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E-Commerce Contract For Sale Of Printers 
Held Void For Obvious Mistake 
The case of Chwee Kin Keong & Ors v Digilandmall.com Pte Ltd [2004] SGHC 
71, and the decision by VK Rajah JC, has received much public attention. The 
case involved the sale of printers by the defendant at a price of S$66. This 
price was much lower than the actual retail price, and had been posted on the 
defendant’s website by mistake. The Singapore High Court had held that the 
contracts between the defendant and the plaintiffs were void for mistake. In 
this Update, we take a look at the Court’s decision and consider the 
implications of the decision for e-commerce merchants. 

 

The case of Chwee Kin Keong & 
Ors v Digilandmall.com Pte Ltd 
[2004] SGHC 71, and the decision 
by VK Rajah JC, has received 
much public attention. The facts of 
the case are well-known. The 
defendant was an e-commerce 
merchant who sold various items of 
computer equipment on its website. 
It had, by mistake, posted a wrong 
price for a high-end commercial 
printer sold on the site. The actual 
retail price of the printer was almost 
S$4,000; the advertised price was 
S$66. In addition, instead of a 
description of the printer, the 
website displayed instead only the 
number ‘55’. As a result of the error, 
the defendant received orders for a 
total of almost 4,000 printers. 
Among these were orders that had 
been made by the plaintiffs. As 
soon as it found out about the 
mistake, the defendant rectified its 
website and notified all buyers that 
the price posting was an 
unfortunate error and that it would 
not be meeting the orders. The 
plaintiffs accordingly brought 
proceedings against the defendant. 
The main issue before the 
Singapore High Court was whether 
the mistake that had been made 
would void the contract. In other 
words, that the law would consider 
that no contract had in fact been 
formed as a result of the mistake. 

The Decision Of The 
Court 
The Singapore High Court 
examined cases from England, 
Australia and Canada. It adopted 
the test in the English cases, and 
held that the applicable test in such 
a situation was whether the error 
was known to the plaintiff or 
obvious to a reasonable man in the 
plaintiff’s position. If this were the 
case, then the contract would be 
void.  

On the facts, the Court found that 
the plaintiffs actually knew that the 
posted price of S$66 was an error. 
It relied on various electronic 
communications between the 
plaintiffs. These communications – 
e-mails and an ICQ chat session – 
had express statements that the 
price was likely an error. 
Furthermore, these 
communications also stated that the 
plaintiffs should nonetheless go 
ahead with placing the orders. 
While this finding would have been 
sufficient for the Court to find in 
favour of the defendant, the Court 
also held that in view of the 
circumstances, it would have been 
obvious to a reasonable man that 
there had been an error in the price. 
Among other things, the Court 
relied on the fact that the price 
posted was substantially lower than 
the market price of the printer 
model in question, and also that the 
description of the printer on the 
website  was  clearly  incorrect  ie,  
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that the number ‘55’ had been 
inserted in place of a description).  

Accordingly, the Court held that the 
contract was void for mistake. 

In addition to considering the issue 
of mistake, the Court also 
considered the defendant’s 
argument that a contract had not 
been formed because it had never 
accepted the plaintiffs’ offers. In this 
respect, the Court found that the 
defendant had accepted the 
plaintiffs’ orders. This was because 
the system had sent a confirmation 
e-mail to the plaintiffs which stated 
that the orders were confirmed. 
While the e-mail had referred to the 
fact that delivery was subject to 
availability of stock, this was in 
respect of how long it would take to 
deliver the printers, and not that the 
orders were subject to confirmation 
of availability. This was also the 
case with the message displayed 
on the defendant’s website after an 
order had been successfully 
processed. Accordingly, the orders 
had been accepted by the 
defendant, and would have been 
binding if the contract had 
otherwise been valid. 

Implications Of The 
Decision 
The decision in Chwee Kin Keong & 
Ors v Digilandmall.com Pte Ltd 
raises various points that bear 
comment: 

• As the law now stands in 
Singapore, where one party to 
a contract has made a 
fundamental error in its terms, 
the contract will be held void for 
mistake if the other party in fact 
knew of the error or if a 
reasonable person would have 
known, in the circumstances, 
that there was an error. It is 
therefore not the case that a 
contract will in all cases be 
considered void as a result of a 
mistake made by one of the 
contracting parties. Within the 
context of e-commerce 
businesses – and to continue 

with the example of the printers 
in this case – if the price had 
been posted at, say, S$3,000 
instead of the actual retail price 
of almost S$4,000, depending 
on the other surrounding 
circumstances, it would be less 
likely that the mistake would 
have been considered obvious 
to a reasonable man. 
Accordingly, it is likely that in 
such a case the contract would 
be upheld. 

• The other issue considered by 
the Court – whether there had 
been acceptance of the 
plaintiffs’ offers – therefore 
becomes critical. At law, a 
contract is only formed where 
an offer is made by one party, 
and accepted by the other. In 
the context of e-commerce 
websites, it is often the case 
that the web page displaying 
the item for sale will be 
considered an invitation to 
purchase the item in question, 
and not an offer. The offer 
would be the actual order made 
by a consumer visiting the site 
and placing an order for the 
goods using the order system in 
the site. The e-commerce 
merchant would then accept the 
consumer’s order by notifying 
him that the order had been 
accepted. In this case, the 
Court found on the facts that 
the defendant had set up its 
system to automatically accept 
all offers that came in by 
sending an e-mail confirmation 
accepting the order. In other 
words, it was prepared to 
commit to an offer without first 
checking whether it had 
sufficient stock to fulfill it. This 
was because, in the context of 
its business, it could easily 
obtain additional stock if 
necessary. To reduce the risk 
of being obliged to fulfill a 
contract entered to in error, e-
commerce merchants should 
consider wording their order 
confirmation forms such that 
they do not amount to an 
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acceptance of the offer to 
purchase, but merely a 
confirmation that the order had 
been received. 

• Finally, it bears highlighting that 
critical evidence in this case 
involved various electronic 
documents: e-mails between 
the parties and an ICQ chat that 
had taken place. As people 
increasingly use electronic 
documents to communicate, 

this will play an increasingly 
important role in litigation. 
Unlike, say, a phone 
conversation, electronic 
communication over computers 
is more likely to leave a trail 
behind that can be obtained. In 
the case of e-mails and, 
especially chat sessions, the 
persons involved are more 
likely to be unguarded in what 
they say. This can, as in this 
case, result in crucial evidence 

on which a case can turn. 
Rajah & Tann has lawyers who 
are experienced in the area of 
digital forensics and the 
electronic discovery of 
documents and will be able to 
advise clients on this in the 
event of litigation. 

 

 

 

 
 

The information contained in this Update is correct to the best of our knowledge and belief at the time of writing.  The contents of 
the above are intended to provide a general guide to the subject matter and should not be treated as a substitute for specific 
professional advice for any particular course of action as the information above may not necessarily suit your specific business 
and operational requirements.  It is to your advantage to seek legal advice for your specific situation.  In this regard, you may call 
the lawyer you normally deal with in Rajah & Tann or e-mail the Knowledge & Risk Management Group at 
eOASIS@rajahtann.com. 

 
 

Rajah & Tann is one of the largest law firms in Singapore, with a representative office in Shanghai.  It is a full service firm and 
given its alliances, is able to tap into resources in a number of countries. 
 
Rajah & Tann is firmly committed to the provision of high quality legal services.  It places strong emphasis on promptness, 
accessibility and reliability in dealings with clients.  At the same time, the firm strives towards a practical yet creative approach in 
dealing with business and commercial problems. 


