I ——————————— _ _
B e M A S B e e G

A LAW FOR RICH AND POOR. 639

d, for _ ‘ The Feen irony of the celebrated judge above referred to appears
or the B in his remarks, which were as follows:—
been, - 4T will tell you what you ought to have done; and if you say
Five us you did not know, I must tell you that the law conclusively
Till presumes that you did. You ought to have instructed your
0 sub. attorney to bring an action against the hawker for damages.
nasten That would have cost you about a hundred pounds. When you
cure, had recovered substantial damages against the hawker, you
ut let would have instructed your proctor to sue in the ecclesiastieal
d the courts for a divorece a mensa et thoro. That would have cost
very you two or three hundred pounds more. 'When you had ohtained
held a divorce a mensa et thoro, you would have had to appear by
ngli- counsel before the House of Lords for a divorce a vinculo
Jaxa- matrimonii, The bill might have been opposed in all its stages in
char- both Houses of Parliament; and, altogether, you would have
and had to spend about a thousand or twelve hundred pounds. You
‘hich will probably tell me that you never had a thousand farthings
rich of your own in the world; but, prisoner, that makes no difference.
 the Sitti. g here as a British judge, it is my duty to tell you that
)y the this is not @ country tn which therc is one law for the rich and
) the ancther for the poor.”’
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ing, OATHS BY TELEPIIONE.,
8. A recent case in the California Court nf Appeals (Fairbanks-
xim Morse v. Getchell, 110 Pac. 331), diseusses 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 assumes
for the purpose of argument that an oath administered by
the means of a telephone would be valid if the afflant were in the
tt;re game county as the notary when he makes it, as decided in a
op

Texas case. We are not aware of any case in this country which
decides the question as to whether an oath can be administered
by telephone, but we should imagine that such a proceeding
would be invalid. An affidavit eannot well be said to be ‘“sworn
before me,’’ ete.,, when the parties are miles apart, though they




