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upon. But Mr. Wallace entirely misappre-
hended his position. This was not a con-
tempt for the non-payment cf money, or for
disobeying some order of the Court in the pro-
gress cf a suit, but a contempt levelled at the

Court itself, and which the Court lias the
autliority and the riglit to adjudicate upon cf
its own motion, witliout invoking the aid cf any
barrister, upon the production cf the olinoxicus
letter by tlie Judge te whom, it was addressed.
In Lechmere CharUion's case (2 My. and Cr.

316) Lord Cottenham, then Lord Chancellor,
pursued the course we have adopted here.
Letters having been addressed by Mr. Charl-
ton, a barrister and member cf Parliament,
to one cf the Masters cf the Court cf Chan-

cery, and to the Lord Chancellor, cf a highly
objectionable kind, and reflecting upon the

proceedings cf the master in an inquiry then
before him, lis Lordship, after directing copies

to be served upon the parties concerned (liere
there are no parties to be served), took notice
thereof in open Court, and after declaring that

the letter te the Master contained scandalous
matter, and that the conduot cf Mr. Charlton,
in writing the two letters, was a contempt cf

the Court of Chancery, passed an order that
lie Bhould show cause on a certain day, why
lie sliould not be committed to the Fleet

prison for lis contempt. Mr. Charlton liav-
ing failed te show cause, the Cliancellor, after
remarking that every writing, letter, or publi-
cation, whici lias for its object te divert the
course cf justice, is a contempt cf the Court,
and that every insuit offered to, a Judge in
the exercise cf the duties cf lis office, is a
contempt, concluded by ordering Mr. Charl-
ton's committal. This was eflected at a sub-

equent day, and the House cf Cominons
liaving refused te interfere, and Mr. Charl-
ton liaving made a suitable submission, and
expressed lis contrition for the offence lie

liad conimitted, lie was discliarged, after liav.
ing been in prison for three weeks. It will
lie seen, therefore, that we have guided our-
selves by a precedent of higli authority, while
Our riglit te, substitute a suspension frein
practice for imprisoiment is toc clear te, lx
disputed. It is proper also te, add, that w(
liave looked into the cases cf Smith v. Thi

Juaiicei of Sierra Leone (3 Moores P. C

Cases, 361 ; and 7 Moore's P. C. Cases, 11«)
In re Dowrne and Ârrindell (3 Moore's P. C.
Cases, 414), in the Privy Couneil, eited from
3rd and 7th of Moore's P. C. Cases, as well s
several others to, le fournd in let Knapp's
Reps., and lst and 8th Moore's P. C. Cases.
In addition to the teclinical and other grounde
we have thus disposed of; in the place of the

apology, which, as I have said, this Court
miglit reasonably have expected, and whieh
any judicious adviser would certainly have

recommended, Mr. Wallace produced an
affidavit made by himself, which aggravates
his offence, and is an accumulation of fresli
insuits. Had we thouglit fit, we would have
been justified in refusing to, receive this affi-
davit, or in interrupting hlm while reading it.
As we had already pronounced lis letter to
oe a contempt, it was not competent for him
to attempt a justification, and lie could show
cause only by denying, if he could, or if pos-
sible, explaining away or extenuating lis
offence. But we preferred affording him a
full hearing, and as no letter or affidavit of

lis could touch the reputation of this Bencli,
or any member of it, we allowed him to go

on without interfering. This affidavit is the

more inexcusable because in the nature of

things it could not lie answered. Parts of it

are founded upon hearsay, whidli is not evi-

dence, and in the most trifiing matters is net
admissible in this Court. Parts of it rest
upon the mere assertion of Mr. Wallace, at

variance with ail our impressions and' recol-

lections, but in whidi lie must pass of course

uncontradicted. And mudli of it relates to,

recent transactions in the knowledge of one

or other of the mnembers of the Bar, or of the

officers of the Court, and whidli are repre-

sented in a manner quite inconsistent with

the facts, and with the papers on the file.

We content ourselves with these general ob-

servations, for it is obvious that to descend
into details, and stoop to a vindication of this

Court, would lie a complete surrender of its
*independence and its dignity. If Judges forget

their duty, if they lay themselves open to, im-

putation, and are amenable to, censure, ade-

quate remedies are provided by the law and

constitution of the country. A single Judge

at every step is subject to control. Every
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