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ich.ase'r. This qualification of contracts would pretty effectually stop the prese“t
I11<1u1'f0us system of hawking about rubbish under the name of literature and 2
at a high price.—The Australian Law Times.

O’nglN:Eg’l;};L OF COURT BY NE‘WSPAPEI.{S.—OWing to the recent decision Lﬂf
contemn t o Cea and Parnell public attention has been much called to the 1a¥ In
that pt of Court by newspapers pending the hearing of legal proceedings:
at case, 1t will be recollected, the printer and the publisher of The Freemd”
f}f::m;l vev:s tfined £I.OO and costs f:or contempt of Court, viz.: the publication
hearilr)l P :n étllrll art'lclg commenting on the above suit before it came o2 .
- Dgl;l' other snmqaf motion was brought the other day in Dublin again®
¢ Dublin Evening Mail in connection with the yet unheard case of Lynch v
ngacafz., So,.too, in Peters v. Bradlaugh (4 Times L. R. 414), the editor of St.
t}fe;ihens Review, was fined £29 and all costs for inserting some paraprap ‘It
Had ;:]aper cal.culated to prejudice the defendant in the conduct of his defenceh
hea he not gl_v.en an ar'nple apology the fine would probably have been muc
heavier. . Political motives were held—and rightly held—in that case tO e
Justlf:lcatxc?n, but quite the reverse. ~Lord Hardwicke, C., in 1742, laid dowD f
classification of contempt of Court which has always b;en ’adopted., One kind'O
Svol:’tempt consists in .scandalising the Court itself; secondly, in abusing paf"d
O are concerned in causes in the Court; thirdly, in prejudicing mank{n
agamnst persons before the cause is heard. There c'a;mot says he, be anyth“’%
of gfeater consequence than to keep the streams of justice, clear ar,xd pures ?5
lr’lz‘:;::afrnfl); lEJrocfeed with safet'y both to themselves and their characters- 1d
be in coz;t erE}(l)re'—-to constitute contempt of Court—that the contempt Sh(;hat
o necess;u’, or that ft should be contempt of a Judge sitting in Court. 27 .
ceedings in) V:,Sh t }?t it shoul.d be a contemptuous interference with judiaal Ptof
the Tz, ot 1cf i]udge 1s‘actmg as a judicial officer. It is a contempt; *
ple is e gue’dl ° 1t’ e High Court, as a Judge of which he is acting. The pr‘lon-‘"
Distanéle iny app lcabl_e to a Master of the Court exercising judicial funC“tio
wher det’ér point of time or space, should be a matter taken into considerae i
fustioe - perle‘mng whether thex.'e has been an interference with the coul;‘sr[he
obi : c'wrd. E§her, M.R., in Re Johnson, 20 Q. B. D., 71. So again: i
ject of the discipline enforced by the Court in case of contempt is not t0 yin .
cate the dlgnit.y of the Court or the person of the Judge, but fo prevent undﬂh
lct;tszl'ffi.renceBwnh the adm'inistration of justice, and that is the question in eaf;s
case .bPer owen, L.J-', in Helmore v. Smith, 35 Chy.D., 455. It would no o
d.ru ¢, be worth the while of a Judge to take any steps, as far as his perso b
tlllimcgdli; concerned, but.attgmpts are often made by persons to interfere laﬂ
attack oni;y Co‘ljlrse of Justice. Sorpetimes, though rarely, it is done€ ipio?
by flatter oef)lll‘bge’ sometimes by trying to induce him to change his Oplseeﬂ
only too fna; ribery. T}_le most common mode (of which we have recent y i

witne y instances in Ireland) is by attacking, deterring, or frighté
sses. Another way is by commenting, and thus appealing to the pu
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