raferring the ilssues of fact or lav to

apother tribunsl or o & Jury in the scme

tribvunal. For if there was no such authority in

tne first instance there would be no pover wo enforce
its orders if they wvere disregarded in suen inde-
pendent investigation. Without authority o act
promptly and independently the courts could not
adminigter public justice or enforee the righats of
private litigants. Besselte v. Conkey, 19 U.8. 337."

These two cases state the geveral rule cn the subject.

I'ne federal Judges who hear and decide these cases are not foreigm
to the pecple of their scil and the erees in which they sit. They are
generally natives of thelr cocmmunities. Their roots are there. They
kpow the pecple, thelr customs, thelr prejudices, their capscity for
human petterment. These judges, in turn, are held in high esteem be-
cauge of their position, their legal background and learning, and their
etending ae citizens im the community. Such judges way be expected, as
experience has shown, to be utterly fearlees in iheir duty, to apply
the law wilhout faver, and Lo uphold it with utmost inotegrity. And
should there be any error in the application of the law or abuse of
authority, the court's decree in these contempt procecdings is eubject
to review on appeal in the Courts of Appeal and the Supreme Court. The
long reeord which these Courts heve deponstrated in protecting the
rights of defendants in contempt proceedings is persussive that all of
the protection which the law af'fords will continue Lo be extended to =11,

The argument has been made that criminal contempts in the past have
been relatively few In number, and therefore no great apprehension need
be exarcised sbout the irpact of the amendment. %his argument misses the
Poirt. It is the very threat of an existing eriminal contempt procedure
that 1s both speedy and effective which helps to tring ebout fuller
ectipliatee with lawv teday. This hes mede unnecessary resort to as Eary
eriminal contempt proceedings as would otherwiee have been required.

Put onece perpli tiils remedy to be weakened by wlihdrswing ithe means by
wileh legel orders and decrees may be promptly enforced, and the resulting
disreapect for the lawv will be harmful.

In most state courts also, the view has long prevailed that pro-
ceedings for eriminal conteept of court are not subject to the right of
trial by Jury. A few cases should suffice to illustrate the general
rule,

In the landwark Carter's Case, 96 Vir. 791, 816, the Supreme Court
of Virginia said:

"It was suggested in srgument that to maintein
the pesition that to entrust jurles with the powver
to punieh for contempts weuld impair the efficiency
and dignity of courts, disclosed a want of confidence
in that time-honored institutiom. May 1t not be said
in reply that to take {rem courts a Jurigdietion



