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CoNTEMP 0P COUBT-CONTEILPT BY Lti4ITED COMPANY-PUNI4SH-

MENT 0F CONTEMPT-FINE.

The King v. Hainmetd. d'914), 2 K.B. 866. This was an
app'ication against two limited companieq- and the managing
directors for an attaehment for contempt of cou~rt in printing
and publishing commenta calculated to prejudice the fair trial
of a certain indictment; at the C'entrai C.riminal Court. It was
contended on the part of the compin;ts that the motion wag
,nîsconceived because an attachment cannot issue against a
iîinited company; but the Divisjonal Court (Darling, Avorv,
and Rowlatt, JJ.) hrld that notwithstanding the form of the
application it wus competent for the court to punish the con-
teniplt in question by inflicting a fine on the companics, which was
accord ingly done.

LO'rTERY-PRIZE COMPETITION-E xER<?IýsE 0F SKI LL-L0TTER1E3

ACT, 1823 (4 GEO. IV. c. 60), S. 41-(R.S.('. c. 146, s. 2 Ï6).

Scott v. Director 'q k'ub'ic Prvsccutions (19141) 2 K.B. 868.
This wvas a case statcd by a justie, an iiiforniat-oî' was laid
under the Lotteries Ae, 1823 (4 Geo. IV. c. 60), against the ap-
pellant Scott for brcach of the Act. The appellant was the pub-
iislhcr of a ncwspaper in whieh he advcrtisc-d a competition
(allcd Bountica. A list of forty-two words wus given and com-
1, titors wcrc to ehose any of these words, and opposite the word
chosn werc to write two or threc other words hearing on the
invaning of the word chosen, and eaeh of the two or threc words
inust begin with anc of the letters in the w4ord ehosen aîi<l the
sain1e 12tter might flot be uscd twicc unless it aiso appcared twie
ini the waî'd chosen. The question ivas whethcr this was a Iottery
within thc îneaning of the Act and the I)ivisional Court (Lush.
Atkin aîîd Channeli, .JJ.) held that it wvas xiot because the coin-
petition called for the' exercise of, skill on the part of the coin-
petitors, and there wvas no evidenee that th2 nunibe- of colupeti-
tors was 8o large sa to niake it impossible for the sentenices to le'
(v<)IsidereU on thcir merits, and they, therefore, eoncluded that
the competition wau îot onc the resuit of which dcpcnded en-
tirely on chance. Sec R.S.C. c. 146, s. 236.

MORTGAGE OF BOOK 1>EBTS -- CIIOSF IN ACTION - ASSIGN MINT-

NOTICF 0F ASSIONMET-' ORDER AND DISPOSITION."

lit re Neal (1914) 2 K.B 910, although P lvinkruîptev case
deserves a brief mîention for the fact that it is deteî,niincd by
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