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Gl‘eenleuf, on Evidence, vol. 3, No. 173, p.
183y8:  « The publication must be proved to
«s Yo been made within ths county where the
“ f‘l is had, 1f it was contained in a newspaper
‘:innted in another State, yet it will be suffi-
N 'f",‘t. to prove that it was circulated and read
- colt 10 the county. If it was written in one
“op i'::'y and sent by post to a person in another,
bublication in another countybe otherwise
,‘eon*’llted to, this is evidence of a publication
i t?‘ﬁ latter county.”
® '8 opinion is principally founded on the
"Rlish case of Rez. v. Watson, and is given
Greenlears 3rd vol., which treats specially of
€hce in criminal prosecutions. But the
reg“d:here_a crime is committed in so far as
Plag the jurisdiction of the Court, and the
® Where the right of action arose in & civil
' 8t€ analogous matters. And Greenleaf is
w “e0ily of that opinion, for in his 2nd vol,
1% treats of cvidence in civil matters, he
88y8, No. 416, p. 368 : « The sending of a
t '; by the post is a publication in the place
Ich the letter is sent.”
N:E:-by the foot note it will be seen that he
on, mself upon the English case of B. v. Wat-
€ case ot R. v. Girdwood is also in poiut.
’,"':;1 8ware that the dccision in the case of
in ".’{ V. White & al., rendered not long ago,
thy, 18 district, is against me, but I am sorry
ave not been able to bring my own
to coincide with it.
¢ learned counsel for the defeadants stated
it :‘“’gument, that it was the postal author-
they, ho Published the paper in Quebec, but
%hi:‘)stﬂ-l authorities are merely part of a
. ue"}' Which the defendants knowingly
“he Wosel of; they were not ordinary agents
’ &ndu d haYe had an ~ption to act or not to
e ¢ven if they had been such agents, the
20ts would still be responsible for what

Cy
torg ;:‘emse]vcs had done per alium aud there-
T ge,

“Dini(,n

Exception dismissed with costs.
ng for plaintiff,
%Y & Turcotte for defendants.
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Montreal, March 19, 1878.
Paringav, J.
JaEger v. Savvs.

end Legsee— Fjectment, action of, may be
brought by Lessee. :

The
defendang leased a store from one

.

Dubord, and some time after, she sublet the
same store to the plaintiff, with the consent of
thelandlord, who intervened in the lease. Sub-
sequently, the defendant having refused to give
possession to the sub-tenant, the latter took
an action of ejectment in his own name.

F. X. Archambault, for defendant, contended
that the action in ejuctment pertained to the
lessor only.

The Court maintained the action.

-J. Doutre, Q.C., for plaintiff.

F. X. Archambault for defendant.

Montreal, March 15, 1878.
ToRRANCE, J.

Tas Grose MutuaL Lire Ixsurance Co. v. Tus
Scy Muroar Lire Insurance Co.
Non-resident— Power of Attorney.

The plaintiffs described themselves as % The
Globe Mutual Life Assurance Company, a body
corporate and politic, duly incorporated ac-
cording to law, and having its head office and
principal place of business in New York, in the
State of New York, one of the United Stats of
America, and having an office and doing busi~
ness in the City and District of Montreal.”

The defendants moved that plaintiffs, as non
residents, be ordered to give security for costs ;
but the motion was rejected by Dorion, J. (1
Legal News, p. 53) ¢ considering that plaintiffe
have alleged in their writ and declaration that
they have an office and place of business in the
City and Distiict of Montreal, in this Province,
where they carry on business, and that they
cannot be considercd as abscntces for the pur~
poses of the said motion.” :

The defendants then filed a dilatory excep-
tion, praying for a stay of the proceedings un-
til the plaintiffs should have produced a power
of attorney, under C.C.P. 120, as non-residents.

Torzaxce, J, in giving judgment maintaining
the exception, ref rred to the decision by Mr.
Justice Dorion, that the plaintifis, doing busi-
ness in Montr. al, and having made a deposit
of $100,000 with the Minister of Finance at
Ottawa, under 31 Vict. c. 48, did not come
under the rule of C.C. 29. That decision being
contrary to the one rendered in The Niagara
District Mutual v. Macfarlane, 21 L. C. Jurist 224,
his Honor cousidered it proper to look to the
reason of the rule and the exceptions to it.
The rule had always existed, and among the



