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appointed F'. Edwards &Co. their agents for a large territory:
years fromi the 30th April, 1914. The Plaintiffs bound themi
to seli to the defendants, at stated prices, during the, 5 years
brands which the defendants miglit order. The western 1
inces of Canada were to be worked under a joint managei
between tire parties, each paying hall the expenses, including 1
of a special representative. One paragrapli of the agreement
as followýs: "The said F. Edwaids also undertakes himseif to
the Provinces of Maniitoba, Saskatchewani, Aiberta, and Bi
C'oluxubia at lewst once a yer"etc. The naine -F. Edwa
did not appear in the earlier parts of the contract except as
of the words -F. Edwards & Co." The signature waa
Edwvards & Co." Though mnade by Fredlerick Edwiards, an,
lie asserted, ini lis capacity as attorney for his: wife, it wa,,
expiessed to Le by procuration, noi did it indicate in any g
way a. want of identity bietwveen Frederick Edwards and F. E ti

o. If the plaintiffs had known that Liura Ellen Edwardu
"F. Ilkwards & (ou.," they wouid not have ruade the are

on which lier claimi to ieimnbursemeut or damiages ws based,
l'le plaintiffs, after the war began, refused to supply wl

at the prices s3tated in the contract, alleging that they wiie reli
fromn their contraci hy the Immature Spirits (Restriction) A
l9U5, 5 & 6 GeW). V. ch1. 4b~ (Imp.) That statute did not, hovi
aly to spirits exporied for use in the colonie"".

Anlother grouind set up) hy the plaintiffs 'vas, that the 011
Temiperance Act, 1916i, altered the position of their âge»
Ontario. Th'le defendants opened an establishment ii -Mon
but refused to inakç a niew agreemnent. A leýngthy.% correspon<
ensiled.

Noeof tire transaction- between the plaintifis and defenq
alter 1cebr 916, feUl under the agiemient of April,
but ail resùlted fromi orders given by tic( defendant fiiim titi
Yrederi&k Màwairds. Easd order when accepted constitul
distinct contract,

Asý a miatter of lavi the counterclaiin could not be nalintu
As between Laura Ellen Edwards and the plaintiffs there w
consensus of tiid ih could Iead to any coutraet: Criai
lind1siiy (1878), 3 App. Cas. 457, 465. T here w-as plii
mnistake by the plaintifs as to tIc iclentity of tIe pýerso1n
whloml they were contrscting. The y v were induicet by Fret

Ed t.d W blieve that they were contracting wvith himn.
contract involved personal service by Edwards of an ianpc
dxaracter, whicSh they would not have thought of emnployimj
vueif to performi. To entitie F. Edwsards &£ (o. or Lauira
1:dwards to recpiver darnages for breadh of a contra.ct NvinLi


