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other eniploynieit are assessable as a part of the damageis re-

roverable'.
8. Xoxey pald te obtaiii the. employmeiit from whtob the. plain.tif

was dismisse4,......unoe casp where a-colleiltor for. a souiety had

been dismissed, it was intimated that, if the dismissal 'vas

ivrongful, the fact of bis having paid inoney to, obtain the posi-

dintant pl-tce lipon a certain saliry, could nat upon being wran[Iftlly dis.
nîlised. repover thé expen.xes of hi-ý retiiru home as a dstlnet itefn of charge,
but that. in etiinating the actual Ions to whiebho lin s %itbjecetd by reason
of his disc'hîrge, tlîe compensation agreed to bc paid hlm mniglit bc con.
sided; tli.nt front tlîls wtns te be deaducted such sai as, by rensantable effort,
lie nîiglit have abtained for his tinte; andti tt, lu deteriining how muclllie
iiiiglit lave obtaiîîed for his titti. regard nîiight ho bi ta the neeessary
expeîîes i reachiî7g a plaet! %viere hie miglit obtain suiitable enuployînent.

à This doctrine n'as a lopted in Pennaylvania Co. v. Dolan (1892) 6 mIn.
App. 100. :32 N.E. 8û2ý 1,a llinikle v. Satter/Tdld (1801) 58 Ark. Olt", 23
L.-A, 853, 25 SAW. 1113.

lit Atkinsw? v. Fraqer ( 1852) 5 flich. L(C. 519. the expelîses lu-
euirred by the servant la cbanging front bis original employient te that
whlir* hie oVailied after dîsiiskal Nvere assitmed te, ha an eleinent proper for
coridideration.

In Dickin8on v. Talnage (1800) 138 Mann. 249, It n'as leld that such
expenses, wban incurreci by a father in obtalning new emuployaient for bis
initier son, were properly included inl the daînages lu an action by the father
for the wrongf ai discharge, of the son, and that this rule was properly
applied, even through the sor bi been eniancipateci.

In TieIkter v. &Adrae Mfg. 0o. (1897) 95 Wis, .~ 70 N.W, 292, It was
held that the servant could nat recover as part of damages the excpense of
removing hlmself and bis family ta anotherplace wlîere he bnci ücoepteci
eniployinent for the purpose of reduciug the damages, after finding that lie
c-ould abtai no employaient lu the place front wbîcb hoe removeci. This
deiiision ln ebsentilly ilnconsistelit with the cases cited above, and is in the
ripinion of the writer, erraneous. If the servant is bound ta do bie bebt ta

procure employmtent, after hoe hied been disînissed, he muât, as it would seai
be entitled to use all reasonable means for the attainment of thât abject,
and consequently ta lueur the expenses of reoval to anather place after an
tmîsLuecesful search for a suitable position In the place where lie was ýwark-
ig up te the time ni the d1~nsa.This being the situation, the furtiier
deduetian la apparently inevitable, that euch expenses shaulci not be included
ln an e8timate of the aura ta ho deducted f ram the amount prima facle
recoverabie.by hlmi, P. proposition %vhich for practical purposes is plalnly
equlvalent t> asserting that they inay properly be added to the dam"ge.

In Wamefl eut»n v. LirnbOrgOr (1888) 78 Ga. 43, 3 S.E. 257, it was held
that permitting the plaintif? la the action for damages for a wrongful dis.


