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occupy ast tenants, but an servanite merely whose possession and occur ianf
in strictiy and properiy that of their masters."

Soc aiso * 6, notes 2, 3, post. *o oe ,3 ot
(A) Cii s ervante.--See cases cltedin1,noe2,3pnt
(4) Rmploys i n wUfactorisa, etc.-The pauper whose chidren were

engaged te work for three years at a mli, removod wlth his famly to a
cottago rented by the miii owner, O., for the convonience of familles sa
nimpio:ed. The bargaLin between hlm anrd 0. was, that a stated wookly
payment for the use of the cottage should be deducted f rom the chiidren"s
wagos, The pauper, who was net himmeIf in the service of 0., continued
te occupy the cottage for sixteeu years, durlng ail which time, aîîd after

he qittd I, Brneone r mre f hs cuidrn cntluedte ork at the
mlii Hoquitedwitout eguar otie, n coseqenc ofthesale of the
cottge. bid tha th pauer'soccpatin ws asten nad flot as

9 Ad & l. 24.Litiedae J, sld:"I hinkthepauel aind rk %ettie.
mentla ishpton Inthocass elec4 theothr wa thre as he relation
of mste an sevan bewee theownr o th teemet ad te occupier.

Herf! the pauper egesfor the service of hie chiidren and arrainges wvith

Thit, is clearly a renting of the cottage by hlm. The rentlng wag irnieed
coniiected witll the service of the chlîdrien; for the cottage wouid proliabiy
not have been let te the pauper; or hired b y hlmn, but for the service cf
the cidren; but he agrees, to psy rent for it. This importe the relation
of landiord and tenant, and there le nothing in the case te rebut the pre.
sumption." Williams, J., said: "Itn the cases referred to, ln which the
accupation lias been held insufficient, the residonce wvas identical with the
ser.'{ce, or wae incidentai to and inseparable f rom It. Itre there was a
rcnting by one whio was not servant; and the deduction from the wages cf
hie chidren wss only a mode of paying the rent."

In a case where the question was whiether the voter wa,- the "occupier
of a building of the value of £10 yeariy," wlthin the xncaning cf the flrst
IReform Act (sec § 3, par. (c>, ante) it appeared that a factory coîîsisting
of four atories, was lot out in separate rooms- to a number of per.4ons for
cottenespinning, et different rente, according to the sizo of nachi rootn,
Bach tena-.it lid bis own machine, worked' by steam-peover supplledl by an

e~ie whit belonged ta and wae worked et the expense of, t e landiord;
it-4eng part of oach contreet tint the landiord should supply sueli power,
Bach tenant had the exclutive uise of his room and the key te the door

E! thereof. Tic approaci to the reoms was, ln same cases, îiy a common
stairense ieading trom the entrance ta the factory (te whlch tiiere was a
doci- tiat was nover fastened). In otherc by separate staircases outside the
building, and ln others by doonrs openlng into t-le yard. 17eld, tiat etich cf
ties-â roame conetituted a "lbuilding,"' and that there was sufficient occupa-
tion ln each tenant. Wright v. Steokpcrt (O.P. 1843> i Barr & Ain. App.

âq:& El. Oas. 39, R. v. South Kili4igton (1842> 3 Gale & S. 161. note.
In Kerraim v. Peo ple (1873> 60 N.Y. 221, affirming 1 Tlîomp.

O. 83, o fa asthatdeision related te the character cf the or.cupatioli,

but reverslng It un another ground), the prisoner, a workman, %vas in.
dicted for the use of a dcadiy weapon in reulstin an' ejectineth i

:u employer, and the~ defence wais tiat a tenancy was const:ituted by the parOI
contr.Ret betwe theni, viz., tiet the employer ehouid pay the worknian
for hie services thirteen shillings a day, and, gîve hlm the une cf a lieuse
te live ln tirauphout the year, or while they agreod, tie conequence of
this vlew of thie relation eing that' the. workman in hulding over wouid
bo a tenant ait wiii, and that the employer would net ho juetifled Ir. enter.

'i lng wlth etrong hnnd. The court @&id - "Each part! relitd upon thie terme
cf the contract with only the addltionai facs taÏ the lieuse was a part
cf the miii property, ani had been oecupied for several years previously
by ihe pnisoner whiùe engsged et a labourer ln the miii There was ne
request te subit the. facta te the jury ta determine wlether the houee
was oecupied te enable the prisoer the better te perforai tlie service la
whlch hie was ei4aged; or, ln other words, wiether ut wat net occupied sa


