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'rages in advancc. If the period had elapsed
there w., very littie doubt he might have

bMIOght bis action for wages as well as for

damuges': he might have laid his action for
damages mneasured by wages. It was so, de-
eided by this Court in Rice & Boscovitz. If,
-then)a, M fan may recover bis exact wages as the
fIneasure of bie damages, why may he not allege

th"t he could flot find any other work, and

'bring bis action for the whole terra at once?
t ItoIld lie bard to make a man bring an

action~ once a week as the wages accrucd.
TPhe iudgment was reversed i th cobts against

responderàt, 'lconsidering that the respondent

coflld flot go dlaim in advance wages which
Were flot due,) and which could lie the price
01n1Y Of respondent's services, and that under
these Circunistances the re8ponderit was entitled
OrIiIy to the wages due and aecrued when lie

l u s i t t e d h i a c i o 't, k J u d g m e n t r e f o r x n e d .
Barthe ) fousseau. e. Brassard for Appellants.

Q2/it4 St. Pierre for Respondent.

'VOUIBD (deft. below), Appellant; and SAuN-
n(Plff below), Respondent.

GC«t aUOf to retiliate-Couri-Jursdiction.
Ikid, th"t au action to resiliate a lase, where *r-

o'~W f 'Oflt or damages are also olaimed, must lie

111U2 r the Superior or Circuit Court accord-
ne the amount of rent or damages claimed la

*ihfl tii6 juriedjotion of the Superior or Circuit Court.
The. respondent sued in the Superior Court

fo $60, V'.p. -$2 7 for assessrnents, and $33 for
e'9 f rent, and he also prayed for the resi-

liatiofi Of the lase. A decllnatory exception
P1ekded by the appellant was rejected. In ap-
peul>

"'NC J, considered that the ex-eption
' ) 114  aye been maintained. It was flo

d 0 i a l ! c î q e t o , a n d t h e d c i s i o n s h a d

0' itradictorY, but the interpretation which
the Z&Jorlty Of the Court put upon the Code

%Ud f3ttte was. that where a claim for damages
or tell' lejOirjed wlth a demand for the resilia-

I&U f the. lase, the jurisdiction i' determlned

ýbyth anolntOfrent or damages claimed,
the annual value or rent of the1Q» eased.

*dis8eflting, thought that if tbe
or &a1l&i value was over $200,ý the action

"ldthe beau.e migbî properly be brouglit

in the Superior Court, though the arnouit cOf
rent due or damages claimcd by the action

might lie less than $200. If the action WaS

brought simply to resiliate, lhe plaintiff was

clearly entitled to go to the Superior Court;

wby then, because he asked something more

than the rescission of the lease, should he lie

coxnpelbed to go to the Circuit Court ? #

Moxr, J., also dissenting, did not see how the
Circuit Court could resiliate a lease wbere the

annual rent was perhaps a thousand dollars or

more, simply because tie plaintiff, in addition

to the demand for resiliation, asked Eomething
which. by itself would have corne- under the

juriadiction of the Circuit Court.
Judgment : ccConsidering tiat under Arts.

887 and 1105 C.P.C., actions to rescind a lease
must be brought in tic Superior or Circuit
Court, according as the amount of rent or

damages claimed is within tie jurisdiction of

tie Superior or Circuit Court," &c.
Judgnent reversed.

Forget J- Roy, for lhe Appel lant.
Loranger, Loranger e. Pelletier. for thc Re-

spondent.

Montreal, Dlec. 22, 1877.

.Preaent :-Cbief Justice DoitioN, and Justicee

moliK, ILMsày, TEssixa and CROSS.

THU QUUS2 V. GLABS.

Embezzlement-General Deficiency.

Held, that a clerk in a bank may bo convioted of
embezlement, on proof of a general *defleiency sup-
ported by evidence of unlawful appropriation, though
no preei*sum paid by any particular porion is proved
te have been taken.

On a Bcserved Case fro m the Queenls Bench,
Crown sida,

BÂMBÂTy J., remarked that the Court had
already decidcd in the case of Glass that.ge-e

rai deflciency would not support au indictOt
for larceny; nor would it ésupportan indict-

ment for embezziement ; but the B,.a.ried Case

did not turn on that. The question was whether

an indicîment for embezzlcmcult cOUld ot be

maintainedt unlees it wao proved that a, particu-

lar sum, coming from a particqlar pers0fl on a

particular occasion, was enibezzted. by the

prisoner. 'There was no doubt here that the

prisoner unlawfully appropriaîcd mùoneyý and

the jury iad thc whole-Matter before them. -.ý

DoRINoi, C. J., concurinfg, pointed out the im-


