
-bocoks in Ontario. Plaintiff says that to, this'end t.
tional department in defendants' business, wîlth pI
the head of it, was established.

The fact that plaintif,: at the start, vas te g
week, puts the case altogether outside of the ordi
where, from the mere doing of useful work for a st:
his business, a promnise topay would be implied, ai
wliat such Work would be reasnably worth.

No doubt plaintiff expected to get more than t
week, but lie expected it because lie supposed that
definite bargaini would be made.

Plainitiff continuied, as lie -puts it, in defendant
without any bargain. Is plaintiff in 'a position te,
lie must now recover upona quantum meruit, and
ally be plaeed in as good a position as if defend
made an agreement and had made it ini accordo
plaintiSs' off er? What plaintiff did was in the eemi
employmént. It does net seem-to, me material
plaintiff or -Mr. Morang is riglit as to, the educationE
ment being then first organized....

In Novemnber, 1900, plaintif asked for more nic
was allowed $20 a, week This amaount, he receive
until Novenber, 19012. On 29th April, 1901, reali
there wua ne agreement beyond that of the weekly a
plaintiff says lie wrote to Mr. -Morang a letter, of whi
tiff l<ept and produee(d at the trial a copy. Mr. Mc
ne recolleetion of ever havingr reeeived sueli a lettei
cannot find any sucli. Thiere is no corroboration
tiff>s evidence ef that letter or its receipt by Mr.
,Suppose it was reeeived, it was only a proposition
arrangement ha made on " something like the

1. JFducationait departmnent te be kept separatel

2. Defendants te pay the $20 a week.

3. Defeudants te pay plaintiff 20 par cent. o
wihen the profits of the department amounit to, ni
$5,0 per aniium.

4. ]Yafendauts te pay' plaintiff a reyaltyv of 5 per
alU books prepared by hum or iu which a large prop
the work wss plsintif's.

There was ne reply te that letter. Mr. -Merang
plaintiff in conversation spoke about getting reyp


