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This part of the case is, therefore, narrowed down tu a c(
sideration of the question wliether, ini the scope of his duti
Dent had general authority from the company to arreît a
prosecute, where no0 emergency or exîgeflcy, such as above-mý
tioned, existed.

It is of some importance to bear in mind that the course

dealing, as set forth in the written agreements, required 1

plaintiff to make returns of money and of scales taken in

change, not to Dent, but to the company; and that payme,

of inoncys coming to the plaintiff were tu bo made direct

the company to the plaintiff, and not through Dent ; and,

cording tu the plaintiff 's own Uncontradicted evidence, the c(

pany shipped scales to him direct, and not throughi Dent. Th

cireumstanees indicate the limited character of Dent's anti

ity fail tu sec any evidence of a general authority to cause

plaintiff's arrest or to proseeute, or that Dent's duties invol,

in their performance the putting of the criminal, law in maoti

This is not a case of the agent doing an authorised act iu

unauthorised manner, but of doing an act not authorised, eit

expressly or impliedly, by his employers.
The master'a liability for the unauthorised torts of his i

vant is limited to unauthorised modes o! doing authorised ai

Clerk & Lindsell's Law of Torts. (ian. ed. (1908), P. î5.
The question of such authority has been deait wvith over

over again in snoh cases as Bank of New South Wales v. Owai

cited above: Abrahamns v. Deakiix, [18911 1 Q,B. 516; Han

v. Waller, [1901] 1 N.B. 390; Stedman Y. Baker, 12 Times 1
451; and also in two cases-comparatively recent-in our c

Courts: Thonmas v. Canadian Pacific R.W. CO. and( BuSbi
Canadian Pacifie R.W. Co.. 14 O.L.R. 55, in whichi a nuinhei
the English cases are reviewed

The onus was on the plaintiff to give Somie evidence wI-

would justify the jury ini finding that, front the nature of

dnties or the ternus of his employment, Dent had authority
inistitute these criminal proceedinQge.

In nyviewv, hot bas net satisfied ýthe obligation to gzive s

evidence; andl, floigthe reasoning and -the concluali

arrived at in Thomas v.,Canadian Pacifie R.W. Ce. nd Busl,

Canadfian Pacifie R.WV. Cn., and. the authorities on whiehi

judgmeni(ýit in these cases je based, 1 =a only coneliude thm.i

aiginait thec defendant Company the plaintif huis no righit to

Judgmenivit wvilI, therefore, he in faveur of the plaintifi

agýainist thie dfnntDent for $1,200 and cests, and dliutinlu,
fl(. act;inl against the defendant company with casta.
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