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honesty. The importance of securing the adoption of the
lubricant by these railways was quite manifest to the com-
pany. Carveth was told to devote Iimself(ý to the street
raiiway and let ail else go; and white in the resuit nothing
was acomplished 1 arn not sure that hc was entireiy to
biame.

It is to be borne in mînd that the hiring was for a year
certain, to be continued for another year if the cornpany
was satisfied. The position was such when the dismissal
took place ini August, that the company miglit weil with
perfect honesty say that the situation was not satisfactory;
but they had not by the agreemuent reserved to themseives
the riglit to diiqmiss at any time if dissatisfied.

I do not think there was any sueh incompetence or mis-
conduet as would justify dismissal. The resuit was not as
satisfactory as eitlier Carveth or the coxnpanuy hoped for;
and the company mnade up its mind to, chageth mode of
earryig on its business and to close the 0intarjo office and
concentrate thei r endeavours on the obtaining of a foothold
elsewhere. As a matter of business policy t1iis was probably
wise; but this did not entitie them to takýe thie course they
did with the plaintiff. In every siwcb iring,, where the
maister does not expressly reserve the righit to dismniss at any
time, the empifloyee :is tak1en to soine extent for be(tter or for
worse. Thiere must be as I understand the cases, more than
inere diss-atis1faction w1ith the resait: there maust be încom-
petence or iluisconduct.

It is sigrnificant that in titis case there is not throughout
the correspondence, voluminous and extensive as it is, any
complaint. The expense accounts were reguiariy sent in.
No doubt these included expense8 for cigars and enlertain-
ment to those mnae with the two conipanies in question.
The employees of these companies were no doubt; put to
some iniconvenience and were no doubt asked for favours, so
these expenditures were not without r-eason, but beyond
that they were the very things couteîaplated b)y the expres-
sion "leg-itimaite expenses,-' and there nev er was any ob-
jection to, whiat was being done, until thie defendant corn-
pany decided to change i ts plan of operatioiis. The evî-
dence of the defendants' representatives was most nsatis-
factory.

The question as to the plaintiff's right to sue in Ontario
was raised at an early stage and a conditional appearance


