
SO0N v. QUINLAN & ROBERTSON LIMITED.

ihe trial Judge found that te defendants' allegatÎins wetre

ýimtially true; but found also titat the plaintiff, on reasonable

nds, honestly believed lis representations to be true.

lis representations were not te resuit of wicked indifference
rcklesess. Thte most that could be said against ii was.'

he did noV investigate, chteck up, and verif y the information
lie ha.d received. in the way that a prudent, careful man ouglit

o before undertaking Vo inake representations such as those

plained of. The Court couId not, on .the evidence, interfere

the finding of honesty made by the trial J1udge; and that

non tlie authorities, defeated the appýellants'edaim: LeLievre

ould, [i18931 I Q.B. 491, 500: l)erry v. Peck (1889), 14 App.
337.
eor thesýe re5nthe eounterlaini for dainges for- ilului

d.
4s Vo Vfie alternative laim. for rescîssion ot te ground of

lcent misrepresentation: te plaintiff accepted te defendants'
ornent Vo pay $22,353.61 in substitution for the liability of te

oeson conpany therefor. When entering into the contract.

plaintiff lield the promissry note of tIe Dickson eomnpany

Lhe arounitelaimned. The note was endorsed by the National

aufacturing Company. This note Vhe plaintiff delivered Vo the

!ndants, and Vhey in turn defivered ià to Vhe National Manu-

uring Uompanziiy, mi pursuance of an agreement. It was

,eded that te note could not iîow be returned Io the plaintiff.

l'he defendants had put it out of their power Vo restore VIie

ntiff Vo the position le occupied when te contract w4as enitured

1, ad were tiuiù unable Vo fuill one of Vhe wl-salse
ditions on whiitl relief by way of rescission înay b4 gr-antedl:

sbury's Laws of England, vol. 20, p. 750, para. 1768.
Representations exprýessed in te forma of hope and expertation

y in soîne circumnstances becomnie rpeetiosas; to

iting facts: ,Aaron's REefs Limitod v. Twist, [18961 A.C. 275,

lIn regard Vo lVite $2,000 awarded to the plainti I aýs saaand

lus: by Vlie contract between the parties tec plaintiff agreed

work for Vlie defendants for such Vime as hisi services were

tsfred by te defendante, noV Vo exceed 12 inontits, and the

endants agreed Vo, pay hima as salary $2.50( vachi inoith duiring

h tinte as Vhey required itis services, and also agreed Vo pay

i anx additional sum of $250 per montit for ever-y inonit during
lih he remnained in thieir enployment, by way of bonus, alud tO

cmne payable upon thec terination of lis emnployment.. Thte

intiff did noV srete full terni of 12 months- owing Wo iii-

ith lie was unable Wo continue after early in Septenîber, 1917.

le $2,000 was mnade up of arrears of salary and bonus. It wvas


