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tainud any order tliat would have been accepted for any
Izoods fromn the lst of September to the 22nd of October
odier than tho8e actually sold by the defendant Company
moi uipon which the plaintiff received commission. As this
contract is to pay wages, namely, a salary of $85 a month,
toge-ther wiîth commission for the entire output for Ontario,
whether sales made by plaintiff or not, I think the case
falls within and is governed by Tu4rner v. Sawdon & Co.,
[1909] 2 Q. B. 653. The contract is to pay wages, and tihe
empilloyer is under no obligation to provide work. The work
m ight not increage the plaîntiff's remuneration. If it must
fie presumed that the plaintiff would have made additional
sa;les, so as. to lie exîtitled to additional commiasion, no amn-
oit wias Buiggested. The evidence did not establisis any.
I thuxsk this case is, close to, buit distinguishable f om Turner
v. (Jo1dsmnith, [1891] 1 Q. B. 54. I>utting an end to the
terni of plaintiff's service was strictly within the agreement,
aind ackxsowledged by the plaintiff to be so. Duiring the
terrnin to the lat Sep)tembiler, 1911, the plaintiff was as-
bistedl in every reasonable way consistent witis the carrying
on of defendant's businesq, and was paid salary and commis-
sion to the end. 'Phis leaves the plaintifT without any good
cauise of action.

A great deal of evidenice vas put ini, evidence taken upon
c'omission and by witniesses called at the trial. I have
coiisidered it ail, but no useful purposa would lie served by
my giving extractg frein, or furtiser commienting upon it.
Noi doibt the resuilt of the plaintiff's entering irito this con-
tract bas benvvry unfortunate, for buii; buit the diamage,(s
clairnid' ,evenF if thvre ivas liabilit *y on the part of the de.
fendant compjanyv, are> grea;tly exgertd sdi, ]Il the m1ain,
too remtote to 1ie rerovercd. .

Tlhis aiction wil]l lie dljinsmi, mAd witlî co1sts if costs areý


