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WIJEN A SEAL IS NECESSARY FOR TIIE PURPOSE 0F
AUTHENTICAT1NG A CONTRAG2' 0F EMPLOY-

MENT MADE DY A CORPORATION.

L. lauah commua Iav doctrine sud4 its limitation$.
9. Lame subeot disetue4 la relation to, crpuoo rnat.d for special purpocha.

8. Uame princlplet appuoabi. whathen nniaa1i 6ntraet wau executd or
extoutoTy.

4. Oommon la'v rule modifi#d by lqtaIation.
5. Amoer1at doctrline as to the use of the corporato 8441

1, Englieh common law doctrine and its hniîtationa.-The generiJ rule
is that a body corporate is not bound by any contract whieh is not
under ifis corporate seal'. But this rule lias £rom the earliest
traceable periods been subject to, certain exceptions; and various
decisions iii the older reports sliew conclusively that one of these
exceptionsi heid relation to the hiring of inferior servants'. "'The
principle to lie coliceted from, those decisions is, that an appoi.i-
ment unde;' st'al was not necessary in the case of officers or ser-

'Lincflity, Compaffles, .3th ed. p. 220- Addi.s~on, Contrý ilth cdl. p. 3453.
"The rule of the laNy îs clear; tliat primft facie and for general pur-

poses a corporation eaui uînly commret under seal, for the proper legal modae
of authenticating i-he net of a corporation je by meana of Its seal.1"

Austin ~ ~ o v.Garùn. 4 it)ùurl Green <1874) L.R. 0 C.P. 01, per Colerige,C.J.
For a gc-neriil rie'of the authorities as ta the rut. requirlng the

affixing of the eorporîntc iïen to corporate contracta, see Store-, Agency, Oth
ed1 § 5à, at nlote.

Even a resolfflion of t.he niemnbers of the body corparate la mot equiva-
lent to an instrumnent tnîer it.% seai. Llndle.y, Campanles, P. 22L,

A corporation n:i ave ploughimen an~d servants of huabp.lidry, but.
lera, cooks, and suell like, without retainer by dead. 4 H. 7, 17, cited in
Arnold v. Poole (1842) 4 Mar.& . 880, (p. 878).

A dean and chapter niy retain a bajliff, recelver, or other servants
without writing (Le. Nvriting under seal). 4 H. T, 6 cited In Arnold v.
Poole, ubi supra.

In Angeli & Ain(,,, Corp. § 281, the followving authoritiés are cited a's
she;ving that it was est:ubliied at an early period that a corporation might
appoint agents ni little imlportilnce, as Pe cook, a butier, or a balliff tn


