
-7

i~ A X '~E V R WWNGFV L I, MS~L 601

the expiration of the terni in a jurisdiction where -damnages are
atsessable prospeetively for the portion of the term. subsequent

io, the trial, a sumn equal to the rent and the value of the other
iiecompanying privileges, if anY, for the residue of the term
should be allowed 2.

The value of the servant's board and 'lodging should be as-
sessed as a part of bis damnages iii any case where lie is entitled
te, thenx under the contract 3.

Contingent advantages of a commereial nature, but of an
uncertain value, wbich the servant w'ould have derived froni bis
empýloyment if lie had been allowed to enter on bis dluties con-
stitute damnages too remote and speculative to be recovered 1.

7. Personal expense-The allowance of personal expenses as

one of the Lemns of the damag-es of a wrongfily disznissed em-
ployé will not be diseussed in this article> in so far as it depends
uipon the question whether it was an express or implied stipula-

Wiîere a iiiii týinlovec bý- aîmotbe as a farpm baud at înanthly wages,
with the iige of a hotise, ganmrl', ete., and pasture l'or a cow, wvas diselbarged
and reiuiredi ta quit thue p)rLtmises before the expiration of the agreed terni,
it %vas lielul au allowance to the diielharged employé of comipensation on the
basim of the difference between the contract prie per inonth anid what the
emp~loyé %vas enabled ta earn, plus Nvhat ho had to pity for house rent,
was proper w'here the circunistancee were sucli tnit it iniglit be inferred
that the rental value of the bouse giveil up %vas as great as that of the bouse
taken. Jiessel v. T'hoinpsom (1898) 65 111. App. 44.

2 Re Pitglish JIoint Stock~ Ba??k ( 1876) L.R. 4 Eq. 250.

i,8p1an v. WViWlama, 1 Penn. (I'ol.) 125, 30 Ati. 787.

4 where a uxerehant emplo3'ed a clerk for four unanths, agreelng ta seli
Min goods for bis use nt wholesale prices during the terin i iLs ef iploy-
ment, but refu4ed ta allov bix ta enter ar. his dutie3, it %vas bh]l that the
vclerk could nat lmnimedlately recover tbe difference between the wlxalesale
and retail price8 af goods which lie wotild probably Juave bougbt had hae
entered the rnerchant's service. Harris v. Mo&s ( 1900) 37 S.E. 123, 112
Gia, 75.

A saletnian euiployed on caomnission, cannot recnver damages for loss
of sales an gouda wbich hae was ta Bell for other parties on commission in
connectian wlth the employer's goods, %rhere such adclltional service dld not
,enter into the contract of employment, but wae au Independent agreément
-on bis part. Wiley v. California Hosiery Co. <CRI. 189)3> 32 Pac. 522.
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