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tbon of the contract that those expes should be defray2d by
the employer. Whenever that question is involved, the amount
of the servant 's expenses represents esseiztially a portion of the
r .emuneratioti of the employé, and ýii the assemament of the dam-
ages is considered on the sme footing as that portion of the re-
numeration which is paid by a direct transfer of money or other
val iable property. In the present connection it will merely be
necessary to state the effect of those decisions which bear dirpetly
upon the question of the propriety of allowing such expenses as
special dainagm,, on the ground that they were ineurred in conse-
quence either of the original formation, or of the subsequent in-
terruption, of the contractual relations between the servant and
has master.

With regard to the allowance of an indemnity for the ex-
penses incurred »y the servant in travelling to the place where
the contract is to be performed there is a confiet of opinion.
Sorne cases proeeed upon the broad ground that, as such ex-
penses mnust in the nature of i je case have been within the
contemplation of the parties, and are incurred in part perform-
ance of the contract, they are properly treatedl as a portion of
the loss occasioned by the defendant 's default in refusing to
a]low the servant to proeeed with the stipulated work after his
arrival 1. lu another case a position directly opposed to this
seems to have been taken '. But the Pircumnstances were some-
what peculiar, and possibly the court did flot intend to repu-
diate the general doctrine laid down in the cases just cited. In
other cases the propriety of allowing such expenses has been
treated as a matter dependent upon the question whether the

1 This lis the ratio decidendi in 1VoodbutIl v. Jonen (18632) 44 «N.11. 206.
in Missouri the allowance of sucli expenses is held to bc proper,

although they are not set out in the pleadinge, since they are such damiages
Étag ray be pre&umed necessarily to have resulted f rom the breaeh of the
contrac't." -Ioore v. Mowactcie <1880) 72 M.No. 605.

2 In Beneiger v. Miller <18M)1 50 Ala. 206, while the plaintiff was
travelling in P. forelgn couîntry, with a vipw to fii lslnip hier ediication hier
father had made a. eontract in hier hhif with the prroprIpt.or of a sehool
fer lier empinyrnent as a teaelier. If eld, that she could, not reeover. ai; A
part of lier daningem the expenses of lier return jotirtny tri lier own country.


