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—vorporat] i : gh agents,and it is immate :
agent ,if du%y authorized to aet as suéh,iaior is not'arg%%c;§:{2;: 3h°
Fox v Spring Leke Iron C0.89 Mich.387,50 1f.i.872. -
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This citation df course raises the )

: question of "due authorization"
the instomt case,which will be answered later on. Suffice i? tgnsa;n
gg:aﬁ:?;ﬁ g;e %ioﬁfulyhiutgor%zed" whom the corporation holds out to

v yDy allowing him to transact all of itS/beec:
its agent or representative. ik siphe'y | B o

"In an action against a cérporwtion for attorney's s ot
- a ervices, it
nzcessary that plaintiff should show that the sggreta %yaéioa':;enOt
a tggp%gfﬁas enployed,was authorized by.a by-law or a formal 7 lut-

;r', o

o one corporacion. T
‘Kelly v Benv.-.ssn.2 Cal.ipp.400,84 Pac.321.
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Phat is,if the hirer or comtractor is held out althe‘agint'é L h

hiring or contruct is in furtherance of the corpor=te 1ﬁ§areg%§fd e
which he Mas charge,the corporation is 1isble.And that the contract =
is in writing or is verbal is inconsecmential;the writing 1s but testi-
mony of what the contraet-the meeting of the minds-really is.

"One director oﬁ’a reduction company was authorized by the board to tzke
entire charge of the business of the corporation. He did so,and also
contracted as agent to operate a mine. Held,that, REGARDLESS OF ANY
ACTUAL “PPOINTMENT OF THE DIRECTOR AS AGERT, the company was bound by
his contraets regarding the mine,as being mede within the apparent
scope of his authority.” , :

Robinson Red.Co., v Johnson,l10 Col.App.l35,50 Pae.215.

It is aiwaya the "seeming" to be the sgent, no metter what otherwise
the eorporation moy have withheld from the "seeming"” agent in the wgy
£ _pibord - L i o he ! o

by _the "secemino" sgent's acts
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man Orr was conducting the business of the Republic Co. for a period of
years,and conducting the whole of it -es far as the world was concerned;
thaet being so his authority can not now be pretended to be limited by
the corporation by no matter what apparent failure to awthorize him
formally to make this,that or another afreement, or even allegning
that it forbade him to make that agreement, the other party being ig-

norant ‘of such inhibition. Thus, . :

"where the sgent etc.had suthority to contract gemerally eto.he had the
right ,in the ABSENCE OF NOTICE T0 PLAINTIFFS ete. to agres to pay ete.”
: Fisk ete.v Reed 32 Col.506,77 Pac.R40. .

"Dhe superintendent of n w/w/co. had APPARENT suthority to comtract with
its customers, THOUGH IN FACT HIS AUTHORITY WAS LIMITED BY: THE BY—LAW?QGE
THE CO. to making contracts at the regulor rates, WHICH WERE ENOWN" TO THE
PUBLIC,THOUGCH THZ LIMITITION OF THE SUP!S.AVTHORITY WAS KO KNQW-qulainﬁiff
made 2 speeinl contract with the sup.,knowing that the rate charged was
below the gsu-1 rate,BUT NOT XNOVENG OF THE SUP'S.LACK OF AUTHORITY.Held,
" inh ¢ the contrzct being within the e i e Bl R A 8
dent .wes bind ing on the company.” _ FE 1§ ToWIGOITE V. IO

; " Milledgzeville Watler Go. v Edwards,121 Ga2.555,49 S.E.621.
7hetever consclonable criticism mey be directed ~the holaing,thq_ﬁhgory
of holding the company liable for the acts of its agent acting within

the APPARTNT scope of his authority is above criticism,the lotter being
simed at a policy that favored one consumer at the expence of_anothe:,the
former hiving knowledge of the limitation that hedged him but ‘which the

sgent tranecended.
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nhile a president,or other_offiqar,ai,a copporation may havofnziguthor13{
by virtue of his office,or by express sanet ion of the board o rectggrg,
to 4inenr obligutions in behalf of the corporation,yet if he is held ou

by the man zers,in the gener:

.1 course of business,as being the agent ii//ﬂ,,,ﬂ—



