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by the ceues cited in * 6 consista principally in the frit that gt
lias abohished, so far as the qualification for the franlchise is con.
cerned, the distinction established by the courts between ccupe,
tien as a envant sud as a tenant'

'A mhap assistant oceupîed exclusivcly, by virtue ai bis empioyuienit,a
j- furnimhed bedroorn Sn a dwelling-hause belonging to hlm employer. Titi
À bouse contained other bedroomas sSmiiarly inhabitsd by other persona in the

sme empîcyment, aud a diuing room. iu whleh the lamates af the haus
y teck their nicals iu comuion which wcre provîdcd for thema by their crn.

ployer.. The inmatcs had no keys of their bedroomue. The employer. dia
hat Inhabit the boume, but they lxad a resideut c4reteker who exereiued
gencral contrai over St, and a resident servant who was nlot under the ardu
of the lurnates, aud by whom the damestia service requisite for the roomu
wam donc. Heid, that there was suMient inhabitancy af a dwelliug-bauss,
by virtue ai service, ta conter the franchise, aud that titis WR. not affected
by the Joint user of another part ai the bouse. Striblin; v. Baise <1885)

M., a servant, occupied exclusivcly, by virtue of his service, a furuisltcd
bedrooni lu a dweiliug-house bclonging ta his master, and had, iu caina
with another young man, the use of a sittiug room lu the sane house. Alf
the furniture belonged ta the master, who did not reside in the bouse, but
bad iree acoess a t ahl times ta every portion of it ecept M's bedroon, aud
had acoess te that wbeuever be asked HK for the bey, whicb he had a right
to dsmaud wbeuever he chose. The bedrons werc made up by a char-
voman, wha was paid b y the master, and did net reside au the prernises,
HeZd, an the authority af Sitibling v. Bal8e, supra, that I. was entitird ta
the franchise. Hcsaon v. Chambers (1885> 18 L.R. Jr. 68 (two of the.
Lords Justices dissented).

Racit teacher in a collere eanducted by a religiaus cammuuity, bad, su
sucb durIug the qualifying period, the exclusive use af a separate bedreoom
Iu tue eailepe by virtue ef bis office or employment as a toacher Su thc
.ollege, which wns mauaged by a resideut principal, under the supreine
contrai ai the superiar-generai of the cesnrunity, who himseif iived Iu
Paris. The revising barrister haviug fouud that eacb hedrooni ao accupied
eonmtituted a t<dwelling-house" for the purpose of the franchise, and was
not iubabited by the persan by whein the teachers were enipioyed, or nder

7P whom the served, It WR. held that the teachers were entited ta the f rau.
clSe .Looandor v. Burea (1887) 22 L.R. Ir. 443 <fellowiug the above

cases>.
R. was the. fareman of a sbop aud place af business iu whichi a number

ai yauug menu were emplayed. By virtue of that empioyment he aud they
livedl In a separate bouse, Su whicb lie bad a bedrooni that be eceupied es-
clusively. Re aud the other employe took their meals Su a cexmnon sitting
recru, and the oui y other rosideut Su tha hanse was a servant, patid by ths
oam loyer ta attend ta the occupants. R. lied a lateit bey for the hall <bar,
sud had aima charge ftthe ather beys aud St ;vas his dutïi te sce that tbe
doors were iacked, o h ccupants withiu deors, every night, Hait! (dub.
PitzGilbao, L.J.>, that B. was entitlcd ta thc franchise. Baisas v.Cht
bore <1895> 18 L.R. Ir. 68 (69>.

I-V., au bis employer'. coaehman, occupied a voeux aver ber sta -e, sud
was treated by ber as a demestie servant. The sétable wss Su ber yard, sud

nspotonaitc uriae ai br weIlnghuse, the bouse sud yardbeingoms e ild Sneiuded 2 ne the saneP uber lu the por rate bak, There nga eprt gatea sUd eta h dbt a brc haa an alotwie e ram t e ar lote ane t' n at o bsud wicke fand oV th~~e anly acesta th ade pt by going thrubte~mlyrshueke e igIlgnu
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