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settîng up the compromise as bindingupon thern. B~it Romnerj.
was of opinion that the defendants, rs purchase s from the
Arnerican company, were flot bound as privies in estate by il
j udgment recovered against their ver dors in îin aciAn commenceci
after the defendan% s had acquiri 1 1 eir title ; and that neither
was the fact of their having aF,,tsted ýn the deý'ence of tifr3 action,
or paid the couts, any groun àfor hol iing themi estopped by :he
judgment in the previoua -. tion; and as he found, as a niatter of
fact, that there were rc~cumstances e> isting which justified the
compromise, and tkat it w~as bindinj.- on the defendants, he
dismissed the actkin.

The Law Reports for May comprise, '1894) 1 Q.B., pp. 669-
8,'7; (1894) P-, PP. 149-190; (1894) 1 Ch., pp- 5971744; at
(I8&)4) A.C., pp. 69-21

LInEL-H.I\ ' ]2TO-INT'rRLOC>TO)RY !NJUNCTION PENDING 1-RIAL-EXHHilIO.fl

OF' IEFn'Y-()'TESrION FO<R JURY W>FTHt&R PLA!NTIFF ço'4 NTrD TO EXHIIu-
lTtoN-DscREr!O'4-JUDICAI-tURE ACT, 1873 (36 & 37 Vic-r., c. 66,S. 2,Ss

-(ONT'. juiv. AcT, s. 53, s.-*. 8).

jj Vonson v. Tussaud, (1894) 1 Q.B. 671, is a case which arose
out of the celebrated IlArdiamont mystery." The plaintiff hav-
ing been trîed for murder, and a verdict of "Il ot proven " having
been returned, the defendants, who had an exhibition of wax

,è AK-figures, forthwith added to their collection a portrait miodel of
~. ~ the plaintiff. wvhich they placed in a roomi leading to the "Cham-

ber of Horrors." This room also contained figures of Napoleon,
and ihree other persons, of whorn one wvas convicted of murder,.
another rommitted suicide te, avoid arrest, and another was a
person charged with having been coricerned in the alleged Ardla-

~,' ~*mont murdec, but who could not be found. In the IlChamber
of Horrors" were exhibited figures representing, for the most
part, notorious murderers and relics of rnurders, andi also a mode[
of the spot where the s,ý* sed Ardiamont miurder took place.
The plaintiff applied for an înterirn injunction to restrain the
exhibition of the figure of hiniself pending the trial of the action.
The defendants resisted the motion on the ground that the exhi-
bition was not libellons. The Divisional Court (Mathew and
and Collins, JJ.) granted the order, holding the exhibition to bc

eé libellous. On appeal, it appearing '.y further affidavits, filed that


