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CONTRMIIT OF~ COR-OMTTI-RCE CA H-UBl",ON OF
PftOCELDINc;S IN CANIR4-FIVOL0UVS APPt CATION TO C0ImrNIT.-Cos1,

I re Mfaytindale, (1894) 3 Ch. 103, two or three points on the
law of contempt of court are decided. Iu the first place, Northj.,
decided that it is a contempt of court ta publish in a newspaper
an accaunt of proceedings had before th-, court iii caincra, as
thereby the very abject of the court in sa conducting proceedings
is defeated ; and that a newspaper is guilty of contempt
where, in its report of such praceedings, it states that they
were had iin camera, or the publisher liad reason ta know that
they Nvere sa had, and that bath the persan wvho supplied the
information and also the publisher or it were equally liable, In
this case, however, the circunistances were such as, iii the opin-
ioni of the court, ta be. sufficiently punished bY making the offend.
ing parties, who had flot intentianally been contemptuous, and
had apologizcd, pay the casts of the motion, But the learned
judge also held that the publishers of other newspapers who pnb-
lishied the proceedings, but without any information or kntovledge
that thcy had been conducted ini ccanura, wvere flot guilty of any
conteîupt, and the motion as against such parties wasdiise
with costs. This case is also rcported 8 R. I)ec. 207.

In re ý7nhns1wi, lills v. Yohi ston, (1894) .3 Ch. 204; 8 R. Oct.
131, wzis a suit for the construction of a will. The point wýas a
very simple onc. The testator gave ail his property ta trustces,
aund ilirected that certain spcciflecd siiîn,- of mnne slould be
îîîvustcd for the benefit of cach of his sons as they, respectively,
attained t\venty-one, ta be applied for their benefit and advance-
ment, as the trustees shauild think fit :and the wvill stated that
these several sums "should be judiciouslv investeci, as thev are
intended for the advancement and promotion in life of the'
respective recipients." Sorne of the sons, having attained t\vent%'-
one, clainied ta) be absolte-l\- entitled to their legacics. There
was no gift-over, and no discretion wvas given ta the trustees to
apply the whale or a part af the sums îi question for the hienefit
of the legatees, and the sole persans interested in the legactes
Were the respective legateeg, Under the cireutan,tces , S tir-
ling, J., was of opinion that the legatees, as they nttaincd twenty-
one, Nvere entitled ta their legacies, freed Foin any discretian an
the part of the trustees.


