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I'hfs is in no sense a eonflict between the two jurisdictions by;on of the overjapping of the fields-jt is a deliberate attempt
,respass upon a forbidden field.
The case is governed by the Lord's Day case, Attorney-
[eral for Ontario v. Hamilton Street R.W. Co.> [1903] A.C.

r7his view of the case is ini no way ini confliet with the decisions
n the varions liquor laws.
Both questions should be answered iii the negative.

L'E-Nox, J., agreed with MIDDLETON, J.

RIDDELL, J., dissented, for reasons to bie given hereafter.

Questions answered- in the negative (Ri>DELL, J., disse nting).

D»ND DivisioNAL COURT. FERRUJARY 2&riH, 1921.

.PRt,-HAIRRIS v. CAINADIAN GENERL ELECTRIC CO.

ýracI-EmplojmenI of Person Io Obziin Orders for G!oods from,
Governent-U8e of Influienc-Fa yment for, by Commission
on Value of Order&--Public Pol c-Illaty-Money Paid
on Account of Commission-Action for Balance-Eiene-
Failure to Shew Performance of Conar-Appd-Cod.

ýppeal by the plaintiff from the judgment of KEULYý, J., 48
R. 281, ante 63.

rhe appeal was heard by MauEiREi, C.J.C.P., P1rnrnLu,
&MFRu, MXDDLEToN, and LuxNox, J.
V. N. Tilley, K.C., and G. W. Mason y for the appellant.
Vaflace Nesbitt, K.C., and' H. W. Shapley, for the defendante,
crndents.

4pjunnIT, C.J.C.P., in a written juidgment, s'idý that the
ment of Kelly, J., was right, and should be confinned onground upon which it was based-that the Court will flot
rce or give arny effeot to such a contract as that upon which
action was brough.t.
Ipon the other branch of the case, the learned Chief Justice
of opinion that the plaintiff couli not recover upon the con-
if it were within the Iaw, because it had never been performed


