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it is evident, ordinarily be a question for the jury (a). But
doubtless the master would properly be held liable, as a
matter of law, for an injury occurring within any specific
period covered by the promise, provided the danger was flot
so great that the servant was bound, as a prudent man,
to quit the service immediately after ascertaining the exist-
ence of that danger (b).

Soine authorities interpret the phrase Ilreaeonable time"
as meaning such a time as would reasonably be allowed
for the performance of the promise (c>, or the titno
which inay elapse ",while the servant is reasonably expect.
ing the promise to bc performed " (d). Others amplif v
this statement b ' declaring that the servant can recover
for an injiiry caused by the defect Ilwithin such a titne
after the promise as would be reasonably allo-wed for
the pertormance, or within any period which would flot pre-
clude ail reasonable expectation that the promise might be
kept " (e). Others, again, have undertaken to impart greater
definiteness to the rather vague expression, "1reasonable
time," hy enunciating the doctrine that. as la promise
already broken can afford no reasonable guarantv of the fui-
filment of any expectation 1,ý.sed on its dîsappointed assur-
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io 0hio Stc j48; Sust v. flackus L, Co, (Minn. Sup. Ct., r$94). 61 N.%W. 3SF; Belair v. t/tict .i, &c.,
R CO, (1875),4 10%owa662; POPrîîs v. Berlhn Mach. Works (t8o5), go Wlé. 54t The question of r0ason.-
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