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14 rsenlea4 on Evidence, vol. 3, No. 173, p.
.Ql )"aYs "gThe publication must be proved to

"6ttE been made win the county where the
~1 trial i8 had. if it was contained in a newspaper

P"itlted in another Stato-, yet it wiII be suffi-
'Cient to prove that it was circulated and readtl "iri the county. If it was written in one
COiint11Y and sent by post to a person in another,

'Ot8Publication i n anuther countybe otherwise
At %Renited to, this i.' evidence of a publication
4'lnthe latter count r."1

TbsOpinion is principaîly founded on the
7ebl'jh Case of Rez. v. lataon, and is gîven

IrkÇ'terieat;3rd vol., which treats specially of
Yidence in criminal prosecutions. But the

b1ý0 Wrhere a crime is committed inl s0 far as
re&td te jurisdiction of the Court, and tbe

DNace Whlert the right of action arose in a civil
tRae, are analogous matters And Greenleaf is
,eldýeltlY Of that opinion, for in Lis 2nd vol.,

ir1l011 treats of evidence in civil niatters, Le

Y8 , No. 416, p. 368 : diThe sending of a
lt bY the post is a publication in the place
I*ich the letter le sent."
14d by the foot note it will be seen that he

te hin1elf upon the English case of R. v. Wat-
1". he case ot R. v. Girdwo-gd is also in poinit.
%n aware that the decision in the case of
> 1Yv. Whit d- al., rendered flot long ago,

7%&district, is against me, but 1 arn sorry%t1 Ove not been able to bring niy own
tO coincide with it.

Th learned counsel for tLe defendants stated*t te 4gurentthat it was the postal atithor-
tiIZe 110' Publis hud tLe paper iu Quebec, but
%e 4 Potaî authorities are merely part of a

n154rerY Which the defendants knowingly
'*o 0'l f; tLey were not or<linary agents

%t ld have had an 'ýption to, act or not to

e tdven if' they had been such agents, the
'nt" would still Le ruspunsible fur whut

fore heinselves Lad doue per (àlurn aiid therc-

a 4 . Parcott for defendants.

Montreal, March 19, 1878.
PAPINEAU, J.

JANGER v. SAUVÉ.
a Lesee-.. Iectment, action of, may be

dfnbrou.g/a by Leïsme.defndnt leased a store from one

Dubord, and soma time after, sLe sublet the
same store te, the plaintiff, with the consent of*
thelandlord, who intervened in the lease. Sub-
sequently, tLe defendant having refued te, give
possession te the sub-tenant, the latter took
an action of ejectmcnt in his own name.

.F. X. Archambault, for defendant, contended
that the action in ejoctment pertained te tbo
lessor only.

The Court maintained the action.
J. Doutre, Q.C., for plaintiff.
F. .X. Archambault for d&fendant.

Montreal, March 15, 1878.
TORRANCE, J.

Tas GLOBs MUTUAL Lira hIsuRAiNcs Co. Y. Tms
SUNs MUTUAL Lirs IrisuRàAzi Co.
Non-r.-8ident-Power of Attorney.

The plaintiffs described theniselves as "tTii.
Globe Mutual Life Assurance Company, a body
corporate and politic, duly Iiicorporated ac'-
çording to law, and Laving its head office and
principal place of business in New York, in the
State of New York, one of the United States of
America, and having an office and doing busi-
ness in the City and District of Montreal."

The defendants mnved that plaintiffs, as non
residents, bc ordered to give security for costa;
but the motion was rejected by Dot-ion, J. (1
Legal News, p. 53) Ilconsidoring that plaintiffs
have alleged in tLeir writ and declaration that
they have an office and pla ce of buisiness in the
City and Disttict of Montreal, in tlîis Province,
where they carry on business, and that they
cannot be considerud as abseritces for the pur-
poses of the said motion."

The dcfeiîdants thien filcd a dilatory excep-
tion, praying for a stay of thc proceedinge un-
tii the plaintiffs slîotld have produced a power
uf httorney, und(r C.C.P. 120, as non-residents.

TOR:ýA-îCy. J., in givimg udgmvnt maintainiflg
tLe exception, rcf-rred to the djecision by Mr.
Jastice Dorion, that the plaittfis, doing busi-
ness in Moxîtr. al, and having,. made a depoBit
of $100,00(> with thje Minister of Finance at
Ottawa, under 31 Vit t. c. 48, did not corne
utider the ride of C.C. 29. '[bat decisioti being
contrary to the one rendured in Tite .Niagara
Diâtrict il1 utual v. Alaclad ane, 21 L. C. Jurist 224,
his llonor cousidered it proper to look te the
reason of the rule and tLe exceptions to it.
The mule had always ex.istud, and among the.
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