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fromn the British Governiment duiing the w-ar, through the instru-
mientalityN of the plaintiff, as, lie alleged.

The action vws t-ried wvithout a jury at a Toronto si'ttinigs.
WV. N. TFilley. K.C., and G. W. Mason, for the plaintiff.
Wallace Nesbitt, K.C., anid H. WShlefor the defendants.

KL.. iii a w-rittmn judgmient, said that the plaintiff
rep)resented te the defendants that, throuigh the influence of a
mnember of the Governiment in England and other persons withi
whom ho was conc e hceould ohtain orders for the defendants,
and the defendants sent hin to England for that purpose, acm
panied by the deedn,'sales-manager, who knew aifl about
munIitions, ani the defv1ndant,ý' business, of vhich the plaintiff
kinew nething. There wa-s an agreemnent in writing to the effeet
that, in the event of the defendants -ecuring contracts through the
plaintiff's introductions or efforts, hie %vas to reeive fromn the

defedant en per cent. of the amounit of sucli cont-racts. l'le
plaintiff did obtain ani introduction to a deputy director-general
of the Mitistr-y of 'Munitions, and an interview took, place beýtween,
that functionary and the plaintiff and the defendanits' sales..
manager.

Thie Ieàarnedý( Judge said that the miatter of first importance ws
te detcrmnine whether the contract between the plaintiff and
defendants was or waa- not the empfloyniient of the plaintiff on a
commiission assto use his famnily conniection or supposed influence
with persons in higli stations or official positions, and as such hav ing
intimate relations withi those eontrolling the letting of munition
contracts, te procure for the defendants by that mneanis, and ilet
necessarily on the defendants' mierits as mianuifactureraý, what
theY mnanifestly, found themaisves unable otherwise to obtain.

With due regard to the warnings given in earlier cases tht
caution must be exercised in declaring contracta void as against
public p)olicy, the learned Judge was forced to the conclusion that
the circunstances in which the contraet was miade and the objeet
it hadl Mi viow brouglit it within the class of transactions whjeh,
accerding te binding authorities, should net only be discouraged,
but actually be held invalid. That both parties ruiate nay
Îitenition of wrongdoing did net render the contract validl.

Objection was taken at the trial te tic admiission Of eVidence
of what took place leading up te the contract between the parties,
Part at lcast of that evidence was taken subject to the objee.tioxn;
but, even if that part were disregardcd, there remnained quite
sufficient te place it beyond deubt that the plaintiff, inexperienedè
as lie waýs in the miaking of munitions, and unfamniliar with the
defendantsg' business and equipmnent, was net se miudl retained


