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teen that, owing Lo the local conditioms in
Siam (where inhabitants do not xnow t! e princi-
pal firm in case of goods imported, =nd coul:
net sue it), commercinl agants nre 2lways per-
acna.ly liesbla nas soon 2s their busfiness is
Jdprortation, thet is to say when the prinei-
pel firm 1o out of Siam; this ruie being e
general one, witncut having to consider if

the c¢commerciasl agent in Siem has disclosed

or not the name of this prineipal abroad.

Tha fnglish Law favours penerally 2 system

of this kind (Lord Teuterdsn in thomson V.
Davenport ¢ P, and €. p. 87; Wilson V. Zuluet=a
14 2. B, 405; Hutton V. Pulloeh, E. R. #. . B
§727; of. also Janks’' Dighpt Vol. I, ¥. 62 (c).
And by the way it must be pointed out that the
sefbtion i the same, and the Teason for it
similay, in the case of exportation agents.

It se~ms that this policy 1s good. BRut
present section £27 is toc short and can ba
obJjeciad to &8 not giving 2 complete explane-
tion of tI'e system. The complete system would
be as follows:

' 1) when doth the commission- égent and
tre prinecipal are in &Siam (that 1s to say the
prineipsl easy to de known by the customers)
there is no objection to apply the policy of
the foreign Codes hereesbove raferred to, °ond
the comnission-sgent will de personally liable
when arting in his own nanot’§§oneratod from
pursonal liability when disclosing tc that



