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frijth of the criticisms are all matters to be decided on by the iudo-e whos the aggrieved party. There is no appeal, and the critiLms^ Wxichlhejudge concerned might consider harsh, ill-founded and untrue and vh chhe might therefore punish with severe imprisonment, might in thJev«s

^S^and n::^ '' ^'^ ''''''' ^'^ "^ ^^'^ ^^^^^^^ ^^t larg^be coil^S

and un^aHel^r
^' '''^ ^"""' ''' ''' '''^''^ ^^^^fo^' -« -tremo

There is much authority, judicial and otherwise, in favor of nerfectfreedom lor criticism whidi does not directly interfere with the corse oflustice in any particular proceedinu, and which does not interfen> ge3lywith the course of JUS ,ce by intimidating or biasing the jurors witnesses

Z^'.nTn' ^^''^T,,/h^;-l"^i»i«tration o'f justice ch>peiu s In Tm^de

m

case
(
he Queen rs 1 he Bishop of Oxford, 4 Queen's Bench Division Tna^5oO) Lramwel L. J stated that " the sentences of judo-es malou rlt toh., and aiv criticized by laymen." In a debate which took place ?n theHouse of Lords, A^iril .Jth, 1883, Lord Fitzgerald said •_

court but outsidl the com t!an] n'o^ h Th^ P- n e^t^urelX^'^'d a^T^Jl
""'

/•" "^^5
place had no applicatiou They arose someUme? from peLches

'

bu oriicinT' T Tv.^imbhcation of newspaper articles m reference to lom^ /rltThl',,/
fmcipally from the

was then actually yoiuy on. This constri cHvo contemn/^lein , ,

^° !-''\' P^""' ""• "'*'''*

made a speech on local aflairsrin which he spoke lirespecuHv of tL ICIni'^'R^^'''';''
'^^

for that was called up and sentenced «un,marily to .^tS of imp.l menV f^^^^case, whore, m a petition to the corporation of I.oadon the mrtv d«rtl'„ m *"0'^«r
also used words disresnectful of the Kln,T'« rLm. T. ' ? ^- h helled the aldermen, and
before a jury, hut ^:lssTnuKr^^^^^^^^

"»'' '"'^t and tried

btfollou-ed:'ln modern times thir, owe.- o coL^^^^^^ h^it'f ""''r ""f* f?"''^
""''*"«'

in the newspapers which were though to b te^fe a Sh the I "
"1?"':"'''*'^^

^^,^t^^ -^'^-^^ '- -« whSriL^^tSSotvo^[-r-^,.,]^

Further on he says ;

an objection to the doctrine and nrictice ih^t h\ \Z,,^i P ,^° Ue had such,

maxim-. AV/./a/,,/ audeat, JJ^inol'^Tat itV'" He" neerS riafcon\n^ t''^crmio was in all cases contrary to the genius of th- EnMisT law nn/l H,„^-
<=''°*t'^"°''v.»

was^usualtointcrposeajury Vor the ,;;.otoction 'i^fi^'i^el^^L^a^;^^:^^

Lord Coleridge said in the same debate :—

pu Lurd^^eve. ^.eu i-erHons committed lor contempt exoept7n case^ where'^^o '.^ntompt


