
À LAW FOA' RICH ANDI POOR. 01

d, for The Ikeen irony of the celebrated j udge above referred to appears
)r the in hie remarks, %vhieh werc as follows:

becn, "I will tell you what you ouglit to have done; and if you say
-jVC as you did not; know, I mnuet tell you that -the law conclusively

Till presumes that you did. You ought to have instructed your
J sub. attorney to bring an action against the« hawker for damnages.
lastenl That would have cost you about a hundred pounds. When you

CUre. liead recovered substantial damages against the hawker, you
uit Jeýt would have instructed your proctor to sue in the ecclesiastical

d the courts for a divorce a mensa et thoro. That would have cost

very you two or three hundred patinds more. Mlien you liad obtained
held a divorce a mensa et thoro, you would have lied te appear by
ntrii counsel before the House of Lords for a divorce a vinculo,
laxa. matrimonii. The bill miglit have been opposed in ail its stages in
char- both bouses of Parliament; and, altogether, you would have

and had to spend about a thousand or twclve hundrcd pourids. You
'hich will probably tell me that you neyer hiad a thousand farthings
rich of your own in the world; but, prisoner, that makes no difference.

the Sitt-...g here as a Britishi judge, it is my duty to tell you that
tlue this'is vot a coimtry in which thero is oiie la-w for the ,-ich. and

tlie another for the poor."

iIigýOATIIS BY TELEPI O NE.

18. A reccnt case in the California Court )f Appeals (F~aiu-ban1cs-

XliiiMoi-se v. Getchell, 110 Pac. 331), discusses telephoning an oath
across a coun',y line to a notary public out of the jurisdiction of
the afflant, and holds that such an oath is void. The case assume%

the for the purpose of argument that an oath administcred by
the means of a telephone wvould be valid if the afflant were in the

same county as the notary when lie makes it, as decided in a
Texas case. MWe are not aware of any case in this country which

he ~decides the question as to whether an oath. eau be administered
by telephone, but we should imagine that such a procccding

i a 'would bo invalid. An affidavit cannot welI be said to be "sworn
before me," etc., whien the parties are miles apart, thougli they

f c.


