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e_ not b. pernitted in any juriedietion in whleh the distinction

il .between form~a of action has been abolished. But presumably
it is flot allowable in any jurladiction in which that distinction

il Î ----- is- stili -preaerved ý

In one case it wu lad down that au apprentice who had
been dismissed on the ground of inisconduet of whieh he was flot
proved to have been guilty was entitled to recover for £ ail the
damages flowing naturally from the breach," and that among
the elementa of damage, the jury might taire into account Lhe
diffleulty which an apprentice discharged for nîlsconduct would
have in obtaining employment'. This decision, as has heen
pointed out by an Australian judge, is flot a apecifia authority
for the doctrine that damnages for loss of reputation are recover-
able'~. But the virtuai effect of the doctrine thus propounded
seenxs to be in some instances to enable a wrongfully disnissed
servant to recover indirectly, under a general dlaim for dam-
ages, that compensation for impairment of reputation which
he is flot ailowed to recover directly except under a qpecial coiirit.
That enhancement of the difflculty of proeuring other exnploy-
nment which is recognized as being a proximite consequence. of

3 In Comerfordt v. lVe8t >!nd Street R, o. (1894) 184 'Mass. 12, 41 N.E.
59, one count of the declaration alleged that the defendsu't falaely accused
the plaintiff of larceny by words substantlally as follows: "FIe is dis-
charged front the employ of this company for misuse ot paasenger chpeks."
Another eount alleged that, under the circumstances set forth in the firgt
one, the defendant wantonly dismlesed the plaintiff, and falsely and puhlicly
charged hlm wlth being dishones t therein. The court was of opinion that,
Ji the latter count was te be construed ne one for di.svharging thc plaintiff
under such circumstances as to impute te hM a charge of dishonesty, It

H muBt fail, for the reason that an au-tion of tort dii neot lie againat an
employer for wrongfulfly discharging an employé. The maison thug assigned
would, it is clear, flot have been decisive in the vlew of the judges who
d, 3lded Walton v. Tuoker, note 1, saprai. The cotint condemnod would I>y
them have treated as one for speclal damages resulting froin the plaintiff'à
dismissal.

4 Mat v. Jones~ (1890) U5 Q.BD. 1017.

8 Pringz, J., In Kolinar v. Rouden <1002) 2 Néiv Sn. Wales St. Rep. 348,
"'10 N.W. 235, The other two judges deîcllned( to expresg a deflnlte opinion

on the point.
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