
that her ce idence could be mach more fully andi accur-
ately obtaincti if she werc flot ealled upon tn give it inl
open Court.' ani that; if site testified inl public there would,
in his opinion, lie great danger of a nervous collapse, whichi
mnight lie attended wvitI suirious consequiences.

Defendant was not r-epresenieti.

lioN Mît. E J ~1,ýxCIIFOI): It is to be rcembered
that hiere. as Îi Eniglant, the law is adruinistereti publicly
and opcnl *y, andi its administration is nt once >tubjeet to,
anti protectd by, tlue full and( seareluing figlit of publie
opinion andi public (rit icisfl. The openness anti publicity
of our Courts forîns one of the exceihances of oar practice
of the law, andinl the words of Lord .Just lue Fitzgerald, in
Mawdougall v-. Kiiht, [1889] 14 A. C. 194 at 206, adi-nits of
exception onir iii the rare cases of sncbli a elharacter that
publie morality requires that the proceedings sluould he
in camera in whole or in part. In eriminal trials iii Canada
the righit to exclude the pub~lic conferrcd upon the trial
Judgre l)v art. 645 of the Code is restrieteti to cases in

whihie Court considers the exclusion to bo in the inter-
est of publie mnorals.

Other exceptions occur in the case of wards of Court,
in luinacy proceedings and in actions regarding secret pro-
cesses, uvhere the paramount object of securing that justice
be doc would be doubtful, il not impossible of nttaiament,
if the hearîing were not in camera.

The reeit rase of &qott v. Scoit, [19131 A. C. 417, in
the Ilouse of Lords,, rcverisizig thle Court of Appeal, [1912]
p. 2 41, i s romarkable , not on4v for the strengîli of the Court
eoinposed of Lord ialdane, L.C., and1 Lords Hlalshury,
Lorchuirn. Aikinson and Shaw, each of whoîa delivered a
considereti jutigment, but for the widc fieldi covered by
their Lordsliips. and espccially for the -mimerons andi far-
reaehing propositions declareti to be the law of England
.regaý,rding the necessity (with the exceptions nientioned) of
haviîng ail trials open aud public.

The neat point for decision appeared to be unimportant.
It was merely whether an order to commit for contempt of
Court, matie because of the publication of proceedings held
in camera, in a case in the Court for Divorce and Matri-
monial Causes., was a judgment in a '<criminal cause or
matter,"' within the meaning of sec. 47 of the Judicature
Act, 1873-mn which case no appeal lay.

REID v. 2CULL.1914]


