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o theRUSSELL & LEFRANGOIS.
81), the  case of Russell § Lefrancois, (5 L. N.
has, s Jjudgment of the Court of Queen’s Bench
Tustin n Rr'evex:sed by the Supreme Court, Chief
et lvi‘chle and Mr. Justice Strong dis-
sevor €. . he. Re‘spondent had the opinion of
Tustis Judges in bis favor, including the Chief
Jusﬁce of the Superior Court, the Chief
Courtea :nd Judge Strong of the Supreme
Dart.y,h:d .yct was unsuccessful. The winning
throg) § in her favor the four (or at least
the Chjiu?‘llor J udges of the Supreme Court and
five (if:h l{st{ce of the Queén’s Bench, making

hé oa t.emx judges satin the Supreme Court.)
n e mvol'ved the validity of a will depend-

g on the sanity of the testator.

4 QUESTION UNDER THE ENGLISH
LICENSE LAWS.

gr;lal:: Sheftield Justices are said to have been
beforeyt:;erplexed by a case which lately came
ot s em. A sharp-eyed policeman having
with ays:l;lg woman leaving a public-house
winutes jug of beer in her hand, some
" fr l.awf‘ul 'hours, the publican was
ploaded o tor infringing the law. His counsel
was & foo a..the be'er was not sold at all, but
boon oo e g}tt, and in that caseno offence had
ployod :lllmdx:ted. The young woman was em-
meals ther y at ti‘ae public-house, and took her
thiy Occaig, returning home late atnight, On
beer s caon she pre‘ferred to save her supper
the cogt,enrt:y back ‘vnth .her, and this formed
man, oo of the jug discovered by the police-
that this a8 scarcel'y attempted to be denied
Then amsepresentatlon squared with tho facts.
notth sne, however, another question—should
the giei PrI;er beer be considered a portion of
with the 1o b:)nuneratlon, and therefore bought
there ur of her hands? In that event

ould have been a “sale” in & certain

8ense, and iqui
ey a8 the liquid was carried away after

on

ou :’::::hoﬂence w01'xld have been committed.

admitting tel: l.land, it was argued that, even

for seryi ¢ Jug of beer to be part payment
Ce8 rendered, the transaction was com-

pleted at supper time. Besides, has not a pub-
lican the right to pay his employees at any
hour, day or night? The magistrates, it is said,
were 80 puzzled by these conflicting considera-
tions that they let the defendant off, but saved
their dignity by giving him “a caution,”’—the
caution, we suppose, being equivalent to the
legendary verdict: ¢ Not guilty—but don t do
it again!”’ .

THE OATH OF WITNESSES.

An opinion was delivered, Dec. 30, by Judge
Briggs, in the Court of Common Pleas, Phila-
delphia, in which he held that atheists and all
others who do not believe in a divine Being
and divine rewards and punishments are in-
competent to take oath in a court of justice,
The matter was brought up on a motion for a
new trial in the suit of Lucas against Piper,
the ground for the motion being that Judge
Briggs had admitted the testimony of Robert
Becker, who said that though he believed in
the Creator of the universe and in a supremse
power which would punish him here for false
swearing, he did not believe in God as com-
monly understood by the people, nor in a per-
sonal God, nor God as an entity. There was
no other evidence in support of the objection
to the witness. “ Something more is required
to render one competent as a witness,” said
the judge, “than a belief in a supreme power
simply as a power or principle, which may be
the resistless natural laws as exhibited by the
motion and operation of the elements, and to
violate which will surely bring punishment here
to the transgressor. The belief required by our
laws is & belief in the existence of an omnis-
cient being, who will impose divine punish-
ment for perjury either in this world or in the
next. If the belief be short of this it falls
under the ban of legal condemnation.” After
citing several authorities to sustain his ruling,
Judge Briggs continued: “It hence follows
that the faith of a witness should be a religious
belief of some kind in the existence of an om-
niscient being who will reward and punish
either here or hereafter for good and evil doings
—a belief in a power a8 exhibited by the force
of nature and calling it supreme, and yet to
ignore that that power is the handiwork of the
omniscient and omnipotent God, is totally in-
sufficient to meet the law’s requirements. Nor



