i C. P. Div., 777.

A broker who acted for the plaintiff, made a
éOntract for the sale of goode to the defendant.
Me sent a note to each party, but aigned only

that which waa sent to the seller. The <'4"

tract was entered in the book and duly
The defendant kept the note which was Sltt
hum, and made no objection until called "Po'
to accept the goods. The court beld thRt tl '
conduct of the defendant amounted tO 0
admission that the broker bad aiuthorit! to
make the contract for hum : Thomnsonle
Gardiner, 1 C. P. Div., 777.

Thirdlv, as to questions of ratification:

In order to amount to a ratification fe
attaining a fulil age, within 9 Geo. 4, c. 14, s. b

Chief Justice Cockburn states the mule tl$
"there must be à recognition by the debtO'

after lie has attained his niajority, of the debt
as a debt binding upon hum t" Rowe v'. "orP
wood, L. Rep. 4 Q. 13., 1. A recognit.ion wbeP
of full age, and a promise to pay it"t as a et
of bonor," wben of ability. is uîot sucbi arto
cation: Maccord v. Osborne, 1 C. P. Div., 5869

By ratification is meant an admission that tilt

party is liable and bound to pay the debt ' er
Parke, B., Mawson v. Blane, 23 L. J., 342E%
10 Ex. 206-210.

Vven a poiicy of marine insurance is
by one person on beliaif of another W
authority, it nlay bie ratified after the 10fo~
the tbing insured by the party on wbose behaif

it is made, though bie knew of the lose at t'
time of the ratification: Williams v. IOt
China Insumance Company, i C. P. DiV., 757.

The justice as well as the autborityOft
principle was insisted upon by the C0"'o 4'<
Appeal, in a case decided in 187'6, 'where'C'
Justice Cockburn pointed out that, whe"
agent effects an insurance subject to ratiiCat00
the loss insured against is very likel bop,

pen before ratification, and it must be
that the insurance so effected, invoîveO tb'
possibiIitý of the contmact: lb. db

A set-off cannot be maintained of aSe
contracted hy the plaintiff during inftinCY,
not ratified by him in writing aftem full ýge
Rawley v. Rawley 1 Q. B. Div., 460. 0lFourthly, as to tbe agent's right tO Co0
mission :

In considering whcther an agent il ntt0
to commission for thet introduction Of a tt

chaser or capital, tbe question is wbetber d

purchase or advance wa;s the result Of tbAt

introduction, or of an independent negOteî

between the parties. Catua proxima is n0"
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