
It was furtiier urged that, if Mr. Freeman refused to
md, the order would be nugatoryý ail therefore shiould
be issued.c

Aýs to this it is suiEicient toj sa\ thlat 'lie Court wîll not
sumne that the defendant oii av bas cor il, anjd Sub1-
±eud te the jurisdietion only to set il, ordevr at d4se
ion tliis contempt lias nianifested ijtk,1f, it 14il1 be timle
,ugh to consider what relief (if an«y) can be given to the
itiff company.
Iu the meantîine the order will go with costs in the cause.
If t.he view of the learned counsel for the defenidants is
lit, lie wîlI have rendered good îservice by callillg atten-
i to an evil which will doubtless be Pr-ompt'ly met by an
quate remnedy. See au to this Maicdonald v. Nor .wich
ion Ius. Co., 10 P. R 462 at p. 46j4, last paraigrapli.
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flRITTON, J.-The aippval wais againjst the rulirng of the
sterin l admitting and rejeuting evidencee, thlat is, in) a]-
ing cert-ain questions te be put k>) a witiius ualloid on
alf of defendanta, aind ini disallowiing,,.a certain queiistionl

on creass-exainiriation of that witness. . . . Fllw
Markle v. Ross, 13 P. R. 135, 1 hiold thakt an appoal Iies


