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4. ZmPeArmeit Of Persoxal Or budan. rePuLtattoa.....It seems to be-
fu11l' settled that. compensation for the impairment, if any, of
a servant's personal or business reputation whieh niay resuli;
f m his disinissal, -cannot be recovered in an action for wrong-

fui dismissal, under a declaration whieh merely dlaims damages
genarally, and aontains no spécifia averments setting forth the
particular faets relied upon as a ground for awarding such coma-
pensation ~.Whether that comipensation can be recovered in

1 In ValUon v. 2'ticker (Exch, Div. 1880) 45 J.P. 23, it wvas lield that,.
as the amoit paid inito court wai sufflcient to cover the actual pecuniaryV
loss sustainoed by the servant, anod fo gpecl0i damnage %vas proved, he ivas
flot entitled to have any question left to the jury. and could flot recover
anything beyond the amounit of Oint los&. Pollock. B., %nid: "There may
have been a sliglit imputation on the ehlaracter of the plainitiff, and it was

îýuI souglit to put la evidence that the dismîisal wvas initenided. to be prejudicial;
but no special damage wae proved. It may be that the mode of disinissal
was wrong because vindbctive, but that could have been proved by the
use of words at the diýsmistol; ther:, was. however, no 8snch evidence. As in
Sedgwiek (Dam. p. 57), you couid inquire quo animo the defendant had
acted, but to do so wns uqelees, for there wvas no allegation of anything of
the kind lu the stateinent of claim. WVhat the plainitiffsouglit to recever
was the ordliinay damages for the disinisgal Andl for- the tinte hie was out
of eniployinent, and therefcre 1 tini of opinion that the ruling nt the trial
was correct." Stepheni, J... soid: "It seems te nie thiit. if we gave way to
the argument of the plaitiif, it would introduce an extensive b A4 uniesir-
able change in the htw. There are few actions more frequiently 1 rought than
actions for wrongfiul distiussal, andi it mnust have IhoplPenedl upon many
ccaisions thot the digintissal muemt hanve ben considered as grievoug t a
servant, not 80 mucli front the nonetary lo.ss as front the slur cnst utponi hie.
character. No case, however, binding upon tii court lias been produced
%where such, injuries as nre now songht te be compensated haive been se com-
pensated. 1 thlnk, therefore. that ne sucli darnago catn be given, and it
seemes to me riglit thiat it should be so, becauise if any f arther (laiage leq
dite, thtot further lainage must he, cauîîed by soinething which le in itself
a . uneationtible wvrong. Foi- iintietn if the platintiff has been expeilcd by

Iviolence a counit for assault miglit have been addped; or if lie lied been
nbused, or the cause of dl,4ti~eiii, had been statcd neefflegsly so as net to
have hieen wlthin the priviL ge, ant action for slander or niallgnmnent would
lie. As in titis case the plaintiff wvas neitlier a8saulteci ner glandered lie
ouglit not tô reeover more thon the actunl result of the breoch o! contract.",

That a wronigfuily dischalirged comnmercial traveller connot recover dam-
ages froin hie employer ft,.ý the injury done to the goo! wilI of hie. trade
eonnectian hy hie refuienl to sîvnd hii cin joolriiys wiîe hld in Layerivall v.
IlVdkinon (1810) ) 8 55.'..S.a


