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other employmeiit are assessable as a part of the damages re-

coverable®,
8, Money paid to obtain the employment from whioh the plaiatif

was dismissed.—In one case where a collector for a soviety had
been dismissed, it was intimated that, if the dismissal was
wrongful, the fact of kis having paid money to obtain the posi-

distant place upon n certain salary, could not upon being wrongfully dis.
missed, recover the expenses of his return home as w d'stinet itam of charge,
but that, in estimating the actual loss to which ho was subjected by reason
of his discharge, the compensation agreed to be paid him might be con-
sidered; that from this was to be dedueted such sum as, by reasonable effort,
he might have obtained for his time; and that, in determining how much he
might have obtained for his time, regard might be lind fo the necessary
expenses i reaching u place where he might obtain suitable employment,

5 This doctrine was alopted in Pennsylvania Co. v. Dolan (1802) 6 Ind,
App. 109, 32 N1, 8022 Vun Winkle v. Satterfietd (1891) 58 Ark. 617, 23
1L.R.A, 853, 25 8.1V, 1113.

In Atkinson v, Fraser (1832) 5 Rich. L. (R.C\) 519, the expenses in-
curred by the servant in changing from his original employment to that
whic’ he obiained after dismissal were assumed te be an element proper for
consideration,

In Dickinson v. Talmage (18008) 138 Mass. 248, {t was held that sueh
expenses, when incurred by a father in obtaining new employment for his
minor son, were properly iincluded in the damages in an action by the futher
for the wrongful discharge of the som, and that this rule was properly
applied, aven though the sou had been emancipated.

In Tickler v. Andrae M{fg. Co. (1897) 95 Wis, 354, T0 N.W, 292, it was
held that the servant could not recover as part of damages the expense of
removing himself and his family to another.place where he had accepted
employment for the purpose of redueing the damages, after finding that he
could obtain no employment in the place from which he removed. This
decision is essentially inconsistent with the cases cited above, and is in the
upinion of the writer, erroneous. ff the servant is bound to do his best to
procure employment, after he had been dismissed, he must, as it would seem
be entitled to use all reasonable means for the attainment of that object,
and consequently to incur the expenses of removal to another place after an
unsuccessful search for a suitable position in the place where he was work-
ing up to the time of the di~miseal. This being the situation, the further
Jdeduction is apparently inevitable, that such expenses should not be included
in an estimate of the sum to be deducted from the amount prima facie
recoverable by him, » proposition which for practical purposes is plainly
equivalent to asserting that they may properly be added to the damages,

In Wazeltaum v. Limbsrger (1888} 78 Ga. 43, 3 B.E. 257, it was held
that permitting the plaintiff in the aetion for damages for & wrongful dis.




