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consequences of determnining the contract of enploýyrnent of a
servant whose occupation is of this description are as follows:
That the master bi'cornes, entitled ta resume prissesçiion of thp
premlises iminediately', this right being enforceable, irrespective

of the question whether the servant wa8 or was not justifiably dis-
charged'; that he May ejeet the servant Nvithout atiy process of

Ina a case where a farni labourer waà provlded with a bouse ta ive in
and cattie for the' use of hltnself andi family, the' court said: "If it [i.e,
what wvas cielivered into tbe rsosseeêioti of the servant xvhen lin. began -work]
he regarded as part of the compensation for labc'ur stipula tnd for, then thç,
rilht ta tht' compensation ceased when the labour w-as discontinueti. Ba-
mon litat the' Rame righit ta insl.st on tht' ptnymaat of the' cash part of his
wages its on that part* which provideti his fntmil-Y a place to live. f11k right
under tht' cantriact of hlring was like that of the porter to the' possession
of the' portér's lotige- liko that of the' coachman ta his apartments over
the' sableý like thant of tht' teacher th. the' roonis he. or she ay have orru-
pied in th.t sehool building; like that of the doînestie servants ta the'
roorns in ivhieh theyý lo 'el la the' houe of their einploýytrsq. lualnl these
cas4e- iint others thit might be enunierated the occupancy of the' rooni or
houisc is ineidentai ta the. etnplayrnet. The' employé lins no distinct righit
of possession, for his possession 13 tha.t of tht' emnployer, and it cannot sur-
vive the' hiring te which it IR incidental, or utuler whieh it ii p art of the'
eontraet price for the' services perfornieti. So la this case. if the cocntract
was slmply a contraict for labur at one' dollar pc-r da nia bouse ta live
la, the' On1intiff helti tht' bouse bY the saine tltlc' int for tht' sane purpose
that hoe did tht' lànd or tht' cattle la tht' care of whichi hi% labour %vos ta
bie performid. When bis contract endeti, bis rightm la the' premises were
exting'tiWhed. andi it %vas his dntty ta give w-ty ta bis succesgor," Rowican
v. Rra7fle 151 Pa'. 351, 24 At].' 1062.

Sec aiso Htutt v. 001ons <1833) Moore & Se. 700, (cliaingz rlght of
servant ta nialntaîn an action of trepatsi againist biq itttr's agent for
pttllîng dowa the bouge occupied by hlm) ; Eicltetgrcen- v. Appel <1891)
44 1i1. Apli. 109i. andi the cases clted ln the' followving nat:ý-..

In WRhpfte y. Schotoa Boardl of Ha«4dittgton (1874> 1 Se. Sema. Cas.. 4th
Ser., 1124. tha emplayers were httld 2ntitied ta a'stuniary warrant ta
reinvp tht' servant.

'afiatv. Warren- (C.A. 1898S 17 Timies L.R. 362, (where tht' plaintiff
in a suit la whivh he wvas cliini ta he entitioti under a rprtain contract
ta be rtttianvd la th! etnploytnent of the' defe-adint as manage-r of a bote)
was enjointil f rom cantinulnýg ta reside ia the' hatel) ; f cAli.ster v. Ogle
(1816) i Ir. JTot. N.S. 233 Soatt v. iliurda 1860)» aI sc. LR. 301.

teTheqe decisionis, as WL!) as those which are cited inl thot pr-c'tding anti
tefoilowiag ntes,-. glhew tjodngo te of h Sttpretne Court of

Ne% Solitît Wales wvas In errer when b-iet lid it dtwn that the ecurator of
aL musgel:n ta, w-botn a portion of tht' huilding hati hten assignedl tasa resi-
dene was cntitied ta remain la bis apartaients, allegoti hy binn te be
wron2fi, until ha had at least recivedl a legal notice ta quiit, anti that
his oi(eAul possession was sufficeent ta enathie hlm ta nintain an action oi
trespags Ragnt ont' of tht' briard of trilgtpt'%wli hbd. enteretl on the
PreInises occupied hy hlm. Kreff t v. fiUi <1875) 13 New Sa. wn'aegsS.C..R.

<L)280.
Tht' doctrine which prevails la Qusee seenis ta ho, dilfereat tram that

af the' cammon iawv courts, in Re1d v. ,nith, (Ct. of Rpview, 1872) 6 que.
L.R. M07, 4 L-%;, 157, an artion of ejeetment wns ltrought ta reover pogmird-
8101n of a boeuse wbich had been ieased to the' defendant under one' of the'


