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servinit Was in the empicyment of the master frein the tixne
that the proposai cf the latter ivas aeceepted, or only from the
tirne when the performnance cf the eontraet was aotually eom-
mened'...

The éxpenses incurred by a servant in returning homne after
a wrorgful dismies & are net allowed, in-the absence cf an ex-
press stipulation ir. that regard, or e. statutery previien appli-
cable te the3 partie ular employznent

The preponderance of autherity is in faveur cf the view
* that the expenses ineurred by fi servant in attempting teo Bm " t

35 in Wo&le v. Âmesi Mfg. o, <1873) 112 Ms.402, the proposai of thet

defeadant to the plaintiff, who was thon at a distant pl-.ce, wast emflodied la
the foflowlng words cf a letton: "T am re.aily ta nifftr ynu a fcreman's situ-
ation at these works as soon as yau geL here." This* was held te import,
not a promise ta psy the expenses of the plaintlff's removal or compensa-
,tion for the time spent in removal, but aiereiy to employ hlm hpon bis i
arrivai. Lt iras accordiagly declared that the expenses wbich ho had in-
curred la coming ta the place whlere t he employer carried on business had
been iacurred before the contreet took effeet and were for this reasan not V.JÏV
recoverable as a part af the damages. The court distinguishied Tuf te v. 0at~4~t
Plymouth Gaid Mllin. Co., 14 Allen, 407, upun the ground that la that case
the cantract of emplaymient inclnded an agreement e'i pay the expenses cf m
traielling ta the place where, the work iras te hoe done. The doctrine thus

lai(l down seeins ta ha essentially antagonistic ta that applied In the caseR

cited la note 1, supra. Tt is scareiy possible to base any valid distinction .~
upon the faut tiîat tîtase cases iinvolved a refuisai ta acecept the plalintiff's 1$
-ierviees front the very uutset, anid nat a wrongful disýniissnl atter the wnork
badl been entered upon.

A sbip mnaster empflayed under a general cantract at une place, ta go.1 î

te anather and take charge cf a vessel, 18 ifl the service cf the owners as w."
soon as ha staris; and, iii case of a wirongfual disebarge, tbey are bounti ta
repay the expense af bis jauçniey. Woadbnry v. ier ( <1801) 48 Mo, 302. j

4 la the absence of al special stipulation, the miaster cf a sbip who isi;j

* discharged iii a. fureign part cananiit recuver af the awner the expenses aif
bis bamieward jaurtiey. After the discharge ha is n longer la their sqervice.

and 1w cautt rightfully charge thein with an>' cf bis4 espeuses for the
reaisan tluit sucb expelses are not incurresl lu the prapeecutiani af tbçcir buisi- -

aune8. I'uailbury v. Drazicr (1 861) 48 'Me, 30,2 ttisqiitnps..it hiv awuers af a "

sqliip a g&linsý.t t'aplta in fuo' luiane tif uan i gs la bis ie tits I. Lt wttIF îainteul

mîit tliît. the rigbts of gesuaa'r utider tite given cireunîstanees %v'tre rleflinei

b>' statutte, lait nol tliost' of a, cttltaiai.
11 li uft( v. pl1 1 itîautfh <laid Mjin. Un, (1870) 14 Allen. 407, it was belti

that aile whli: bitil buetajji it'înîîlu toavet as agent for at terni of yeasa
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