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deicisive against the plaintiffs. if the receut case ol

Blackmore (1918>, 13 O.W.N. 423, was authorit y to ti

authority for saying that nothing Îs now ultra vires c

provincial corporatiofr5ome other tribunal must sa

What was said as to the third dlaim covered thi

plaintiffs were bound by what their adviser knew;

in him, not in their own understanding; lhe knew a]

stances; and, acting for them, rend the papers e,

transactions, and found and pronouneed themn to

So that it was not*open to them now to contend tha

tions should be treated as loans of xnoney, nierely,

110w thought, or even then thouglit, that was their c

But upon another ground, resting on admnitt

plaintiff8 would have been entitled to soine other

action if they had not affirmned these transactions 2

Each of these contracts was a single one, but

allike iii ail respects: the plaintiffs were, as an es,

esoli contract, to have an obligation upon the defen<

tu reseli or purchase the stock ini the mnanner set ouit i

if they had the riglit whicm sucli an obligation gq

entitled, upon the contracta, to judgrmeit agamast

ants: if they hiad it not, then thec contracta had nE

pleted, an~d the plaintiffs were entitled to a return

but from the defendant company only: it was ac

Company, and thie company received it; it %vas n(

the defendant Siesmon. and lie had no~t the benei

defeudant companY, if they failed tu become bound i

Îterms upon wbich thcy were bu get the mnoney, cou.

timere would no be conbracb: it would not have bec

condition pednt or subsequent; it would have

of cçntract. or no0 contracb, a.nd il, is nu contracb w]

part is oinitted: sec Morris v. Baron & Co., [191ý

But the plaintiffs eould not botli approb)ate and

could not have judgmcent upon the contracts, an(

in effect oebbing themn aside.
As the record stood, the actionm must be disn

defendant, eomipany: but it was not a case for cost

ants ougit bu be under an obligation to resell or1


