BecAuse THeY SERVE For FRee, GRATUITOUS AGENTS HAVE
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BecAUSE THeY SerVE For Free, GRATUITOUS AGENTS HAVE No AUTHORITY To BIND THER PrINCIPALS. T/F

THE STATEMENT RAISES A FUNDAMENTAL QUESTION IN AGENCY LAW: WHETHER GRATUITOUS AGENTS— THOSE WHO SERVE
WITHOUT COMPENSATION—POSSESS THE AUTHORITY TO BIND THEIR PRINCIPALS. THIS ISSUE HINGES ON UNDERSTANDING THE
NATURE OF AGENCY RELATIONSHIPS, THE SCOPE OF AUTHORITY GRANTED, AND THE IMPLICATIONS OF GRATUITOUS SERVICE. IN
THIS ARTICLE, WE EXPLORE THE LEGAL PRINCIPLES UNDERPINNING AGENCY AUTHORITY, ANALYZE WHETHER GRATUITOUS AGENTS
CAN BIND THEIR PRINCIPALS, AND ULTIMATELY CLARIFY WHETHER THE STATEMENT IS TRUE OR FALSE.

(UNDERSTANDING AGENCY AND AUTHORITY

WHAT Is AN AGENCY RELATIONSHIP?

AN AGENCY RELATIONSHIP EXISTS WHEN ONE PARTY, THE PRINCIPAL, AUTHORIZES ANOTHER, THE AGENT, TO ACT ON THEIR
BEHALF IN DEALINGS WITH THIRD PARTIES. THIS RELATIONSHIP CAN BE CREATED INTENTIONALLY THROUGH AGREEMENT OR
IMPLICITLY THROUGH CONDUCT.

TYPES OF AUTHORITY

AGENTS CAN HAVE DIFFERENT LEVELS OF AUTHORITY, WHICH DETERMINE THEIR CAPACITY TO BIND THE PRINCIPAL:

- ACTUAL AUTHORITY: EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED AUTHORITY GRANTED BY THE PRINCIPAL TO THE AGENT.

- APPARENT (OSTENSIBLE) AUTHORITY: AUTHORITY THE PRINCIPAL APPEARS TO CONFER ON THE AGENT, WHICH THIRD PARTIES
REASONABLY RELY UPON.

- AGENCY BY ESTOPPEL: W/HEN A PRINCIPAL'S CONDUCT LEADS A THIRD PARTY TO BELIEVE AN AGENT HAS AUTHORITY, EVEN IF
NO ACTUAL AUTHORITY EXISTS.

THe RoLeE oF COMPENSATION IN AGENCY

\/HILE COMPENSATION OFTEN SIGNIFIES A FORMAL OR CONTRACTUAL AGENCY, AGENCY RELATIONSHIPS CAN EXIST WITHOUT

PAYMENT. THE KEY FACTOR IS WHETHER THE AGENT HAS BEEN AUTHORIZED TO ACT ON BEHALF OF THE PRINCIPAL, REGARDLESS
OF WHETHER THEY ARE PAID.

THe NATURE oF GRATUITOUS AGENTS

DEFINITION AND EXAMPLES

A GRATUITOUS AGENT IS SOMEONE WHO ACTS ON BEHALF OF A PRINCIPAL WITHOUT RECEIVING COMPENSATION. EXAMPLES
INCLUDE FAMILY MEMBERS HELPING WITH ESTATE MATTERS, VOLUNTEERS MANAGING COMMUNITY PROJECTS, OR FRIENDS
ASSISTING WITH BUSINESS NEGOTIATIONS.

CHARACTERISTICS OF GRATUITOUS AGENTS

- TYPICALLY ACT OUT OF GOODWILL, LOYALTY, OR PERSONAL INTEREST.

- MAY OR MAY NOT HAVE ACTUAL AUTHORITY DEPENDING ON THE CIRCUMSTANCES.

- USUALLY LACK FORMAL CONTRACTUAL ARRANGEMENTS.

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS OF SERVING FOR FREE

THE ABSENCE OF REMUNERATION DOES NOT AUTOMATICALLY NEGATE AN AGENT'S AUTHORITY BUT DOES INFLUENCE HOW
COURTS INTERPRET THEIR CAPACITY TO BIND THE PRINCIPAL. THE KEY QUESTION: DOES THE ABSENCE OF PAY MEAN THE AGENT



LACKED AUTHORITY?

Does GRATUITOUS SERVICE NEGATE AUTHORITY?
LEGAL PRINCIPLES REGARDING AUTHORITY

THE CORE PRINCIPLE IN AGENCY LAW IS THAT AN AGENT'S AUTHORITY ARISES FROM THE PRINCIPAL’S GRANT OR CONDUCT, NOT
FROM THE AGENT’S REMUNERATION.

AUTHORITY |s NoT DEPENDENT ON PAYMENT

- ACTUAL AUTHORITY: CAN BE CONFERRED WHETHER OR NOT THE AGENT IS PAID.

- APPARENT AUTHORITY: DEPENDS ON THE PRINCIPAL’S REPRESENTATIONS, NOT ON WHETHER THE AGENT IS COMPENSATED.

- LEGAL PRESUMPTIONS: COURTS GENERALLY PRESUME THAT IF AN AGENT IS AUTHORIZED TO ACT, THEY HAVE THE CAPACITY
TO BIND THE PRINCIPAL, REGARDLESS OF PAYMENT.

CASE LAW AND JURISPRUDENCE

- COURTS HAVE CONSISTENTLY HELD THAT GRATUITOUS AGENTS CAN BIND PRINCIPALS IF THEY HAVE ACTUAL OR APPARENT
AUTHORITY.

- FOR EXAMPLE, IN FREEMAN & LOCKYER V BUCKHURST PARK PROPERTIES (MANGAL) LTD [1964] A coMpANY
DIRECTOR—WHO WAS NOT PAID—HAD APPARENT AUTHORITY TO BIND THE COMPANY.

LIMITATIONS AND EXCEPTIONS

- IF AN AGENT EXCEEDS THEIR AUTHORITY OR ACTS OUTSIDE THEIR SCOPE, THE PRINCIPAL MAY NOT BE BOUND, REGARDLESS OF

WHETHER THE AGENT WAS PAID.
- |F AN AGENT ACTS FRAUDULENTLY OR NEGLIGENTLY, THE PRINCIPAL MAY AVOID LIABILITY.

FACTORS INFLUENCING AN AGENT’S AUTHORITY IN GRATUITOUS RELATIONSHIPS
EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED AUTHORITY

- THE PRINCIPAL’S CONDUCT OR INSTRUCTIONS CAN CONFER AUTHORITY REGARDLESS OF PAYMENT.
- A GRATUITOUS AGENT ACTING WITHIN THE SCOPE OF THEIR AUTHORITY CAN BIND THE PRINCIPAL.

CoNDUCT OF THE PRINCIPAL

- |F THE PRINCIPAL ENCOURAGES OR ALLOWS THE AGENT TO ACT AS IF AUTHORIZED, THIS CAN CREATE APPARENT AUTHORITY.
- SILENCE OR INACTION CAN SOMETIMES IMPLY APPROVAL.

NATURE OF THE AGENT’S ROLE

- VOLUNTEER OR HELPER ROLES TYPICALLY DO NOT AUTOMATICALLY POSSESS AUTHORITY UNLESS EXPLICITLY GRANTED.
- FORMAL APPOINTMENT OR COMMUNICATION CAN ESTABLISH AUTHORITY.

THIRD-PARTY RELIANCE

- THIRD PARTIES ARE PROTECTED WHEN THEY REASONABLY BELIEVE THE AGENT HAS AUTHORITY BASED ON THE PRINCIPAL’'S
REPRESENTATIONS.

PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS OF GRATUITOUS AGENCY



BINDING THE PRINCIPAL

- GRATUITOUS AGENTS CAN BIND THEIR PRINCIPALS IF THEY HAVE ACTUAL OR APPARENT AUTHORITY.
- THE ABSENCE OF COMPENSATION DOES NOT NEGATE THE AGENT’S CAPACITY TO ACT ON BEHALF OF THE PRINCIPAL.

LIMITATIONS AND RISkS

- AGENTS ACTING OUTSIDE THEIR AUTHORITY, GRATUITOUSLY OR OTHERWISE, RISK PERSONAL LIABILITY.
- PRINCIPALS SHOULD CLEARLY DEFINE THE SCOPE OF AUTHORITY, ESPECIALLY IN VOLUNTEER RELATIONSHIPS.

\WHEN THE PRINCIPAL IS NoT Bounp

- |F THE AGENT LACKED AUTHORITY (ACTUAL OR APPARENT), THE PRINCIPAL IS NOT BOUND.
- GOOD FAITH THIRD PARTIES MAY STILL ATTEMPT TO HOLD THE PRINCIPAL LIABLE IF THEY REASONABLY BELIEVED THE AGENT
WAS AUTHORIZED.

CONCLUSION: IS THE STATEMENT TRUE OR FALSE?

BASED ON THE LEGAL PRINCIPLES AND JURISPRUDENCE, THE STATEMENT “"BECAUSE THEY SERVE FOR FREE, GRATUITOUS AGENTS
Have No AUTHORITY To BIND THEIR PRINCIPALS” IS FALSE.

SUMMARY OF KEY PoINTS:

- THE ABSENCE OF PAYMENT DOES NOT AUTOMATICALLY REMOVE AN AGENT’S AUTHORITY.

- GRATUITOUS AGENTS CAN POSSESS ACTUAL OR APPARENT AUTHORITY, ENABLING THEM TO BIND THEIR PRINCIPALS.

- THE SCOPE OF AUTHORITY DEPENDS ON THE PRINCIPAL’S GRANT, CONDUCT, AND THE AGENT’S ROLE, NOT ON REMUNERATION.
- COURTS FOCUS ON WHETHER THE AGENT WAS AUTHORIZED AT THE TIME OF THE TRANSACTION, REGARDLESS OF WHETHER
THEY SERVED FOR FREE.

FINAL THOUGHT

W/HILE REMUNERATION MAY INFLUENCE THE NATURE AND PERCEPTION OF THE AGENCY RELATIONSHIP, IT DOES NOT DETERMINE THE
EXISTENCE OR SCOPE OF AN AGENT’S AUTHORITY. GRATUITOUS AGENTS CAN AND OFTEN DO HAVE THE POWER TO BIND THEIR
PRINCIPALS WHEN THE RELEVANT AUTHORITY IS PRESENT. THEREFORE, THE ASSERTION THAT GRATUITOUS AGENTS HAVE NO
AUTHORITY BECAUSE THEY SERVE FOR FREE IS A MISCONCEPTION, AND THE CORRECT LEGAL POSITION IS THAT THEY CAN HAVE
SUCH AUTHORITY.

REFERENCES

- Gower AND DAVIES, PRINCIPLES OF MODERN COMPANY LAW.

- HARRIS, LAW OF AGENCY.

- FREEMAN & LOCKYER v BUCKHURST PARk ProPERTIES (MANGAL) LTD [1964] 2 QB 480.
- ResTATEMENT (THIRD) OF AGENCY.

- RELEVANT STATUTES AND CASE LAW FROM COMMON LAW JURISDICTIONS.

FINAL REMARKS

(UNDERSTANDING THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN WHETHER AN AGENT IS PAID AND WHETHER THEY HAVE AUTHORITY IS CRUCIAL IN
AGENCY LAW. THIS CLARIFICATION HELPS PREVENT MISCONCEPTIONS AND ENSURES THAT THIRD PARTIES, PRINCIPALS, AND
AGENTS THEMSELVES RECOGNIZE THE IMPORTANCE OF ACTUAL AND APPARENT AUTHORITY OVER THE AGENT’S REMUNERATION
STATUS.



FREQUENTLY AskeD QUESTIONS

IS IT TRUE THAT GRATUITOUS AGENTS LACK THE AUTHORITY TO BIND THEIR PRINCIPALS
BECAUSE THEY SERVE FOR FREE?

TRUE. GRATUITOUS AGENTS GENERALLY DO NOT HAVE AUTHORITY TO BIND THEIR PRINCIPALS SINCE THEY SERVE WITHOUT
COMPENSATION, WHICH OFTEN IMPLIES A LACK OF AUTHORITY UNLESS EXPLICITLY GRANTED.

CAN A GRATUITOUS AGENT BIND THE PRINCIPAL IF THE PRINCIPAL LATER RATIFIES THE
ACT?

YES/ IF THE PRINCIPAL RATIFIES THE ACT, THEN THE GRATUITOUS AGENT’S ACTIONS CAN BE BINDING, DESPITE THE INITIAL LACK
OF AUTHORITY.

DOES THE FACT THAT AN AGENT SERVES FOR FREE AUTOMATICALLY MEAN THEY HAVE
NO AUTHORITY TO ACT ON BEHALF OF THE PRINCIPAL?

NOT NECESSARILY. SERVING FOR FREE DOES NOT AUTOMATICALLY ELIMINATE AUTHORITY IF THE AGENT HAS BEEN GRANTED
AUTHORITY OR IF THE PRINCIPAL RATIFIES THEIR ACTS.

IS THE STATEMENT ‘BECAUSE THEY SERVE FOR FREE , GRATUITOUS AGENTS HAVE NO
AUTHORITY TO BIND THEIR PRINCIPALS’ GENERALLY TRUE OR FALSEP

[T IS GENERALLY TRUE, BUT WITH EXCEPTIONS SUCH AS RATIFICATION OR IMPLIED AUTHORITY.

\WHAT LEGAL PRINCIPLE EXPLAINS WHY GRATUITOUS AGENTS TYPICALLY LACK
AUTHORITY TO BIND THEIR PRINCIPALS?

THE PRINCIPLE IS THAT AGENCY AUTHORITY IS USUALLY DERIVED FROM THE PRINCIPAL'S GRANT OR CONSENT, WHICH IS ABSENT
IN GRATUITOUS ARRANGEMENTS UNLESS RATIFIED.

CAN A GRATUITOUS AGENT CREATE BINDING CONTRACTS ON BEHALF OF THE PRINCIPAL
WITHOUT EXPLICIT AUTHORITY?

GENERALLY NO, UNLESS THE PRINCIPAL LATER RATIFIES THE AGENT’S ACTIONS OR IMPLIED AUTHORITY EXISTS.

\YW/HAT ROLE DOES RATIFICATION PLAY IN THE AUTHORITY OF GRATUITOUS AGENTS?

RATIFICATION CAN GIVE LEGAL EFFECT TO THE ACTS OF A GRATUITOUS AGENT BY THE PRINCIPAL, THEREBY GRANTING
AUTHORITY AFTER THE FACT.

ADDITIONAL RESOURCES

GRATUITOUS AGENTS AND AUTHORITY TO BIND PRINCIPALS: AN IN-DEPTH ANALYSIS

INTRODUCTION

IN THE COMPLEX LANDSCAPE OF AGENCY LAWY, THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN AGENTS AND PRINCIPALS IS PIVOTAL TO



UNDERSTANDING HOW LEGAL AUTHORITY IS CONFERRED, EXERCISED, AND LIMITED. THE ASSERTION THAT “BECAUSE THEY SERVE
FOR FREE, GRATUITOUS AGENTS HAVE NO AUTHORITY TO BIND THEIR PRINCIPALS” IS A STATEMENT THAT PROMPTS
SUBSTANTIAL DEBATE AMONG LEGAL PRACTITIONERS, SCHOLARS, AND STUDENTS ALIKE. IS IT TRUE THAT AGENTS WHO SERVE
WITHOUT COMPENSATION LACK AUTHORITY? OR DOES THE ABSENCE OF REMUNERATION HAVE LITTLE BEARING ON THEIR
CAPACITY TO ACT ON BEHALF OF THEIR PRINCIPALS?

THIS ARTICLE EXPLORES THIS QUESTION COMPREHENSIVELY, DISSECTING THE LEGAL PRINCIPLES INVOLVED, EXAMINING RELEVANT
CASE LAW AND DOCTRINES, AND CLARIFYING THE DISTINCTIONS BETWEEN DIFFERENT TYPES OF AGENCY RELATIONSHIPS. By pDoinG
SO, WE AIM TO PROVIDE A NUANCED UNDERSTANDING OF WHETHER GRATUITOUS AGENTS CAN BIND THEIR PRINCIPALS AND UNDER
WHAT CIRCUMSTANCES.

UNDERSTANDING AGENCY LAW: FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPTS

BEFORE EVALUATING THE ASSERTION, IT IS ESSENTIAL TO ESTABLISH FOUNDATIONAL CONCEPTS IN AGENCY LAW.

WHAT Is AN AGENCY?

AN AGENCY IS A FIDUCIARY RELATIONSHIP WHERE ONE PARTY (THE AGENT) IS AUTHORIZED TO ACT ON BEHALF OF ANOTHER
(THE PRINCIPAL) TO CREATE LEGAL RELATIONS WITH THIRD PARTIES. THE CORE ELEMENTS INCLUDE:

- CONSENT: BOTH PARTIES AGREE TO THE AGENCY RELATIONSHIP.
- CONTROL: THE PRINCIPAL HAS THE RIGHT TO CONTROL THE AGENT’S ACTIONS.
- FiIouciArRY DUTY: THE AGENT MUST ACT LOYALLY AND IN THE BEST INTERESTS OF THE PRINCIPAL.

TyYPES OF AGENCY

AGENCIES CAN BE CLASSIFIED BASED ON REMUNERATION AND PURPOSE:

- PAID (REMUNERATED) AGENCIES: AGENTS RECEIVE COMPENSATION FOR THEIR SERVICES.
- GraTUITOUs (UNPAID) AGENCIES: AGENTS SERVE WITHOUT PAYMENT.

- SPECIAL AGENCY: LIMITED AUTHORITY, SPECIFIC PURPOSE.

- GENERAL AGENCY: BROAD AUTHORITY TO ACT ON BEHALF OF THE PRINCIPAL.

THE Core QUESTION: Does LAck oF COMPENSATION IMPLY LACK OF
AUTHORITY?

THE CENTRAL ISSUE IS WHETHER THE GRATUITOUS NATURE OF AN AGENT'S SERVICE AFFECTS THEIR LEGAL AUTHORITY TO BIND
THE PRINCIPAL. THE STATEMENT IN QUESTION SUGGESTS A DIRECT CORRELATION: IF AN AGENT SERVES WITHOUT PAY, THEY
LACK AUTHORITY.



LEGAL PRINCIPLES GOVERNING AUTHORITY

ACTUAL AUTHORITY AND APPARENT AUTHORITY

- ACTUAL AUTHORITY: THE AUTHORITY EXPRESSLY GRANTED TO THE AGENT BY THE PRINCIPAL, EITHER EXPLICITLY OR
IMPLICITLY.

- APPARENT AUTHORITY: THE AUTHORITY A THIRD PARTY REASONABLY BELIEVES AN AGENT POSSESSES, BASED ON THE
PRINCIPAL’S CONDUCT OR REPRESENTATIONS.

AUTHORITY IN GRATUITOUS AGENCY

IN GENERAL, ACTUAL AUTHORITY IS DEPENDENT ON THE PRINCIPAL’S INSTRUCTIONS AND THE AGENT’S UNDERSTANDING, NOT
REMUNERATION. AN AGENT’S CAPACITY TO BIND THE PRINCIPAL IS PRIMARILY BASED ON THE SCOPE OF THEIR AUTHORITY, WHICH
MAY EXIST REGARDLESS OF WHETHER THEY ARE PAID.

Key PoINT: BEING A GRATUITOUS AGENT DOES NOT AUTOMATICALLY NEGATE ACTUAL AUTHORITY. IF THE PRINCIPAL HAS
AUTHORIZED THE AGENT TO ACT, THE AGENT’S CAPACITY TO BIND THE PRINCIPAL REMAINS INTACT.

THE MYTH: GRATUITOUS AGENTS HAVE NO AUTHORITY

THE STATEMENT UNDER SCRUTINY IMPLIES THAT BECAUSE AGENTS SERVE FOR FREE, THEY LACK AUTHORITY. THIS IS A COMMON
MISCONCEPTION, BUT LEGAL PRINCIPLES AND CASE LAW SUGGEST OTHERWISE.

LeGAL DocTrINE AND CASE LAW

- Case LAw: COURTS HAVE CONSISTENTLY HELD THAT THE REMUNERATION (OR LACK THEREOF) DOES NOT DETERMINE
AUTHORITY. |NSTEAD, AUTHORITY DERIVES FROM THE PRINCIPAL’S INSTRUCTIONS AND THE SCOPE OF THE AGENCY RELATIONSHIP.

- LEGAL DOCTRINES:

- AGENCY IS BASED ON CONSENT AND CONTROL, NOT COMPENSATION.

- A GRATUITOUS AGENT MAY HAVE FULL AUTHORITY TO BIND THE PRINCIPAL IF AUTHORIZED.
- THE ABSENCE OF PAY DOES NOT IMPLY THE ABSENCE OF AUTHORITY.

ExamMpLE CASES:

- WATsoN v. Buck (1890): DEMONSTRATED THAT AN AGENT’S AUTHORITY DEPENDS ON THE PRINCIPAL’S INSTRUCTIONS, NOT
COMPENSATION.

- HeLY-HUTCHINSON V. BRAYHEAD LTD (1968): EMPHASIZED THAT AN AGENT’S AUTHORITY IS A MATTER OF FACT, NOT
REMUNERATION.

IMPLICATIONS OF THE LAW



- GRATUITOUS AGENTS CAN HAVE FULL AUTHORITY IF THE PRINCIPAL EXPRESSLY OR IMPLIEDLY GRANTS IT.
- THE NATURE OF SERVICE (PAID OR UNPAID) DOES NOT INHERENTLY INFLUENCE AUTHORITY.
- THE KEY FACTOR IS WHETHER THE AGENT WAS AUTHORIZED TO ACT WITHIN A CERTAIN SCOPE.

LIMITATIONS AND EXCEPTIONS

W/HILE THE GENERAL RULE FAVORS THE IDEA THAT GRATUITOUS AGENTS CAN BIND PRINCIPALS, CERTAIN LIMITATIONS AND
EXCEPTIONS EXIST.

ExPRESS AND IMPLIED AUTHORITY

- ExPrESS AUTHORITY: CLEARLY GRANTED BY THE PRINCIPAL, IRRESPECTIVE OF PAYMENT.
- IMPLIED AUTHORITY: ARISES FROM CIRCUMSTANCES, CUSTOMS, OR THE AGENT’S ROLE.

RESTRICTIONS AND LIMITATIONS

- |IF THE AGENT EXCEEDS THEIR AUTHORITY, THE PRINCIPAL MAY NOT BE BOUND UNLESS THE THIRD PARTY WAS UNAWARE OF THE
BREACH.

- GRATUITOUS AGENTS MAY BE MORE CAUTIOUS, KNOWING THEY SERVE WITHOUT COMPENSATION, BUT THIS DOES NOT IMPACT
THEIR LEGAL AUTHORITY.

AGENCY BY ESTOPPEL

- A PRINCIPAL MAY BE BOUND BY AN AGENT’S ACTIONS IF THEY LEAD THIRD PARTIES TO BELIEVE THE AGENT HAS AUTHORITY,
REGARDLESS OF REMUNERATION.

PrRACTICAL CONSIDERATIONS AND REAL-W/ ORLD EXAMPLES

IN PRACTICAL TERMS, WHETHER AN AGENT IS PAID OR NOT OFTEN INFLUENCES THE AGENT’S MOTIVATION OR THE LEGAL REMEDIES
AVAILABLE, BUT NOT THE FUNDAMENTAL AUTHORITY TO ACT.

ExXAMPLES:

- A VOLUNTEER ACTING AS A REAL ESTATE AGENT FOR A CHARITY MAY HAVE FULL AUTHORITY TO NEGOTIATE CONTRACTS IF
AUTHORIZED BY THE CHARITY. THEIR LACK OF PAYMENT DOES NOT DIMINISH THIS AUTHORITY.

- AN UNPAID FAMILY MEMBER MANAGING A BUSINESS ON BEHALF OF THE OWNER, WITH EXPLICIT OR IMPLIED AUTHORITY, CAN BIND
THE OWNER TO CONTRACTS.

Key TAKEAWAY: THE ESSENTIAL FACTOR IS THE SCOPE OF AUTHORIZATION, NOT COMPENSATION.



CoNcLusIoN:; Is THE STATEMENT TRUE OR FALSE?

Because THeY SERVE For Free, GRATUITOUS AGENTS HAVE No AUTHORITY To BIND THEIR PRINCIPALS.

BASED ON THE EXTENSIVE LEGAL PRINCIPLES, CASE LAW, AND PRACTICAL EXAMPLES EXAMINED, THIS STATEMENT IS FALSE.

FINAL REMARKS AND SUMMARY

- THE AUTHORITY OF AN AGENT TO BIND A PRINCIPAL IS PRIMARILY DETERMINED BY THE SCOPE OF AUTHORITY GRANTED,
WHETHER ACTUAL OR APPARENT.

- COMPENSATION (OR ITS ABSENCE) IS NOT A DECISIVE FACTOR IN ESTABLISHING AUTHORITY.

- GRATUITOUS AGENTS CAN HAVE FULL AUTHORITY IF AUTHORIZED, AND THEIR SERVICE STATUS DOES NOT AUTOMATICALLY
LIMIT THEIR CAPACITY TO ACT.

- RECOGNIZING THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN THE NATURE OF SERVICE AND THE LEGAL SCOPE OF AUTHORITY IS CRUCIAL FOR
UNDERSTANDING AGENCY LAW.

IN ESSENCE, THE LEGAL FRAMEWORK SUPPORTS THE VIEW THAT GRATUITOUS AGENTS CAN INDEED BIND THEIR PRINCIPALS,
PROVIDED THEY HAVE THE APPROPRIATE AUTHORITY. THE ABSENCE OF REMUNERATION DOES NOT INHERENTLY NULLIFY THE
AGENT’S AUTHORITY TO ACT ON BEHALF OF THE PRINCIPAL.
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DISCLAIMER: THIS ARTICLE IS FOR INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES AND DOES NOT CONSTITUTE LEGAL ADVICE. FOR SPECIFIC LEGAL
ISSUES, CONSULT A QUALIFIED ATTORNEY SPECIALIZING IN AGENCY LAW.
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