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merchant in this sense may be identified with the rnanuf ac
turer. As to the manufacturer, however, in their reCent
judgmentl the Privy Council expresses the opinion (for

they carefully state that answering as they are qiers

Ilin their nature academie -rather than judicial," their flot quersl
are Il"o meant to have and cannot have the weghtO Ijudicial determination ") that power to control his b)usineCss i

not exclusively in the Dominion Parliamefit or inl the rvn
cial Legislature, that what they state as toteto aspects in
which the regulation of the retail trade may *be treate inY
legisiation, applies also to wholesale maanufactuirersl, f or i
answer to the question submitted: " 1Has a Provincial Le-giSla-,
ture jurisdiction to prohibit the manufacture of such liqn'ors
within the province ?" they reply: ,In the absence of col

flicting legisation by the Parliament of Canada, theirlrj

ships are of opinion that the Provincial eiltrS'old

have jurisdliction. to that effect, if it were ýshoWfýln tlat tl'je
manfacurewas carried on under such circunstances aInd

conditions as to make its prohibition a merely local inttu

the province." A LF
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RESTRAINT OF TRADE, VALID!TY OF-REASON ABL~E NEs jt to

Dubowski v. Goldsteiln, (1896) 1 Q.B. 478e waS an of, ''recover damages for, and also to restrain the breach anlagreement in restraint of trade. The defefidant had beenl
employee of the plaintiffs in their business as dair-Yl""endo
had agreed as a condition of empoyment that he '-"0"ld nti

~IIi T.L.R. at P- 393.


