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fldjﬂiﬂi"g apartment, calling out “ Papa, papa.” The doctor rose, and, on open-
ing the room door, he was alarmed to find smoke in the lobby ; and on pro-
ceeding to the room in which his sons slept, he learned that they had been
awakened by smoke and the cracking of glass. It was quite apparent then
that the house was on fire ; and after leaving his boys in the lobby leading
from the street door, he rushed up to the attic flat, pushed open the door of
the servant’s sleeping-room, and called out Elizabeth, but received no answer,
The apartment was so completely filled with smoke that he could not enter ;
and on proceeding down stairs for the purpose of raising an alarm, the bell
rang, and he admitted the constable. Dr Pritchard told him that the servant
slept on the attic flat, and on proceeding thither, and reaching the door of
the apartment, they were unable to proceed farther in consequence of the
smoke and flames. The alarm was immediately conveyed to the Anderston
Police-office, and then to the central engine station, by telegraph, and the
brigade was speedily in attendance, and extinguished the flames. On enter-
ing the sleeping apartment on the top flat, a sad spectacle presented itself.
The poor woman, whose name was Elizabeth M‘Girn, was found in bed dead,
her body being a charred mass. The bed was placed at the north-west corner
of the room, and the body lay at the front of the bed, the head towards the
west. The body was lying on its back, the left arm being close by the side,
and the right arm appeared to have been in a bent position; but the fire at
this part had been so strong that the arm, from the hand to the elbow, was
entirely consumed : the head was a charred mass, and the flesh was burned
off the breast, the ribs being visible. The limbs of the deceased were com-
paratively uninjured, in consequence of being protected by stockings and
blankets, but the toes, which had not been protected by the blankets, were
charred. The fire had evidently broken out at the head of the bed, because,
at this part of the apartment, the floor was burned through, and the joists
forming the roof of the drawing-room were considerably charred. The roof
of the house, with the exception of a portion at the back, was entirely de-
stroyed. Dr Pritchard, on returning home, about eleven o’clock on Monday
evening, observed that the servant’s apartment was lighted. He entered the
house, and, contrary to his usual custom, he did not call her to ascertain
whether or not he had been wanted. After visiting the apartment in which
his boys slept, for the purpose of ascertaining if they were comfortable in bed,
he retired to rest about twelve o'clock. It is said that the poor girl, who has
met such an untimely death, was in the habit of reading in bed; and the
supposition is that, after she had fallen asleep, the gas jet, which was close
to the head of the bed, had ignited the bed-hangings, and that the deceased
had been suffocated by smoke. This is the more apparent from the position
in which the body lay, because if the deceased had not been suffocated while
asleep, she would have made some attempt to escape, and been found in a
different position. The neighbour servant of deceased happened to be out of
town with her mistress, and possibly, in her absence, the girl M‘Girn had
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of the deceased. The official determination of this point having fully confirmed the sus-
picions entertained against the prisoner, it was resclved to prosecute wider investigations
into a case that had now assumed a grave and mysterious aspect. The next step taken
was to order the exhumation of the body of Mrs Taylor from the Grange Cemetery. This
was done upon the 31st March, and the vital parts were preserved for chemical analysis.
The analysis was conducted by Professor Maclagan, Dr Littlejohn, and Professor Penny,
of Glasgow ; and, after a protracted examination, a report was given in, which attributed
the death of Mrs Taylor, like that of her daughter, to the presence of antimony. On
thez important facts being elicited, Dr Pritchard was fully committed on the charge of
murder.

Since the memorable case of Madeline Smith, no criminal trial which has taken place
in Edinburgh has been looked forward to with such deep and general interest by the
public. The smallest serap of information likely to throw any light upon the matter has,
since the incarceration of the prisoner, been eagerly sought after, and not a few specula-
tions have been hazarded regarding the final result, Nor has the interest been confined
to Glasgow, where Dr Pritchard was so well known, and where his high position as a
citizen brought him prominently before the notice of the community. The merits of the
case in all their bearings have been keenly canvassed in every part of Scotland, and have
also awakened a large share of attention in England. The mystery that ever attaches to
cases of poisoning, the double erime of which the prisoner is accused, his near relationship
to the deceased ladies, and the respectable profession to which he belonged, have all con-
tributed to this result. The fact, also, that there is an apparent absence of any motive
for the commission of a erime of so aggravated a character, has added to the interest
felt in the case, and has naturally increased the curiosity felt by the public in regard to
the evidence which may be in possession of the authorities to prove the crimes which
they have charged against the prisoner, Representatives of the press from Liver-
Eucrl, Manchester, Leeds, Newcastle, Shields, Dundee, Glasgow, Dum.\l":‘rga, and a num

er of other places, have come to Edinburgh to attend the trial, and for these cxtra
accommodation has been provided in Court. Several improvements and alterations
have during the week been carried out in the Court and the adjoining rooms,
mmtﬂ the comfort of the large number of witnesses and others attending the

Shortly after eight o'clock this morning, Dr Pritchard was conveyed from the Calton
Jail to the lock-up room below the High Court of Justiciary. He was driven up in the
ordinary police van, the presence of wgich in the streets gave intimation to the public
that the prisoner was being removed for trial. Large crowds of people were y
attracted, and numbers followed the van as it drove up the High Street in the hope of
gaining a glimpse of its occupant. Beyond the curiosity thus excited, however, the re-
moval was effected with great quietness. :

Half-past nine o'clock was fixed for opening the doors of the Court to the publie, but for
a considerable time before that hour numbers of people began to assemble in Parliament
Square. As was to be expected, the applications for seats were greatly more numerous
than the Court-room could accommodate ; and with the view, therefore, to prevent con-
fusion, and to afford the greatest possible convenience to those who were to take part
officially in the proceedings, a series of regulations were issued making arrangements for
ingress and egress. These regulations state that no one, except the judges, will be
allowed on the bench without an application to the Court; that no one will be allowed
within the bar except those engaged in the case; that no one, except reporters, will be
admitted at the door of the reporters’ seat, which is situated immediate be;und the dock;
that the side seat opposite the jury-boxis to be kept exelusively for the Gllasgow reporters ;
that two seats behind the Faculty seat will be kept for reporters of the provincial press;
and that one of the side galleries will be kept for advocates. Admission to the public
side-gallery was obtained by special order. Those having special tickets of admission
were admitted previous to the doors being opened, so that by hali-past nine a good number
of people had assembled in the Court. As soon as the doors were opened a rush for seata
t.och place. In a very short time the whole available space devoted to the accommoda-
tion of the public was taken possession of by those privileged to be present. The galleries,
both upper and lower, were packed, and every inch of standing-room was gradually
occupied. As the hour for the commencement of the trial approached, the greatest ex-
citement prevailed among those in Court, and anxiety to catch the first glimpse of the
prisoner as he should enter the dock was generally manifested. . .

At three minutes past ten the prisoner came up the steps, and took his place in the
dock. He was dressed in deep mourning, and, on taking his seat between the two police-
men, he removed his hat, and gazed quietly around him. He is a tall, sbout, well-built man,
rather prepossessing in appearance, and with striking sharply-defined fuuj:uru:.f hi];[? WEE
his hair long, is slightly bald, and has a large bushy beard, The expression coun







the writer (Mr Adair) had received a summons to attend the trial of Dr Pritchard as a
juror, and was likely to be drawn, and stating that his business urgently required his

attendance during

e week, and that, moreover, he had formed a strong conviction in

regard fo the case; and concluding b uesting Mr Strachan, if he came i tact
with the counsel, wig get an old nequmiﬁcu ﬂtﬂguf the dﬂemm;.." i
Mr Clark, after reading the letter, stated that he would leave the matter to his Lord-

ship.

The Lord Justice-Clerk—It is a mere device to get escaping as a juryman. Let Mre

Adair go to the box.

Mr Clark rose and said—Then, my Lord, I challenge him peremptorily,

Mr Adair was accordingly allowed to leave,

The following gentlemen were then empannelled as the jury -—

Robert Graham, dairyman, Broad Wynd, Leith.
ﬂmr;gﬂ ELM. writer, T Cambridge Et{mt.. Edin-
urgh.
Thomas Legat, farmer, Pinkiemains.
“dﬁﬁ Tuarnbull, grocer, High Street, Porto-
i
Jaolin Blair, merchant, North Berwick.
Janies Charles, ironmonger, 18 Broughton
Btrect, Edinburgh,
Thomns Il:lgliu, grocer, 11 Lothian Street, Edin-

burgh.
David ;Furrin, shipowner, Baltic Street, Leith.

Thma:un: %tu-k. tobaceonist, 81 West Port, Edin-

TR,
John Brown, flesher, Peniouilk,
Robert Frater, farmer, Law, Linlithgowshire.
Thnmu:athThnmnn, grocer, Elmfield Bigl.ma. Dral-

keith,
o uhl‘ti: Ha.li.;hiw:m. cabinetmaker, 7 Vennel, Edin-

urgh.
William M‘Cartney, sea-gravel merch b
Btreet, Fisherrow, ks gt
William Young, blacksmith, Raw Bmithy, Kirk-
newton.

The evidence for the prosecution commenced at half-past eleven.

Sir ArcHIBALD ArisoNn—By Mr Gifford—I am Sheriff of the county of Lanark.
[Shown declarations dated 22d March and 21st April 1865.] These declarations were
emitted by the prisoner at the bar in mF presence freely and voluntarily, in his sound
and sober senses, after receiving the usual warning.

Perer MorroN—DBy Mr Gifford—I am a clerk in the Sheriff-Clerk's office, Glasgow.
[Bhown declaration dated 22d March 1865.] That was emitted by the prisoner at the
bar in my presence, freely and voluntarily, in his sound and sober senses, and after being
duly warned.

Roserr WiLson—By Mr Gifford—I am a clerk in the Sheriff-Clerk’s office, Glasgow.
[Shown declaration dated 2Ist April 1865.] This was emitted by the prisoner in my
presence in his sound and sober senses, freely and voluntarily, and after receiving the
usual warning,

The SBolicitor-General moved that the medical witnesses for the Crown should be
allowed to be present in Court during the evidence to be given of the facts.

Mr Clark said he had no objection to that, and made a similar motion as to the
prisoner’s medical witnesses. He, however, objected to their being present at the giving
of scientific or medical opinions.

The Court granted both motions, with the gualifications proposed by Mr Clark,

CATHERINE LaTTIMER—By the Solicitor-General—I am a widow. I was at one time
in the service of Dr Pritchard, the prisoner. I was with him for ten years. I left his
service on the 16th of February last. I was cook. A brother of mine became unwell
and died in Carlisle in October last. I left Dr Pritchard's house in October to visit my
brother. He was dead when I arrived. I was away about a fortnight. Mrs Pritchard
was living in the house when Ileft. She was quite well when I left. She had not been
complaining then that I knew of. They were living at that time in Clarence Tlace,
one of the divisions of Sauchiehall Street. I cannot give the date when I returned,
but it was in October. When I returned to Glasgow, Mrs Pritchard was not very
well ; she was complaining. What was the matter with her? She said it was
cold. The house consisted of four floors, one of them a sunk floor. On the sunk
floor there were two bedrooms, kitchen, larder, and cellar. Before I left in October,
and after my return, Mary M‘Leod was the other servant in the house; she was
the only other servant. She and I slept together on the sunk flab. On the dining-
room floor there were consulting-room, dining-room, and pantry; the diningroom
was to the front, and the consulting-room and pantry to the back. The drawing-room
floor copsisted of drawing-room, ante-drawing-room, and two bed-rooms. One of these
bed-rooms was called the spare bed-room. One of the children slept in the other bed-
room sometimes, and latterly it was occupied by Mr King, who boarded with Dr
Pritchard. He came in October, and after he came he had that room. The floor above
consisted of two good bed-rooms and a nursery, and another small bed-room, Dr Pritchard
and his wife slept in one of the bed-rooms, one of the children slept in another, and two
of the children in the nursery. Thomas Connell, another boarder, slept in the small
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The Solicitor-General—Do you think you can
day were you to have left her service? { was mmeitthznd&iii 2{11 %‘?ﬁm Oél wglat.
T BEIVAL is the reason you remained on till 16th ?
Yes, on account of her illness and the other servant 31;u:t- havi e
remember that she had been very ill upon the night before you wﬁgt:uﬁ; lz‘fth? %Ou ;
I should have left next day, and would have left had it not been for that. That 3
the 1st February? Yes. Tell us what was the first thing you saw wron w‘thLu o
the 1st Fabrun.g? It was gickness and cramp. When did it come on ! ntgwh.lw.t timr flti
the day?! In the evening after dinner; about six o'clock. When had she dinner? ?3
:E:ifnthﬂ; and ff}h:: r;’ﬁlﬂmk. ; Didththe prisoner dine with her? Yes, I think ngr W;
the day you r sick in the pantry? Yes. Was that the only day yor
her sick in the pantry? The only day. Then we have got th S o o e
now; the day before you were to have left, viz., the 1st ﬂigaFﬂbrfmf;t? D".f!'ill?& mug?g
she come from to go to the pantry? From the dining-room, Was the doctor in ti;
house at the time? I cannot say. Did you go to assist her? Yes, sir, I did Did nh:
call for you? She rung the bell for me, and Ig;rnnt upstairs. What bell] Her bed.
hﬁll:ll:.l.h :ELL‘h:d ImJ_d g::_-ue é;l%:tﬁlirﬂ.rhemlf, had she? Yes. -
e Lord Justice- —That was her o pstairs
YH';, ol e A el wn bell she rung, after ghe had gone u 2
he Solicitor-General—How long after you heard the sickness i i
that she rung the bell? About half an huui or twenty minutes, D;]dl ;E: E.:n 11?; WET'Ee;F
And how did you find her? Veryill. Was she in bed? Yes. With her clothes on?
Yes, with her clothes on. Did she speak to you? Yes, sir; she said she had quite lost
her senses, Just try to remember the words she used. She said, “ Catherine, I have
lost my senses; I never was so bad as this before.” Did she mm‘pl.u.iu of anythi g in
particular? No, sir; she took cramp directly after. After you went up? Yes You
mean the cramp seized her after you went up? Yes, sin Where did the eramp affect
her? In her hands, and down her side. Her tongue was affected, she said.

By the Lord Justice-Clerk—It appeared to affect her speech a little.

The Solicitor-General—Did you observe the state of her hands? The fingers of her
band were straight out, and the thumb twisted underneath. Did she seem to have no
power to put them straight? No, sir. How did she look, what was her face like?
Rather flushed. Did she say any more than you have told us? No, sir. Did she not
tell you to get anybody, did she not ask for the doctor? No, she did not ask for the
doctor then., The doctor was not in the room? No, he was in the eonsulting-room, I
think. Did you not go to the consulting-room, and call him up? I went down stairs
for ]::m; and called him up, and he came. He came from the consulting-room? I think
he did. Did he go up with you to the bed-room? Yes. Did he give her anything?
Yes, I think it was a little spirits and water. The first that he saw of this attack of
illness was when he went into the bed-room with you? Yes, sir, as far as I know. What
did he say, or did he say anything at all? Not that I remember. What did he do? He
rubbed her hands with me. Did you say anything about the cratap? I said it was very
strange. Did he make any remark? No, sir; not that I remember. Did his wife say
anything to him? No, sir; I did not hear her say anything particular. She seemed in

in. Where was the pain? It was cramp in the stomach.

The Lord Justice-Clerk—What did you say about her stomach? There was pain
there, sir.

The Solicitor-General—The cramp was painful, and she felt pain in her stomach? Yes.
Did she tell her husband that she hpa.d been insensible? I mnrll}:;n remember that. I can-
not say whether she did or not; but she said so to me. How long did you remain with
her? Till she was quite free from the cramp, How long was that? About half-an-hour.
About what o'clock would it be when you left her? Perhaps about seven. Did youn
leave her husband with her? I think he was with her. 'When did you next see her?
I saw her that night again about nine or ten o'clock. How was she then? She was
easier then. She was much better. Was she in bed? Yes; she was taken down to the
spare room. The doctor ordered a fire to be lighted there for her. That is a bed-
room off the drawing-room? Yes. Was she able to walk down? No; the doctor car-
ried her down. Did you see her that night again? Yes, later the same night. It was
about eleven o'clock when I saw her last. How waa she? Better. But not well? Not
well, sir. 'When did you see her next after that? I would see her next day. At what
time?! About eleven o'clock in the forencon. Was she in bed? Yes. How was she!?
A good deal better. What did she complain of, or did she complain of anything? She
did not complain of anything. Did she not complain of weakness? No. Did she com-
plain of sickness? No. Nothing about that? Nothing, How long did she remain in
bed? She remained in bed from that time, How long? Perhaps nearly a week—till
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ﬂ;hl:;;tz :oyri :Iuatica{:lark—'fuu mean she had been in the spare bed-room about a fort-
e Solicitor-General—If she went to the spare bed-room on the 1st February and
ramm?ned there for a fortnight, it would be the 14th when she went back to her owrlfbudv
TOoOm

The Lord Justice-Clerk—The second attack would be very soon before you left?

es.

The Solicitor-General —When you heard her cry out about midnight, was it before her
mother came, or after? It was before. Just think a little. Was ﬁmt. not the night Dr
Cowan left? Yes, I think that would be the night that Dr Cowan left. I thought she
1};&11 had no cramp before Dr Cowan came, but I think she had had the first attack before

@ came.

The Lord Justice-Clerk—You were confusing those two attacks together? Yes.

The Solicitor-General—You now remember it was the 1st of February, the day before
you should have left, that she was taken ill about six o'clock in the afternoon, and r
for you, after she had gone up into her bed-room ; and it was after she had returned to
her own bed-room upstairs, and you think on the night Dr Cowan left, that she eried
out with pain about midnight? Yes. When you heard the calls of pain from the bed-
room, what did you do? I went upstairs to see what was the matter. What did you
see ! Mrs Pritchard was in bed, seemingly in great pain. Anybody with her? The doctor
was with her.

The Lord Justice-Clerk—You mean the prisoner? Yes.

The Solicitor-General—And his wife, Mrs Pritchard, was in bed? What state did she
seem to be in? She seemed to be under the influence of chloroform. She said she had
taken chloroform.

The Lord Justice-Clerk—Then she was not insensible? She told you she had taken it?

es,

The Solicitor-General—She knew you, and spoke to you? Yes. And said she had
taken chloroform? Yes. Was she much excited? Very much. In what state was the
prisoner himself! Quite calm. He did not say anything. He stood by Mrs Pritchard,
and tried to soothe her. 'What more did she say to you? She called for a doctor. She
said she would like to see another doctor. Tell us the words she used. She said, “I
want to see Dr Gairdner : fetch Dr Gairdner.”! That was in the presence of her husband ?
Yes. Was it to you she said that ? Mary M‘Leod entered the room just after that, and
she sent Mary off for the doctor. Did you notice her hands? Yes. What state were
they in? They were all drawn together with the cramp. Was she ecalling for another
doctor before Mary M‘Leod came into the room? I did not hear what she said before.
Mary M‘Leod came straight in after me. Did you do anything to her hands? I rubbed
her hands till the cramp left them. Did Mary M‘Leod bring Dr Gairdner? Yes. Did
he come immediately? Yes. Did you hear Mrs Pritchard tell the doctor what was
the matter? Yes, she told him she had taken some chloroform, and she did not
blame the doctor—that she never liked chloroform. Did she say who had given it
to her? No; she said, “I do not blame the doctor.” She meant Dr Pritchard. She
did not tell you that he had given her the chloroform? No. Did she complain of
having been sick that night? No, she did not complain at that time. At any time that
night did you see the mark of vomiting? No, not that night. Had she any champagne
that day that you know of? No. Orany wine? No, Was she in the habit of taking
wine or spirits of any kind { No; she was very temperate. Did you, during the whole
time of your service, ever see her the least under the influence of drink? Never. Had
she any vice of that sort? No. When did she take her last meal the night when you
heard her ery about midnight? T cannot tell anything she had except a cup of tea that
night. That was the last thing she had, as far as I know. Did you remain with her all
night? Yes. Did the prisoner remain also? No; he went into another room. He went
into the spare bed-room? Yes. In what state was Mrs Pritchard during the night?
Very quiet and calm., Was she any trouble to you? No. Did she sleep? Onlya little.
Did she complain of thirst? Yes. Do you mean that her thirst was remarkable? Not
very remarkable. Did you give her anything? Just water. Did her thirst continue
next day? I think it did. But not very remarkable? No. Did you attend her next
day? I was in the room two or three times. Was you there gufﬁcmnﬂy long to see that
she required drink ! Yes. Was anything got for her? 1 just gave her water and a
little ice in it. Did she seem to be very weak during the night and next day? Yes,
very. 1 believe Dr Gairdner called the following day ! Yes. Were you present .whm:;
he saw her? No. Then it was after Dr Gairdner’s last visit that Mrs Taylor came !
Yes. Now, I wantyou to think back upon the occurrences of that night. When you went
up to the bed-room and heard her ery out with pain about midnight, tell us whether
you did not hear her say anything beaigaa what you have already said Lere. Did you hear
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had with Mrs Taylor. Did she say what was wrong with her? No shé did not 7-
thing about her sickness? No, she did not mention tl:Ea sickness. Did yon see Mrs Prmci:?d
herself? Yes; after Mrs Taylor's death I saw her. Bub upon that Friday? Yes, I
saw her. I wasin Mrs Pritchard's bed-room when I asked Mys Taylor that question, and
when Mrs Taylor told me that she was better and worse. How did Mrs Taylor herself seem
at that time ! She looked wearied, and not so well, I thought; but she d.lniy not complain of
anything, She was up and dressed? Yes, and goingabout. Before you left, Mrs Taylor
slept with her daughter on the high floor, I believe? Yes, always while she was there.
%l]ig Iém{.\d J uug:e-ﬂlark——h the same room? Yes,
olicitor-General—And acted as her nurse and attendant as a mo i
ex%a;teé '1;:1 do? Yes, iy
e Lord Justice-Clerk—The prizoner did not sleep with his wife at that ti ;
He slept down staira? Yes. ;i o . e
The Solicitor-General—After Mrs Taylor came, did you continue to make all her food,
or did Mrs Taylor make some of it herself? Mrs Taylor made some of it herself. It was
not your duty to attend upon her at her meals, and to take up her dinner or tea, and you
cannot speak about that?! No, I took her up very little. Sometimes I took her up
a potato; she likeda potato, and said it stayed best with her—and sometimes a poached
egg. But anything prepared in the kitchen was cooked either by you or by Mrs Taylor
after she came? Yes. When did you call again after this Friday ¢ On Monday morn-
ing. You were there the Monday after Mrs Taylor died? Yes. And that was w ou
first heard of it? Yes. Who did you see that day? Dr Pritchard was in the lobby
when I went in. Did he say anything to you or you to him? He said they had a sad
house to-day. The two servants were standing in the pantry, and I went past him to

them. I asked what was the matter, and they said Mrs Taylor was dead and taken to

Edinburgh. Did you see Mrs Pritchard? Not that day. When did you next see her?

Fa

H
]

1 think it waa the next day—Tuesday. Wasshe in bed? She was just coming out of

her bed-room into the drawing-room. Did you go into the drawing-room with her? Yes.

How was she? She was very poorly, and in grief about her mother. Was she very

emaciated—very thin? Yes, very thin. And weak? And weak. Did she tell you any-
thing about her health at this time! No,she did not. Do you remember preparing
some tapioca for Mrs Taylor and Mrs Pritchard? Yes, well. Do you recollect what day

it was! Itwould be a few days after Mrs Taylor came to the house. Do you remember

the day of the week? 1 scarcely can. Didn't you forget to get it on the Saturday?
Mary M‘Leod went to order it for anything that { know. I did not see who brought it.
Is there anything that brings to your recollection that it was a Monday? I cannot bri
that to my recollection. But it was shortly after Mrs Taylor came? Yes. Who urdﬂf:;g
ou to prepare it? Mary M‘Leod told me that Mrs Pritchard would like a little tapioea.
%hﬂ brought the message to you to prepare it? Yes. Where did you get the tapicea !
It was brought from Burton and Henderson, the grocers. Who gaveitto you? I cannot
positively say. It was brought down into the kitehen. I think very likely Mary M‘Leod
would bring it to me. What was it in? In a paper bag. Had the bag been opened ap-
parently when it was brought to you? I did notnotice whether it had been or not. You
made some tapioca?! Yes. Did you take it to the ladies or send it up? There was

about half a breakfast cup full made, and Mary M‘Leod took it up to the dining-room to

Mrs Taylor. She said she was not to take it to Mrs Pritchard herself, but that Mrs

|
L]

Taylor would take it to her. Do you know how long it stood after it was made beforeit ,'

was taken up? It stood about half-an-hour or twenty minutes in the dining-room.

Mr Clark—How do you know ? Mary M‘Leod told me that it was there.

The Solicitor-General—Did you see it there yourseli? No, I cannot say I did. Then
you know nothing about it except what Mary M‘Leod told you? Nothing. Did you
speak to the ladies about the tapioca afterwards? No. Did you say anything to them about
its not being very nice? I asked Mrs Pritchard how she liked the tapioca, and she said,
% It was not very good, Catherine, it was rather tasteless;” and I think Mrs Taylor made

an observation of the samekind. Did you yourself not say that it would not be very nice?
1 said it was rather thin made, being the first that I had made, and that if I had known

it would stand so long, I would have made some fresh. I thought the standing had made
it worse. That was in consequence of what you had heard about its standing so long?
Yes. Did you yourself put anything into the tapicca? No. What was in it besides
water? Nothing but the tapioca and the water. Anysalt? I don’t think there was salt.
or pugar in it. Mrs Pritchard liked to put sugarin anything she got herself. But you
put no substance into it that could hurt anybody? No. Nothing at all? Nothing. Did
you put anything into any of the food which you cooked? No. What was done with
the packet of tapioca after you had made some for the ladies on that occasion? Just left
it in the closet in the kitchen. Did you find it in the closet after the prisoner was :}Ppra-
hended, along with the police? When Mr Gemmell asked for it I told him what I" had
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You were in the service of Dr Pritchard i

yuuﬁuh th“ﬂ? ﬁIfn Whithaunda.j- 1863. Wer::‘ ygiulg::;a:f:ﬂ?l;i: Lurzﬁ' Eﬂn 'i"d;&

wou e under fifteen when you went, were yo . i

%uﬂi:l, going to Carlisle ;;Jdnag her brother? F'E'l:!i '\Y’rf:E H-R:uPﬁﬁamr? ;ﬁ:ﬂthsl:]:ii;ﬁ:
erine was away, or did she turn ill when she was away? She hada li

was well otherwise! Yes. And did her cold il B gl AL

Erns. "i;}au kn;w that she went to Edinburgh u.b:l?;..l :1111::::;3 gfmmcil&r f;rhna:n;:ﬁ::_z;

?. t-nl:i:;’r fE::EEE’u the time that she first took ill, when Catherine was away and her
Eg}'nt‘iliﬂg = pa-rti:rﬂ?rwmwhnzrﬂ]:%lth g;li.nnra]]y mbi or bad? BShe did not complain of

! . @ sometimes si i
Did you see her sick g'oumelf‘! Yes. Was ﬁl:; vamif:i:ag;ha"i’wu:nt t\:’fﬂlﬂ: I:Eill:m?f:::
quent or seldom? She was often sick. Before she went to E;:linburgh was she often
sick! Not g0 often as she was after she returned, but still often You had ch of
attending her bed-room? Yes. When was she generally sick—at what time n;r%: ?
Sometimes in the afternoon. After dinner? Sometimes after dinner, and numaﬁm};a
before dinner. Before she went to Edinburgh, was she confined to bed for some time
I do not mean immediately before, but some time before Catherine returned from Car-
lisle? Yes. How long, according to your recollection? Not very long. Did she eve
Pass a day: without being sick and vomiting! Yes. Was that immedi;ut;aly before e.h:
went to Edinburgh, or further back? 1 mean, did she get better for some time before
she went to Edinburgh? Before that, and when she was confined to bed, was she gene-
rally sick every day? Sometimes she was not sick every day. Then nlljjrou can o is
that she was very often sick, but that she sometimes got better before she went to ﬁu—
burgh? Yes. Was there any doctor attending her besides her husband before she went to
Edinburgh? No. Did she get any medicine, so far as you know! Yes. What medi-
cine! Icould not say what. What like was it—powder or liguid? Liquid. And what
colour? White. Did you procure it for her? Yes. It was some white liguid in a
doctor’s bottle? Yes. Was it clear like water or white like milk? White like milk.
What it was you don't know? No. Did she get anything else? Yes; red powders.
Where were these got, do you know? Did you buy any of them? No, I ordered them.
‘Who told you to get them? The doctor gave me a line to go for them. The prisoner
there ¥ Yes. 2 g

The Lord Justice-Clerk—Did he give you a preseription to get th !

The Solicitor-General—And mmegolf 'EEBEB pl}]wders I‘:FEI'H in hm'::al iftaYr&:hn isoner
was apprehended? Yes. And I think you told where they were to be found? Yes.
{Several powders were produced.] When did ghe return from Edinburgh? Some time
before Christmas. Was it a long time before Christmas or a short time before Christ-
mas? It was part of a week. And her mother came with her and remained a short
time? Yes. And her eldest daughter? Yes. How long did they remain? Was it two
or three days or longer? Longer than that, After she returned from Edinburgh had
she any sickness ? es, Immediately after or sometime after? Sometime after. How
was ghe when she came back ! Did she appear to be better? She seemed to have a little
cold. But no sickness? No. And no vomiting? She was sick soon after she came back.
How long after? A few days. What was the sickness you saw a few days after she
returned from Edinburgh? She was vomiting. Where? In the pantry. That adjoins
the diningroom? Yes. At what time of day wasit? It was at night.
nig]ii. the Lord Justice-Clerk—At what hour of the might? About twelve o'clock at

By the Solicitor-General—Did she leave the dining-room to go into the pantry? Yes.
Did she leave any one in the dining-room when she left it? No. Had she been there
alone? Yes. How long had she been alone from the time the rest of the family had
gone away? Not long. Her mother was with her then? Yes. Had they gone to bed?
They had gone to their bed-rooms, but whether they had gone to bed or not I can’t say.
You mean the mother and daughter? Yes. And Dr Pritchard, the prisoner, where was
he? Upstairs. In his bed-room, too? Yes, Then was it just after the others had
retired to rest that you heard her go into the pantry and become sick? Yes. Where
were you at the time? I was downstairs. And you heard her retching? Yes. Did
vou go to her! Yes. In the pantry? Yes. And how did you find her? She was
vomiting, Was she very sick? Yes. Did she say anything to you! No. She did not
speak? No. Did you not speak to her? No; I gave her hot water. Did she ask for it ?
No. She said nothing to you or you to her? No. Did you see any more that night!
Did you go up to her bed-room with her? No. Well, when did you see her next ! I
saw her next morning. In her bed-room? Yes. And how was she! She was a little

better. Did she remain in her bed a part of the next day? Yes. Till when? Till be-

tween twelve and one o'clock. She got up then? Yes. Before that she had been get-
ting up to breakfast at the usual time? Yes. What was the usual time? About nine.
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_The Solicitor-General—The dinner was at half-past three? Yes, Did you go up with
m i;;glzﬂpmfe’n room? No. Did he go up himself? After he had h.in!;l.iungur, mek

By the Lord Justice-Clerk —Did you tell him she had been taken ill? Yes.

B]Yl the Solicitor-General—Before dinner? Yes; if he went up before dinner, T don't
recollect.  You mean that he may have gone without your recollecting? Yes. But you
do recollect his going up after dinner? Yes. Was Mrs Pritchard put to bed? Yes.
Were her clothes taken off# No. What seemed to be the matter with her when she
had got into bed, anything but the weakness after such sickness as she had in the pantry ?
No; she did not complain of anything to me except cold. She said he: feet were cold.
Anything about her hands? They were cold, too. Was anything else the matter with
her feet or hands except that they were cold? No. Did she say anything about that
attack to you? Did she give you any account of it? No. How it happened that she
was 80 gick¥ No. Did she say anything at.all? No; not that I remember. Did you
see anything of her during the night? Yes. What did you see of her? The bell was
rung by her about seven o’clock at night, and Catherine went up. Did you not go up?
She went up for me. I was out at the time. Then, you only heard that from her? En
I was coming in, Catherine was coming down stairs.  Did you go up then to your mis-
tress's room ! Catherine came down and wanted the doctor to come up; and both the
doctor and Catherine went up. Did you go up with the doctor? No; I went down
stairs to make some tea. When did you go up? They wanted me to light the fire in the
spare room, and to bring Mrs Pritchard down there. You did light it? Yes. Who
told you to do that?! REither the doctor or Catherine. Did you see her brought down?
Yes. How was she brought down? She was brought down in the doctor's arms. He
carried her? Yes. Was she confined to bed after this for some time? Yes. How long?
A few days, Did you see her during these few days? Yes. Waa she attacked with
sickness? Yes. When she was in the spare room after she had been carried down by
her husband, in attending to the room as housemaid, did you see what she had vomited?
Yez, And did you speak to her about her sickness, or did she speak to you? Some-
times I would be in the room when she was vomiting. Was the vomiting severe when
you saw it? Sometimes it was worse than others. %‘rom what you saw of her, can you
tell us when that usually happened, was it after she had had something commonly, or
before ? Sometimes she would be sick after she had something. Who took her food to
her when she was in the bedroom? Sometimes it was taken by me and at other times
by Catherine. Was it ever taken up by anybody else? Sometimes the doctor took up |
Lmr ;hf‘:!}_kiaatto her and sometimes he did not. Did he sometimes take her tea up to

er es.

By the Lord Justice-Clerk—You have seen the doctor take up her breakfast? Yes.
And her tea also? Yes,

By the Solicitor-General—Was it he commonly who took up her tea, or was it you or
gtha:';inﬂ It was taken by the three of us. It was sometimes the one and sometimes

e other,

By the Lord Justice-Clerk—Either you or he or Catherine took up all that was got in
the way of food? Yes. ;
By the Solicitor-General—Did Catherine take food to her often, or very seldom?
When Catherine was there she took it up very often. As often asyou? I don’trecollect.
You remember that oceasion before Dr Gairdner was called in about the atfack of illness
which she had? Yes. When did you first hear of it? My first intimation of it was by
Catherine going upstairs. Did you hear Mrs Pritchard cry out with pain? Yes. About

what time of night ! About twelve o'clock or past twelve.

The Lord Justice-Clerk—You and Catherine went up ! Yes. g x

The Solicitor-General—Which of you were in the room first? Catherine. Was she
long in before you, or were you close together? Yes. How did you find Mrs Pritchard !
She was undressed and in bed. :

By the Lord Justice-Clerk—What did you see remarkable about her? She had been
seized with cramp. 1

By the Solicitor-General—Did she seem to bein pain? Yes. Was she excited? Yes.
Did she complain of pain in any particular place? Not to me. Or in your hearing?
No, Just of pain generally? Yes. Was her husband there? ¥Yes. What was
doing? He was attending to her. But what was he dcrm%t-a show his attention—was
he rubbing her hands or doing anything else to relieve her? Catherine and he were &
putting hot and cold water on her hands. 'Was he excited, or quite cool and calm? He =
was excited—he was sorry that Mrs Pritchard was ill. How did he show his sorrow— f"*}' .
was he erying? Yes. Did she say anything to him? I did not hear her say anything to
him ; T was sent away for Dr Gairdner. Before you went away for the doctor, did you
hear her say anything to him when he was orying? I heard her saying something to him o |
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bottle you took? T eould not say: but it is something like it i

forit? Es.4d. Did you give it.yto Mrs Taylor with the mixturel::rngtdﬂ?iil; ?I:ditriw es

Did you see the bottle, or one like it, after Mrs Taylor's death! Yes. Where! In the
bed-room. Did you find it in her pocket? No. Was Mrs Taylor in good health herself
from the time she came till the day before she died ; or did you see anything the matter
with her? She was complaining, ~ When did she begin to complain ¥ She had a cold
when she came. When did she begin to complain about anything else? She never com-
plained of anything else till the day before she died. What did she complain of to you
the day before she died? She wanted to be sick. What time of day? About five o'clock
she said to me she was not well. That is Friday the 24th? Yes.

The Lord Justice-Clerk—In the morning ! No, the afternoon. She was unwell, and
wanted to be sick? She said she wanted to be sick, and could not vomit, :

_ By the Bolicitor-General—After five ; was that long after five o'clock? Tt was between
gix and seven. Did she say what she thought was the matter with her? She said she
thought it was from being confined too much in the same room. Did she say she thought
ghe had got the same complaint as her daughter, Mrs Pritchard? Yes. This was between
six and ?even? Yes. Well, what did she do then? She came down stairs from her
daughter's bed-room. Was it not her daughter’s bed-room where she said she wanted to
be sick, and that she thought she had the same complaint as her daughter? Yes. Where
did she go after she came down stairs? I think she went into the diningroom or draw-
ing-room. Did she not go to the consulting-room and write letters? Not at that time.
When was that? After tea. Where had she tea? In the dining-room. Anybody with
Ler at tea? Yes, Who!? All the family.

By the Lord Justice-Clerk—Was the prisoner there? Yes. And the children? Yes;
I did not see her taking tea, but she was in the dining-room when the tea was on the table.

By the Solicitor-General—What time was that? About seven or past seven. When
did she leave the dining-room? I came down stairs and left her there. You said she was
in the consulting-room later at night ; did you see her there! I went down stairs, and
she came to the stairhead and called upon me, and sent me out for sausages for her sup-
per. And you went and got them? Yes. And when you came back you found her writ-
ing in the consulting-room? I knew that she was there.

The Lord Justice-Clerk—How did you know it? Because she was not in the dining-
room.

The Solicitor-General —Did you not see her there? No. Did you not see her again
that night? Yes. What was the first you saw of her that night after you came back
with the sausages? She met me gﬂiu% upstairs to the drawing-room. And she must
have come out of the consulting-room, for she was not in the dining-room? Yes. You
had come up from the kitchen yourself, I suppose? Yes. What did she say to you?
Nothing. What o'clock would it be? About nine o'clock. Where did she go at this
time when you met her in the stair? I think she went up to her daughter’s bed-room,
where she slept. When did you next see or hear of her?! Up in the bed-room. Were
you sent for when the bell was rung, or soon after she went up? Yes. How long after?
Not very long. But was it two or three minutes, or an hour orso? It was more than
two or three minutes.

By the Lord Justice-Clerk—Was it about half-an-hour or a quarter of an hour ! Aboub
half-an-hour—I don't think quite as much.

By the Solicitor-General— You answered the bell? Yes. What was she doing—was
she in bed when you went up? She was sitting on a chair.  And she wanted hot water?
Yes. Did she say why she wanted it? She eaid it was to make her vomit. Did you
go for the water! Yes. Where was Mrs Pritchard at the time? In her bed. Did
Mrs Taylor take the hot water when you took it up to her? Yes. Did Mrs Pritchard
give you any message when S'nu went up for the water? She desired me to go for the
doctor. Did you go for the doctor? Yes. Where did you find him?  He was engaged
in the consultingroom. Do you mean there was a patient with him? Yes. Did he
come to Mrs Pritchard’s bed-room, where his mother-in-law was? Yes; but not then.
How long after? Very soon after. Do you mean within a few leu‘tca! Tes .ﬂ.it?r
the person who was with him went away? Yes. Did you go with him yourself, or did
you go up before him? The bell was rung again before the doctor went. {mﬂ did you
goup? Yes. And what did you find? Mrs Taylor in the bed-room. What was she
doing—was she as well as she had been, or worse! She appeared to me much the same;
she was not any better at any rate. But was she not worse? She was worse when I
went up the third time. What was wanted the second time the bell rung! More hot
water. And you took it up? Yes. Did she takeit? Yes. Did she try to vomit both
times that she took the water? Yes. Did she succeed? She did not vomit, but thretw
up a little water. Did the bell ring the third time? Yes. Was that before the doctor
had gone up? The doctor was up then, How did you find Mrs Taylor then? She was
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By the Lord Justice-Clerk.—But waa it soft or hard? It was soft,

By the Solicitor-General—Did you take it to Mrs Pritchard? Yes. Did you see her
tasteit? Yes. What did she say? She asked me to taste it. Did she ever ask you
w0 taste anyt before? I don't think she did. And did you taste it? Yes.

Ya]i.? the Lord Justice-Clerk.—How did it taste? It tasted hot. You mean like pepper
By the Solicitor-General—Was there anything peculiar about it except t taste
No. Did it make you very thirsty? No. Thinﬁgnin; did it mu.kap ynﬁﬁtlﬁl?;ﬁ-ﬂ ]'I
don't remember if it did. You don’t remember. Did it make you thirsty after eating

it? It is not a thing you could have forgotten, No. Did you never say 3o}

Mr A. R. Clark took exception to this question.

_&t‘gr discussion, t::f question was withdrawn ; and the witness being recalled, the exa-
mination was resum

The Solicitor-General—Did the cheese produce any peculiar sensation in yvour throat
Yes. What wasit? A burning sensation, How mﬂ of the cheese did ygu take? A
very small bit. Had you ever felt the same sensation in your throat before? No. Did
Mrs Pritchard take the rest of the cheese? No, it was left uneaten. Soon after taking
the cheese did you become thirsty. Rather thirsty. Do you remember getting some
camomile tea from anybody to take to Mrs Pri ! Yes. Whodid you get it from?
It was left in the bed-room by Dr Pritchard, to give to her. Did you see him leave it
there I saw him taking it up, and then I saw it in the bed-room after. Were you in
the bed-room when he brought it in? Yes. What wag it in? A jug. Did the doctor
pour out any of it to his wife! Yes, into a wine glass. Did he tell you what to do with
it? He said it was for Mrs Pritchard. Did you give it to Mrs Pritchard? Yes. Was
there any reason why he did not give it himself? (No answer.)

By the Lord Justice-Clerk—Was it to be given to her at the time or afterwards? When
she E:nt&d a drink. .

The Solicitor- —You gave her some of it? Yes. Didshe appear to be anything
the worse of it! She vomited it. i

The Lord Justice-Clerk—Immediately after taking it? Yes.

The Solicitor-General—When was this?! That was the week before she died. The
week before she died did you get some egg-flip to give her? Yes. From whom? From
Mary Patterson. That's the girl who came to succeed Catherine as cook? Yes. About
what time of day did she give it to you? At night. Where? In the kitchen. Did you
get the egg-flip in the pantry in a tumbler? Yes. That was before the hot water was
poured upon it Yes. Who gave youthe tumbler with the egg-flip in it? Mary Patter-
gon told me to get it in the pantry, I took it down stairs, and Mary put some water upon
it there, Did you see her taste it after she put the water on it? Yes, Did she say any-

ing when she tasted it? She said, * What a taste ithas” What time of the night was
it—1 think you said it was at night? Between eleven and twelve. Did you take the flip
up to Mrs Pritchard? Yes. Was the doctor in the room when you took it up? Yes.
Did Mrs Pritchard get some of it? Yes, she did.

The Lord Justice-Clerk—Did you taste it? No. :

The Solicitor-General—How much did Mrs Pritchard take? About a wineglassful.
How long did you remain in the bed-room with Mrs Pritchard the night that she had the
egg-flip? Till between three and four in the morning, Did the prisoner remain in the
bed-room too? Yes. Was Mra Pritchard sick that night? Yes. How long after she
had taken the egg-flip was she sick? Very soon after.

By the Mrdaﬁsﬁga-[}lark—Wu it half-an-hour or an hour? Less than half-an-hour.
And at four in the morning when yon left her you went down to Mary Pntta;s-::n? Yes.
How did you find her? She was asleep, In the morning after the egg-flip had been

iven to Mrs Pritchard, did Mary Patterson tell you whether it had had any effect upon
er ¢

Mr Clark objected to the question, and the witness was !‘EII_I.G?BI;L )

The Lord Justice-Clerk asked on what ground Mr Clark objected to the question.

Mr Clark—On the ground that it is hearsay evidence. . BN

The Solicitor-General said he would not press the question if the objection was pressed.

The Lord Justice-Clerk said there could be no doubt about the competency of the
question ; referring as it did to what was going on in the house about the time of the
occurrence, .

Mr Clark—I should have thought the proper witness to have spoken to that would have
been Mary Patterson herself,

The Lord Justice-Clerk—Oh, of eourse, she must be called. .

Witness recalled, and examination resumed by the Solicitor-General—In the morning
after the egg-lip had been given to Mrs Pritchard, did Mary Patterson tell youw if it had
had any effect upon her? No. Did ghe tell you whethgr she had beensick ornot ¥ Yes,
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he do or say ! He said she was not dead. Was he weeping? Yes. Dj i

to her after seeing she was dead, addressing her as if Ehngwu alive P"ia];ﬁﬁ?i a‘?j'{‘t.uhig
back to your dear Edward.” Anything else? Yes, he said a good deal. You mean a
good deal in the way of addressing her?! Yes. Was Mary Patterson present? Yes. Did

e say anything about bringing a rifle? Yes. What wasit? He asked somebody to bring'a
rifle and shoot him, After her death, and after this excitement by him, did he leave the
house? Yes. Immediately after? No. How long after? I cannot say. Wasit a few
minutes, or a few hours? He wrote a letter or two, and went out to the post. Did you
see him comein? I heard him come in. About what time of the morning would it be
when he came in? I could not say. When he came in, did you hear him say anything?
When he came in, I heard him say to Mary Patterson, ary Jane walked down the
street with me, and told me tb take care of the girls, but said nothing about the boys,”
and that she kissed him and went away. Had Mrs Pritchard in her lifetime ever ssen
the doctor using any familiarities with you?

Mr Clark objected to the question, and the line of examination.

_ Mr Watson said he objected to this question, in the first place, that it was not suffi-
ciently precise, and, in the second, as disclosing the intention of the prosecutor to follow
up a line of examination for which he thought they had laid no foundation in the libel,
The question now put was not limited in point of time.

The Solicitor-General—It referred to last summer.

Mr Watson said, taking it as his learned friend had now put it, it was limited to the
summer of the year 1864, several months before the earliest period which was mentioned
in the libel. It had no connexion whatever with anything contained in the libel. The
question which their Lordships had to determine was whether this matter, of which no
notice had been given upon record, and of which it would have been exceedingly easy to
give notice upon the record had it been intended to found upon it to any extent whatever,
could be competently gone into now. He did not know the ground on which the Crown
put their claim to go into this line of examination. Obviously it did not bear upon the
erime which was set forth in the libel, or, if it bore at all, it could only be brought to
bear as suggesting, or suggestive of, some kind of motive. Assuming that that was the
correct view of the matter—and it was the only view which suggested itself to him—he
had to submit that, in that view, this line of examination could not be gone into without
any intimation having been given on the record. Mr Watson then cited several cases in
which the Court had overruled attempts to lead evidence to suggest a motive where no
notice had been given of the intention of the Crown to do so, where such notice conid
easily have been given. In the case of Black, which would be found in “ Irvine's
Reports,"” page 281—a case of fire-raising—an attempt was made to show that the prisoner
had insured certain property shortly before, so as to suggest motive. The Court declined
to allow that line of examination on the grounds he had stated. In the Culsalmond Riot-
ing Case, where a clergyman and others were aceused of mobbing and rioting, an attempt
was made to show a common purpose or motive on the part of the rioters which had not
been set forth on the record, and that attempt was not allowed by the Court, because
notice had not been given to the prisoners. It was usual for the public prosecutor to
give notice that such and such was the motive on which he would try to prove that a
" panel had acted, and he could guard himself quite securely by saying * for that purpose
or some other purpose unknown.” It put the Crown to no disadvantage to give notice,
but it put the panel to great disadvantage to go without it. In the present case, it
would put the prisoner to great hardship, because the matter attempted to be proved
did not lie within the four corners of the libel. ¢ i r

The Solicitor-General—My friend must have been aware from the investigation which
has taken place what the line of examination is, I am afraid I would very gladly abstain
from it, if I could convey to your Lordships the information necessary to enable you to
determine the point without doing it; but I cannot see the possibility of that, and I
must therefore of necessity indicate what the line of inquiry is.

Their Lordships then consulted for a few minutes, after which ! ;

The Lord Justice-Clerk said —The Court have thought it proper to consider this matter,
and the result to which we have come is this, that we do not think this is a case at all
within the rule of the cases cited by Mr Wataon, one of them being a case where the
prosecutor charged mobbing and rioting without allegation of a eommon purpose, which
must necessarily be libelled in the case of mobbing and rioting. But here the difficulty
which might have arisen is this—Whether these circumstances, occurring last summer,
were not now to be brought forward for the purpose of proving the existence of mnh::a
at the time. There was some examination going to show that there was some secret mis-
understanding, which I need not particularly refer to, 'I:aqtu:eep the prisoner and his wife.
Now, in that state of the evidence, wa cannot see that it is incompetent to prove what
this question implies the Crown are intending to prove—namely, that the prisoner had
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was to have charged it in the libel, and not to have used the alleged commission of one
crime spoken to by this witness, and by this witness only, as giving colour to the other
offences which are charged here, ,

The Lord Justice-Clerk, after consultation with the other judges on the bench, said
that the Court was of opinion that the last question was not competent,

By the Solicitor-General—Did this improper connexion between the doctor and you
continue long after you had the miscarriage? No. Was it continued when Mrs Pritchard
was in Edinburgh visiting her father? No. Handn’t he connexion with you when Mrs
Pritchard was in Edinburgh visiting her father? (Witness here hesitated a long time,
and seemed indisposed to answer the question.)

The Lord Justice-Clerk—It is necessary that you should answer the question, Mary. I
sympathige with your very painful position, but it is necessary that you sheuld answer it.
Had he connexion with you at the time ! Yes.

By the Solicitor-General —Had he also connezion with you after his wife's return to
Glasgow and before her death? No. Did he ever speak of marrying you? [Witness
became affected at this question, and began to sob. After a pause, she answered in the
affirmative.] When did he first speak about marriage? - Was it more than once? Was
it before his wife turned ill? Yes. What did he say about marriage? Did he say he
would marry you? Yes. Did he say when he would marry you? No. When he said
he would marry you, did he speak of his wife? (A long pause by the witness) What
did he say about his wife when he gaid that he would marry you! (Another pause, the
witness showing disinclination to answer the question.) Did he say that he would marry

ou if his wife died? Yes. Now, after T have suggested the matter to you, you will be
ind enough to repeat what he did say to you? What was it he said? (A long pause.)

The Lord Justice-Clerk—Give us the exact words. Witness hesitated, and became
apparently deeply excited. After a pause of more than a minute,

The Solicitor-General said—You cannot possibly like standing there, but you must if
you do not answer the question. What were the words he gaid to you!? (Witness still
hesitated, and held down her head.) There iz no reason why you should not say it. It
is to avoid mistakes regarding you that might be made that I wish you to answer.

The Lord Justice-Clerk—Tell us what he gaid, beeause it must be known.

Witness was repeatedly urged by the Lord Justice-Clerk and the Solicitor-General to
repeat the words, but only became more deeply excited. The scene lasted for several
minutes, and produced a very painful impression in Court. At one time the witness maur-
mured some words, but too faintly to be heard, and afterwards, though repeatedly urged
from the bench, and by the Solicitor-General, she refused to repeat what she had said.

The Solicitor-General—Did he say he would marry you if his wife died? Yes. Was
that several times? No, only once. What did he say then upon that one occasion?
(Witness again hesitated.) This was before his wife tock ill that he said that? Yes.
Did he give you any presents? Yes. What was the first present he gave you? A ring.
Was that last summer? No. Was it this year? No. When was it he gave you the
ring? The year before last. What else did he give you? A brooch and a locket.
[Shown a brooch in the shape of an anchor.] Is that one of the brooches? Yes, When
did you get the anchor brooch? This year. Was it not very shortly before his wife's
death? Yes. In the same month that she died? Yes. Did he give you his likeness?
Yes. Did he give you more than one photograph of himself? Yes. Was his photo-
graph in one of these brooches which he gave you? In the locket. Was there a photo-
graph in it when he gave it you? Yes. There is not a photograph in it now; what has
become of it? (Witness hesitated.) The Solicitor-General repeated the question. What
became of it? (Witness faintly.) I toreit. I forgot to ask you when you were speak-
ing about Mrs Pritchard's illnesses throughout from her return after Christmas unti ‘her
death, was she afflicted with a viclent purging as well as with sickness and vomiting ?
Yes. You had to attend in the chamber and empty it several times a-day? Yes Did
this purging accompany the sicknesses down to the end of her life? When she was sick,
did she also purge in this way? Sometimes. Was it commonly? Yes. Do you know
whether Mrs Taylor, on the last day of her life, was also affected in that way with
frequent pIurgl'ng? Yes. When did you first observe it? On the Friday. What time
of day ? In the afternoon. Now, there was some tapioca got from Burton & Henderson
during Mrs Taylor's lifetime, do you remember who bought it? Yes. * Who wasit!
Master Kenneth, one of the children. Did the boy give it to you when he bra?ght itin?
Yes How much was there of it? There was either half-a-pound or a pound in a paper
bag. What did you do with it? Tlaid it on the lobby tab How long did it lie there
before it was taken down to Catherine? It did not lie very long. Was it an hour or
two, or a shorter time? A shorter time. Did you take it down to Gnt.hfnnaﬁ_ Mrs
Taylor took it down. Did you tell the prisoner that Mrs Taylor used Batley's medicine ?
Tdid not. Did you ever speak to him upon that subject at all? ~No.
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vided for you in a hotel in this city, where I hope that you will be perfectly comfo

& I rtﬁb]
and to which you will be mm:a;r;d upon the rising of the Gnugliﬂ Ifjtha pmpas::i
%{rmngiﬁ:nent i cxr;aqﬁnut,f we will adjourn at present to meet at ten to-morrow morning,

& will require to wait a few minutes to see if the arran i
dr%‘i'il; iy e e gement is agreed upon, and to

e following minute was then put in and agreed to by the respecti ies ;
L I i pective parties :—

“ At this stage of the proceedings, it was moved by the counsel for the panel, and by
the panel himself, that for their accommodation the Court should now adjourn the diet,
it being expressly understood that the period of adjournment shall not be reckoned in
the running of the letters of indictment.”

The Court adjourned at half-past six o’clock to meet next morning at ten oclock.

SECOND DAY—TuEespay, Jury 4.

Tae Court met again this morning at ten o'clock, and resumed the trial—the Lord Justice-
Clerk, Lord Ardmillan, and Lord Jerviswoode presiding.

About a quarter-past ten the prisoner entered the dock, and took his seat. The brother
of Dr Pritchard also entered the dock, and, having shaken hands with the agent for the
defence, took his seat beside his brother,

During the whole of to-day's proceedings the prisoner maintained a calm and attentive
demeanour. He seemed somewhat fatigued, but he appeared to take a deep interest in
the examination of the witnesses, and more than once watched them attentively as they
were questioned by the counsel,

The Court arrangements were admirably carried out, No crowding was permitted in
‘!ihﬂthga-ﬂetfieu or passages, and everything was done to promote the comfort of those engaged
in the trial.

The crowd outside the doors was not so large as on the previous day ; but this may be
accounted for by the difficulty of procuring admittance,

The first witness called was Many ParreEnsox, servant to kotel-keeper, Glasgow,.—
Mr Gifford—Y¥ou were engaged to be cook in the service of Dr Pritchard? Yes. When
did you enter his service?! On the 16th February last. You came to Glasgow from
Forres, and knew nothing of Dr Pritchard's family before? No. Did you eee the old
servant whose place you were to take, Catherine Lattimer? Yes., When did she leave !
The same night. Who were the inmates of the house when you came to it# Dr Pritchard
and his wife, and Mrs Taylor, and four of a family ; Mr King and Mr Connell, boarders ;
and Mary M‘Leod; Mrs Nabb was there that night. Mrs Nabb is a person who assists
in washing occasionally ' Yes. Did you see Mrs Pritchard when you came?! No,
‘Where was she? She was confined to bed, I understand. And you were not up in her
bed-room? No. Who took charge of the house? Mrs Taylor. She gave you direc-
tions? Yes. Did Mrs Taylor speak to you about Mrs Pritchard? Yes, she did so occa-
sionally, Did she say anything to you about her when you first came? She said she
could not understand her trouble ; that she was sick and vomiting frequently, and got no
sleep. Did you ask for Mrs Pritchard every day at Mrs Taylor? In general, every day.
Did she tell you how she was? Yes; she said she rested very little during the night.
Did she tell you more than once that she had been sick and vomiting? Yes, several
times, ~ You never saw any of the matter that Mrs Pritchard had vomited? No, except
on her clothing. And you saw it on the bed-clothes? Yes. When did you first see Mis
Pritchard? The night of her mother’s death. She died on the morning of the 25th
February? Yes. When did you see Mrs Pritchard on the night of Friday the 24tht I
gaw her first well on for twelve o'clock that night. That was the first time you saw her?
Yes, Tell us how you came to see her then? Mrs Taylor had been ill about nine o'clock,
I understood, and Dr Pritchard had been called in, and Mary M‘Leod went out a second
time for Dr Pritchard, and she asked me to answer the door when she would ring; when
she went out, I went up stairs to see if I could see anybody there, or if I could be of any
gervice, You went to the top flat? Yes; and I stood near the top of the stair. Did
you hear anything going on in Mrs Pritchard's room? I heard Mrs Pritchard saying,
“ Mother, dear mother, can you not speak to me?” Did the bed-room door open soon
after that? Yes; and Dr Pritchard came out and told me that Mrs Taylor was gone.
Did you go in? I went in then. Did you find Mrs Taylor dead? Yes; I put my hand
on her forehead, and found it getting cold. That was the first occasion you had seen
Mrs Pritchard? Yes. How long before that on that day had you seen Mrs Taylor? 1
saw her some time about seven o'clock in the evening. She was down in the kitchen
gpeaking to me. Did she appear to you to bewell? Well, she appeared to me somewhat
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often. 'Was she in the drawing-room . :
S s e e amfp ing-r;nfrhi;. lﬁua;;:: the tm;i:a that Isaw her. Did you
what was necessary for ti . LS Mol GhI Uil ol Aiip ALKTIEPHES
ry the house? Yes; sometim Had
dootor to get anything £ itchard " A e i e
i ol EE.:. anl;ﬁ e rfanfﬂu?ﬁﬂ P&mtlfﬂ Mt?fm Mrs Taylor's death? Not that I am
Ehnatull;g?ﬂ gﬂ‘; night he brought ‘lnu ':ﬂ:la wngfeuyr:;;.ua.?d ?mﬂ;geﬁumt% i;f&eﬁitcl‘:;rd
at before Taylor’ i % =
for supper ! I did. yWhl i:fl;.hiﬁ:nfﬁmi ldtj n:g:. tk‘r:s hnfﬂ'{‘i oo g ﬁh& o
ytuu remtiml;ar before Mrs Pritchard died that a hzﬁ*waa :uim;ﬂ %:raqu%h:ﬁﬁ:;ﬁ; tk]?a:
1t rung the day before her death, in the forenoon, bet one o
Attt Raiet 4 auwroar s : 0, between twelve and one v'elock. Whose
ai.mf ? Idid ;1 nuxwar:agai:j ?rulfei %mg[nLtlﬁtin?;d Eﬁ}ﬁ:u&'?; e s
n;r:-naultmg-mam i:il‘E.Ia, the door being a little open, a.m:i asked tltha ﬂjmnu . ;1} b tﬁ:]]?:
if he had rung his bell, because I was not sure of the sound of the diff . wt%'-;m 1:I :
no answer. The door was alittle open, but it refused to open to me mﬁn& o ﬁﬁt
-f].l-:.i not press it, The doctor was in the room. I know that, because whe ;edmn, e
third or fourth ﬂbe'E of the stair going towards Mrs Pritchard’s bed et pert) oo
“ How is Mrs Pritchard now #” When you heard the bell rin a.thj;:au:imj T
went to the consulting-room to see if it was the doctor's ba]ﬁ!! Yes %]:; ﬁnu mojé {.ilu
consulting-room was partly open. What prevented the door from o ing? 1 dnm; kn =
It appeared to me to be something behind the door. You went upe?mrg d g'll: tﬂ oh‘:
came from the door of the consulting-room after you!? Yes. A_mfu aakedm hnnwmi[t;
Pritehard was? Yes. 1 said I did not know, as he had told me not to u%ra bef.
he went out, as she wanted to go to sleep. Was it then he told you thaﬁ t was 'bafﬂm
he went out to make his first calls in the morning. Did you go upstairs after h EH;.III-T
out of the consulting-room? I did. Did you keep looking down stairs to see Eif the
doetor was following you? Yes. Did he follow you? He did. Anybodyelse? Yes;
Mary M‘Leod followed the doctor. Had she been with the doctor? T d{r nufknow where
ghe came from. Had she been in the kitchen flat with you? No; she wasn't. Did you
ﬁkﬁ:;r ;EE‘]:E Etpl%a bells ¢ gY;a; wl;;aﬁ returned to the kitchen afterwards, Did ]'uuygﬁ
's room s, t did i
caﬂit‘li }e.sa&l e you find ! Mrs Pritchard asked me to empty a
rd Justice-Clerk—Where was she—in bed or sitting v She i

Mr Gifford—You took away the vessel? I did. Had thl; ;dmmméfrﬁ'ywt I met
the‘ductnr near the foot of the bed, as I was going out. You went down stairs? Yes.
afqr'uh;]f;?:i Justice-Clerk—Taking the vessel with you! No. Mary M‘Leod took it out

Mr Gifford—Had Mrs Pritchard been vomiting? Not that I am a i
Was Mary M‘Leod in the kitchen when youn w%nt down ;hahSh:Tn;:Ean:'fﬁ :tftitll‘a E:imf'l:r
hot water for Mrs Pritchard’s feet. What did she say to you? Question objected to, and
withdrawn. Do you remember the 8th of March—you tock up Mrs Pritchard's dinner
that day? Yes. What wasthe dinner? Curry. Who had ordered it# Mrs Pritchard her-
gelf. Did you see her after dioner ? I did. Did she make any observation She said
she enjoyed her dinner very much, and wanted me to keep the remainder of it for her
supper. Did she say on that occasion whether it had remained on her stomach? Yes;
ghe had not been sick at that time, when I saw her. A

Lord Justice-Clerk—Did she say she had not been sick? She had not been sick at the
time I saw her. And how long after dinner was it that you saw her? Immediately after
—taking away the dinner things.

Mr Gifford—Did she make any observation regarding her illness? Yes; she said she
felt much better, and I said ghe looked much better than I had seen her before. She also
gaid ghe could not make out what was the matter with her. She said she felt almost well,
excepting when she was sick and vomiting. That was on the 8th of March? Yes. Then
you did not see her for some days after that? Not in particular, that I remember. I
might, and I might not. You remember the next Tuesday—the Tuesday in the week in
which Mrs Pritehard died—of finding a plate with cheese somewhere! Yes, T found a
small plate with a bit of cheese in the pantwy in the morning. How big was the piece of
cheese ! A little bit cut off a cheese, What time of day was it when you found it?
About seven in the morning.

Lord Justice-Clerk—What size was the cheese? There might be three or four inches.

Mr Gifford—Was it a piece of cheese that had come to the house before that? Yes,
Did you hear that Mrs Pritchard had cheese for supper the ni ht before ! Yes. Ilearned
from Mary M‘Leod the night before that Mrs Pritchard had decided on taking cheese for
her supper. When you found this piece of cheese did you do anything with it? I took
up a little bit and ateit. How much did you eat? About the size of a good large pea.
How did it taste? It had a bitter taste. Did you feel any peculiar sensation after eating
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Lord Justice-Clerk—You mean a burning in your throat? Yes: 1
sort of taste in my throat. Had wou a similfr fae]gng in your stumac’h? h‘;"r;uingi fg![itf:;
the same way as I felt with the cheese the day before. Did you vomit? I vomited fre-
quently through the night.

, Mr Gifford—Did you continue sick any time? I did; I continued sick till about four
o'clock in the morning. Did you vomit more than once? Yes. Was Mary M‘Leod up
stairs that night! Yes. Was she up till about four o’clock? Yes. Did she come
down about that time! She came down to go to her bed about four o'clock. Did you
tell her how sick you had been? Tdid. What did yousay? I said, I thought I would
Lave died without seeing the face of any one alive, alone in the room. Did you say to
Mary M‘Leod that your sickness was owing to anything? No. Did you say anything
about the egg-flip to Mary? No; I eaid nothing at that time. Did vou ask for Mrs
Pritchard when Mary M‘Leod came down? I asked where she had been, and she said
in the room with Mrs Pritchard. I asked if Mrs Pritchard was so ill that she required
both the doctor and her, and she said Mrs Pritchard would not allow her to leave the
room, and that the doctor was in bed in the same room. You continued unwell that
morning even after four o’elock? Yes; I was unwell the whole day after, but I did not
vomit after four o'clock, When did you see Mrs Pritchard next? I did not see her till
the Friday—the day before she died. And when did you see her first on the Friday?
Sometime about twelve o'clock. Did the bell ring? The bell rang three times.

Lord Justice-Clerk—Three times constantly? Yes ; the one after the other.

Mr Gifford—That was about twelve o'clock? Yes, in the forenoon, or between twelve
and one. When the bell rang the third time did you go up? Idid. When you went
upstairs did you meet anybody? No. You went to Mrs Pritchard's bed-room? No;
that was the day I went to the consulting-room door. Did you not go up that day ?
On Wednesday I went up; the bell rang three times. I am asking about the Friday—
the day before she died—you saw her that day? Yes; the bell rang three times, and
going up, I went to the consulting-room door. That was upon the Friday. Did you
speak to her that day, on another occasion, about some chemises? Yes. When was
that? That was the second time [ was up; after I came down first I went back agnin.
That was the Friday before she died? Yes; I went up to speak to her about chemizes
for the youngest daughter.

Lord Justice-Clerk—When was that? It was between twelve and one o'clock on the
Friday. }t was immediately after I was first in the room. It might have been twenty
minutes after.

Mr Gifford—Who was in the room when you went up? The doctor, What was he
doing? He was standing at the side of the bed. What was Mrs Pritchard doing? She
was finishing drinking something out of a porter glass, Did she empty the glass? Yes.
Who took it from her? The doctor took it from her and set it down on the side table.
Did you speak to her about the chemises, and get directions what to do? Yes. She
was quite intellizent them? Yes, she said she had a bit of cotton about the bed, and
she sat up and looked for it, but she could not find it. I spoke to her about a piece of
linen for a chemizse. When did you see her next? Some time about five o'clock in the
afternoon. Did the bell ring then? The bell rang with viclence, and Mary M‘Leod
went to answer it. What did you hear next? Mary M‘Leod came and called to me very
sharp, “ Come up staira.”

Lord Justice-Clerk—How long was this after you had been in the bed-room? Some
hours.

Mr Gifford—8he called you over the stair? Yes. Did you go up stairs? I did. What
did you find? I found Mrs Pritchard going in at the bedroom door, or towards the bed,
with Mary M‘Leod. Did you and Mary assist her into bed? She was in bed before I
got the length of assisting her. 1 saw her getting into bed. What state was Mrs Prit-
chard in then? She was in a state of excitement. What did she say? The first thing
T heard her say was something about her mother. T could not repeat it, but I heard the
word “mother.” Did you go forward to the bed? Idid. Did you assist Mary to do
anything to Mrs Pritchard? I assisted to put the bed-clothes upon her. Did she say
anything then? She said—* Never mind me ; attend to my mother ; rub her, and give
her breath.” Was Mrs Pritchard raving then? It appeared to me to be so. Did you
continue rubbing her? Mrs Pritchard asked for one of the pillows, and I thought she
thought it was her mother, She began to rub it with one of her hands. Did you rub
Mrs Pritchard’s hands yourself ! Yes; some time after that. How did they feel? They
felt cold. Were they cramped? I don't know whether they were cramped or not, but
Mrs Pritchard said to me to rub her hands as she was afraid of eramp. I began to rub
one hand, and she told me to take them both and rub them both. I did so. Did she
get composed then? Yes, Did she get composed while you were rubbing her hands ?
Yes : she mentioned my name and said, “I did not know anything about this until the
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out? Yes. Did you see him when he returned? Yes: he pstairs
saw him at the top of the kitchen stair, What did he ;.uy t ca&:ﬂﬂaﬁaﬁ:“ she %ﬁﬂ;
down the street with him, and said to him to take care of Ailie and Fanny, but that she
never spoke about the boys, and that she kissed him on the cheek, and went away.

Lord Justice-Clerk—You understood him to be speaking of his wife?! I understood so.

Mr Gifford—He went upstairs then? Yes; he went into the consulting-room, as far
as I think. When were you next sent for by him? 1 sent him up a cup of tea when 1
returned at the time to the kitchen. He then came and called me up anocther time,
When was this? A few minutes after. After he came in from posting the letters? Yes,
What did he want ? He wanted Mrs Pritchard’s ring from me. Did you give him the
ring? Yea; I gave him the ring and earrings. Now, did you take off the sheets and the
bolsters and the pillow-cases off the bed in which Mrs Pritchard died? Yes.

Lord Justice-Clerk—You took them off that morning? Yes.

Mr Gifford—Where did you put them? I put them into the dirty-clothes press, Were
you afterwards asked by Superintendent M‘Call for them?! Yes, after the prisoner was
apprehended, Do you remember what day it was? It was the 20th March. When
asked for these sheets, &c., by Superintendent M‘Call, did you go and get them? I did;
they were in the dirty-clothes press, just where I had put them. You gave them to Mr
M'Call? Yes. [Shown a parcel containing two sheets, two pillow-cases, two towels, and
a toilet-cover.] These are what I gave to Mr M‘Call. Were they in the same state when
you gave him them as they were in when you took them off Mrs Pritchard’s bed? Yes.
Did you also take off Mrs Pritchard’s body clothes? T did.

Lord Justice-Clerk—Her night-dress, I suppose? Yes.

Mr Gifford—Where did you put them? I put them in the same place. In the dirty-
clothes press also? Yes. Were you asked afterwards to give themup? Yes. And you
gave them up to Mr M‘Call also?! Idid. Look at these things and say if these are the
things which you gave to Mr M‘Call—a night-dress, a cap, a chemise, a knitted woollen
semmet, a woollen polka or jacket, a pair of stockings, and three handkerchiefs. [These
articles were produced and shown the witness.] When you gave these to Mr M*‘Call, were
they in the same state as they had been when you toock them from Mrs Pritchard's person?
Yes. The sheets had a yellow stain when taken off the bed, had they not? Yes.

Lord Justice-Clerk—Were they all stained in that way, do you mean? There wers
stains on them all. Does that apply to the body clothes as well as to the bed clothes ?
There were some stains on the sheeta.

Mr Gifford—On Saturday, 1st April, did you find anything in the kitchen pantry ? (No
answer.) Did you find a paper bag with something in it? Oh, yes, I found a bag of tapi-
oca. Who was with you? Catherine Lattimer was with me at the time. [Shown bag.]
Who did you give it to ¥ I gave it to Mr Gemmell and the sheriff-officer, Mr Murray. The
bag was about three-quarters full? Yes, All the time that you were in Dr Pritchard's
house you did not use any tapioca? No, there was none used while I was in the house.
Did you notice the bag standing in the kitchen press? Yes. It had never been meddled
with all the time you were there? No. Were you frequently in the consulting-room?
No ; I waa very seldom in it.' Dr Pritehard did not keep his consulting-room locked?
Nat the door. Were there presses in the room? Yes; there were two. Was the door
of the consulting-room itself kept locked while the doctor was out? No. It was always
unlocked§ Yes. Then, were the presses in the eonsulting-room kept locked? There was
one that I never saw open at all. It was kept locked all your time? Yes; I have seen
the other open sometimes. Was the one you never saw open kept locked? I do not
know, for I never tried whether it was locked or not; but it appeared to be. The other
you have seen open sometimes, what wasinit? I could not say what was in it, but I
have got eggs out of it from the doctor for the breakiast. )

Lord Justice-Clerk—Is that the locked or unlocked one? The unlocked one.

Mr Gifford—Any time you noticed it was the ka?' in the door? Yes. During the
whole time you were in the house till Mrs Pritchard's death, was she ever down to the
dining-room floor? Never to my knowledge. Never further down than the drawing-
room? No. When you showed the doctor the bottle which you found in Mrs Taylor's
dress the morning after she died, and when he said, ©“ Good heavens ! has she taken all
that since Tuesday,” did he say anything more? Nothing that I recollect except charg-
ing us to say nothing about it. Did he not say something about if she had told him ¢
Oh, he did. What was that? He said, “ If she had told me, I would have known what
she was taking; besides, to send a girl like that for it!" Was that part of the same
statement ! ' Yes. ; .

Lord Justice-Clerk—Was that after what you have already told us? Noj; it was before,
Tell us all he said. He raised his hand and eyes towards heaven, and said, “Good

heavens | has she taken this since Tuesday. If she had told me, I would have known
what she was taking, and not sent a girl like that forit.”’ That meant Mary, I suppose? Yes.
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When did you see it next? The next time I saw it was in Superintendent M‘Call'a
hands. Was that after the prisoner's apprehension? Yes, YnuP:rfra shown a bottle
here, marked No., 85; was that a bottle of the same size and general appearance? Yes.
I suppose you cannot say more precisely that it is the same bottle? No.

[As this witness was leaving the Court, one of the jurymen became faint, and was
compelled to leave the Court.  He was attended by Dr Littlejohn; and after being out

for n:;‘-::.gtj ten minutes, returned, and took his seat in the box, when the proceedings were
resumed.

Mary M‘Lrop recalled and re-sworn—Solicitor-General—You were in Dr Pritchard’s
house after his wife's body was taken to Edinburgh? Yes. On the Tuesday the police
were in the house, and you saw Superintendent M‘Call there? Yes. Did you give him
a bottle? Yes. [Shown bottle.] Is that the bottle you gave him? It is very like it.
It is the same looking bottle and the same looking label? Yes. And there was a dark.
coloured liquid in it¥ Yes. You said that was like the bottle that you saw after Mrs
Taylor's body was dressed? Yes. Where did you find it? It was in a drawer. In what
room? The chest of drawers was in the bed-room when Mrs Taylor died, but they were
taken to the lobby; and it was in one of these drawers that the bottle was found. The
chest of drawers had been in the room when Mrs Taylor died, and also when Mrs Pritchard
died ; but they had been shifted into the lobby by the time Superintendent M‘Call came
to the house to search, and in one of the drawers of that chest of drawers you found the
bottle and gave it to him? Yes. Was there any other bottle like it in the house that
you knew of ! No.

Lord Justice-Clerk—How did you eome to look for the bottle in the drawers? Did
any body ask you todoso? Yes. Who was it? Captain M*Call,

Solieitor-General—What bottle did he ask for? For the bottle that was found in Mrs
Taylor's pocket after her death.

JESSIE BRYDEN or NaBs—Mr Crichton—You go out as a washerwoman, and have
been employed sometimes by Dr Pritchard’s family? Yes, Do you remember being
sent for the night that Mrs Pritchard died? Yes; it was between twelve and one in
the morning. Was that to assist in dressing the body? Yes, Mary Patterson and [
dressed the body. Did you see anything found in Mrs Taylor's pocket? Yes; a bottle.

Shown a bottle.] Is that the bottle? Yes. Did you read the label? Yes. [Shown
abel.] Is that it? Yes. What kind of liquor was there init? It was brownish in
colour, and rather thick. How full was the bottle? About three parts full, The liquid
did not come under the label.

Lord Justice-Clerk—That is to say, it stood above the lower edge of the label? Yes.

Mr Crichton—Did you see what was done with it? Dr Pritchard took it down stairs.
But, before that, did Mary Patterson do anything with it? Yes, she put it upon the
drawers. Upon the drawers or under the drawers? I think it was under the drawers,
because we were both on the floor at the time, raking the clothes up. Did you sea the
doctor after that? Yes, he came into the room, and said that Mary M‘Leod had told
him that we had found a bottle in Mrs Taylor’s pocket. He asked Mary Patterson to give
it him, and she knelt down and gave it him. He looked at it, and said, * Good heavens, has
she taken all that since Monday "' Did he say anything more? He said she ought not to
have got a girl like that to buy it for her, but she ought to have asked him to buy it
for her, and he would have got it; then he said she had been in the habit of taking
it for years. Did he say anything about Mrs Taylor's illness? No; he said she had
been indulging in liquor for a few days, and had taken an overdose of the opium.

Lord Justice-Clerk—By which you understood him to mean Batley's mixture? Yes.
Did he say anything more about it! He said to us to say nothing about if, because
it might lead to a little trouble. When did he say that? At night in the bed-room.
Did he speak to you again about this bottle? Yes; next morning in the consulting-
room, between eight and nine o'clock, I think. Who was there! No one but myself.
I had gone in to make up the fire. What did he say then? He said fo take no notice
to any one about the bottle. I asked if it was dangerous, and he said yes; it was
poisonous when one took too much of it. Anything more?! He did not say anything
more then. Do you remember seeing Mrs Pritchard one day in January when you
were there? Yes. When was that, do you remember? I cannot remember the dates,
but I know it was in the month of January. Had you been carrying up coals to the bed-
room? Yes. Did you hear anything before you wens into thq room } :fﬂ.a. ‘I heard
Mrs Pritchard retching very much indeed. Did you go in, or did you wait a little? I
waited a little. What happened next? She rang the bell very violently, and then I went
in. Where did you find Mrs Pritchard! Leaning over the basin-stand. What time of
day was this? About seven o'clock in the evening. Did she ask you to give her any-
thing ¢ Yes, she asked me to give her a drink of cold water, Had she been down stairs

o
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about the cramp from the doctor atall? No: I heard that from Mrs Tavlon
symptom of illness which the doctor told me of was the sickness, Mrs %aylhr ﬂﬁﬂ{
Pritchard was sick every time she tasted food, and was sometimes attacked with eramp in
her arms and hands. She said the cramp came on after tea, and at night, Mrs Taylor
once gpoke to me about being sick herself. She said she was sick after taking some
tapioca that had been prepared for Mrs Pritchard. She said it had been prepared for
Mrs Pritchard, and taken up to her room, and she refused to take it, and Mrs Taylor took
it, and about an hour and ahalf after, she was seized with sickness and with vomiting,
She told me that the sickness and vomiting continued about an hour. I understood her
to say it was severe sickness and vomiting. She also said she was very glad that Mrs
Pritchard had not taken it, as it might have proved fatal in her delicate state. She eaid
she would send the tapioca back to the shop, for it was bad. Did she say that her sick-
nees and vomiting were like those with which Mra Pritchard was afflicted? She said
something of the kind, but I cannot remember the words. But although you don't
remember the words, the idea she conveyed to you was that her attack was like Mrs
Pnﬂmhggfi own? Yes.
t ord Justice-Clerk—I cannot tell the day that thi urred.

ﬁftuf]ﬂ,’m g i i ap; Uny, . this oce It was shortly

By the Solicitor-General—I was told Mrs Taylor died at an early hour on Saturday
me - I had seen her upon the Friday, It did not appear to me that there was any-
thing the matter with her when I saw her. I noticed no change upon her. I alwa
thought her a strong healthy old lady, I saw no difference on her on the Friday, El{:
took tea that night with the doctor and myself, and the rest, in the dining-room, just as
usual. That was about seven o'clock, She left the dining-room shortly after, as she
was in the habit of doing, She generally went to Mrs Pritchard’s room after tea. I next
heard of her about half-past nine o'clock. The doetor came and told me that she was taken
suddenly ill, and desired me to go for Dr Paterson. That was his purpose in coming to
me, Just tell us what passed between Dr Pritchard and you upon that occasion.
He merely came into the room and said Mrs Taylor was taken suddenly ill, and asked
me to go for a doctor. I asked what was the matter with her, and he said he thought it
waa apoplexy. I went for Dr Paterson, and he came in about ten minutes after. I was
not present when Dr Paterson was in the room. I saw Dr Pritchard for a few minutes,
shortly after Dr Paterson left. I asked him whether Mrs Taylor was any better. He
replied that she was not. I asked if it was apoplexy, and he said it was. The next I heard
of Mrs Taylor was next morning. The doctor came to my room early in the morning and
gaid something which at first I could not catch; but when I awoke and understood him,
1t was that Mis Taylor had died about half-past twelve o'clock. He gaid she had died very
calmly and peacefully. Afterwards he told me she was not conscious for some time be-
fore she died, but that she had recovered consciousness for a few minutes immediately
before she died. I left the house next day. I returned about a week afterwards—on
Monday, 6th March., I saw Mrs Prit;t:hu.n{ that day in the drawing-room. I asked her
how she felt, and she said she was pretty well. The doctor was in the room at the time.
I thought, from her appearance, that she was getting better. She looked convalescent;
but her face looked rather haggard. I saw Mrs Pritchard again about a week before her
death—again in the drawing-room. She seemed much about the same in health as when
I had seen her before. She did not tell me anything about herself. The doctor was not
present, and she asked me to go for him. She did not say why she wanted him. I got
him for her. I never saw Mrs Pritchard again while she was alive. I asked the doctor
about her generally every morning. He said she was getting better, and that he thought
ghe was coming round. ’

Lord Justice-Clerk—How long did he continue to say that? Until the day she died.

Examination resumed—He complained of being worn out by being kept up so often
at night watching her. Anything about her having worn him out in the same way
before? I asked him if he was not worn out sitting up at night. He said he was,
but she had often done the same thing for him when he was ill. I understood him to
mean that he did not grudge sitting up, for she had done as much for him. On the night
before Mrs Pritchard’s death, the prisoner gave me a doctor’s prescription to get for him,
and told me to go to the Glasgow Medical Hall. I went and got two phials containing a
lignid preparation. I gave them to the prisoner, I did notread the prescription. That
was about nine o'clock in the evening, The apothecary’s shop was in Elmbank Street.
[Shown a prescription.] That is in the doctor’s handwriting; but I cannot be sure if it
is the one he gave me. I brought the prescription back from the apothecary’s, and gave
it to Dr Pritchard, along with the phials. [Shown phial,] This is about the size of the
phial, and that is like the colour of the stuff that was in it. The prisoner, w:hun he
gave me the prescription, said it was for his wife. I was told of Mrs Pritchard a*daa.th
on the following morning by Mary M‘Leod. T used to be frequently in the’doctor’s con-
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came in about eleven and went to bed. I was awoke between a quarter and half-past
twelve by Mary Patterson. I rose and went into the doctor's room. He was in bed
beside Mrs Pritchard. Did you look at Mrs Pritchard? Yes; I did. What state was
she in? BShe was dead. The doctor said she was not dead, and asked me to go for Dr
Paterson. I went and saw Dr Paterson, and told him to come, and he said he would.
When I came back to the house, one of the servants met me, and told me that the
doctor was not coming. No reason was assigned to me for his not coming, I then wens
down to the Vietoria Hotel for Mr Michael Taylor, of Edinburgh, who was living there.
T can't remember which of ttﬁoaermnta it was who told me to go to the Victoria Hotel,
but it was one of them. T brought Mr Taylor up to the house. I slept in the room
next to Mrs Pritchard’s. T have heard her vomiting during the night—not frequently,
but more than once—five or six times. I did not hear her vomiting in the mornings.

Jaxer Hamurow, dressmaker, Glasgow.—Solicitor-General—I am a dressmaker in
Glasgow. I was acquainted with Mrs Pritchard, the prisoner's wife. I was in the habit
of making dresses for her, and I occasionally went to see her. I remember being gent
for to go and see her ghortly before her death, in the same month that she died. It was
on Wednesday, 8th march. I went about nine o'clock in the morning, but I did not see
Mrs Pritchard till in the forenoon, when I saw her in the drawing-room. How was she
looking that day? She was looking very well it appeared to me; but when I gaw her
before it was after her mother's death, and she looked very grieved like. What did she
tell {Inu about her illness? She said she did not understand this retching, and that if it
left her alone she thought she would be all right. I asked what she was taking in the
way of medicines, and she said very little. She said the retching came upon her always
after food, and that she was often sick at night, Did she account for her weakness in
any way! Noj; she gaid she did not understand it. I had asked her what her trouble
was, and she said that was what she would like to know, but that she did not understand
it. She said afterwards that it was very strange that she was always well in Edinburgh
and ill at home. The answer I gave her was that perhaps it was because Edinburgh
was her native air. She said she did not know about that. Was there anything about
her manner or expression which struck you when she said that!? Well; I did not think
about it particularly at the time, except that she looked very serious. She said she
didn’t know what was wrong with her. She said she was very anxious to know about
her illness, and that she thought she would very soon get better if the retching would
leave her. I understood from her that that was the only thing the matter with her,

Wittraxm TENNENT GAmRDNER—Mr Gifford—You are Professor of Medicine in the
University of Glasgow?! Iam. Do you know the prisoner? I do. Do you remember
receiving a message requesting you to call upon the prisoner? Ido. When!? On the
night between the 8th and 9th of February. It was during the night and between the
Sth and 9th of February? Yes. At what o'clock! I think between twelve and hali-
past one. I cannot come nearer the time. Had you retired? I had not. I was making
preparations for a lecture next morning. What was the message! It was to come and
see Mra Pritchard. Did you go immediately? Immediately. Had you ever seen her
before? Never; so far as I know.

Lord Justice-Clerk—Never as a patient? No. :

Mr Gifford—You met Dr Pritchard at the house? Yes. Did he take you to his wife's
bed-room? Yes. Did he tell you before he introduced you what was the matter with
her? In general terms. What did he say? He said she had been very sick, and that
her stomach was not able to bear food. I think he said she had been some weeks so.
Did he say anything more? Not just at that time, I think. I mean before he intro-
duced you? 1 think not. When he had introduced you, did he still continue to speak
to you about her symptoms? At intervals; but I cannot r_emumher exactly. When he
introduced you, how did you find Mrs Pritchard—was she in bed ? 1 found her in bed,
lying on her back, with a considerably flushed face, and in a state of pretty considerable
excitement. She then, I think, told me herself she had been sick. You said that the
prisoner went on to speak of her symptoms? Yes. Did he aay anything about spasms ¥
He did; but I cannot remember whether I got the first information of the spasms from
him or from her, Was any opinion expressed by the doctor as to what was the matter
with her? The only thing I recollect was after the spasms became known to me, and he
then said that it was catalepsy. Did he mention that any other medical man had seen her ¥
He mentioned that Dr Cowan, of Edinburgh, had seen her. Did he say if Dr Cowan had
ordered anything, or what? I think afterwards he said that Dr Cowan had ordered
stimulants, and he said that his wife had had ehloroform, but whether by Dr Cowan s orders
or not I do not know. Did he say his wife had had the stimulants? I think so. He
gaid she had had champagne. You spoke to Mrs Pritchard, I suppose ! Oh, yes. Did
she say anything about baving sent for you? Yes. What did she say? She began by
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again.” Did you arrange when you were to see her again? Yes; I was to see her the same
day of wh:::h this was the morning. Did you call? I called between twelve and one
o'clock.  That was the 9th February? Yes. Did you see Dr Pritchard ! T did, He
said Mrs Pritchard was better, and quite quiet. Did you go to Mrd Pritchard’s bed-room ?
We went to her bed-room, and T found her quiet. Free from fever?! Yes, Had you any
conversation with her? Yes. In general terms I assured myself that she felt better
and that she had not vomited since I saw her ; but she still had the remains of the apanm;.
in %1':1* hands.
rd Justice-Clerk—That was about twelve hours after your former visit? Yes.

Mr Gifferd—Dr Pritchard was there the whole time ? %: was. How long might you
be there? About ten minutes. What did you direct? I directed that she was atﬂf to
get no stimulants and no medicine, and that when she required food she was to get a
boiled egg plain, and milk and bread, but nothing else; and I told her that my object
was to make her diet as simple as it could possibly be, in order that there might be no
possibility of her taking anything that would disagree with her. That is, nothing that
would produce sickness or sit heavy on her stomach? Yes. I think I told her that if
her stomach had fair-play it would digest milk and the simple food I indicated. Did you
;ay anything more to Dr Pritchard! I simply repeated generally what I had said to

er.

Lord Justice-Clerk—You said if her stomach had fair-play it would digest milk? T do
not wish it to be understood that I used these words. I do not remember the exact
words ; but 1 endeavoured to impress her with the idea that her stomach would digest a
simple thing when it would not digest complicated things; and that she must not load
it with medicine and with a variety of food, but that she must go back to perfectly
simple food.

Mr Gifford—Did you form any opinion as to what was the matter with her? I was
very much puzzled. You are confining yourself to thé one visit, doctor? Yes. What
did you think of her? I was very much puzzled. I thought she was intoxicated the
evening before—drunk, in fact; but beyond that I formed no very decided opinion. Did
you gay, on leaving on the second visit, that you would return again? I do not think I
fixed any time. Did you think her case required serious and constant attention? Yes
Just tell us what was your impression of it? My impression was, that if I had been o
general practitioner, in attendance upon her, I ghould probably have geen her every day,
or twice a-day ; but there was a doctor in the house, and my habit is to act as a consult-
ing physician, not as a general practitioner.

Lord Justice-Clerk—You considered that you had been called by the prisoner as a con-
sulting physician? Yeas.

Mr Gifford—This was upon the 9th, Did you return next day! No; I never saw her

again.

Lord Justice-Clerk—Were you ever sent for again? No.

Mr Gifford—Had you to leave town? I had to leave town for a distant engagement
on the Friday, and before leaving town I wrote a note or sent a message to ascertain how
Mrs Pritchard was, and received for answer that she was better. I then left for my en-
gagement, and returned on the Saturday afternoon. On my return, there was a patient
waiting for me ; and while I was engaged with the patient, I beliave Dr Pritchard called
and left word that his wife was better, and that I need not call. Did you write to your
friend Dr Taylor, in Penrith, about the case? Yes. I think it was on the 9th February,
the day after my second visit. What was your reason for writing him? My reason was
that I was puzzled, and that I thought the practice bad in so far as stimulants were con-
cerned at least, and that I wished to be backed up and aided by his suggestion. Were
there any symptoms of gastric fever upon Mrs Pritchard that you observed? I did not
think there was any fever at all.

Cross-examined by Mr A. R. Clark—You said you did not understand what was the
meaning of the word catalepsy which the prisoner used? It was not I that applied the
word to the case. I do not say it was, but I thought you said you did not understand the
meaning of the word as applied? No; it seemed to me to have no application to the case.
Had you known the prisoner before? Yes. Long? More or less, I think, for about a
year ; but I don’t remember how long? About how long? I think for one or two years.
My connexion with him has been chiefly seeing a few cases with him in consultation.

Loep JUsTIOE-CLERE—You knew him as a medical man for a year or two previous{

Yaﬁ: Clark—Was his nomenclature correct? Witness—In this case? Mr Clark—No ;
generally. Had he any peculiarity in the way in which he spoke of disease? Well, I
can’t answer that question. Did you not observe anything peculiar in his nomenclature
of disease? Perhaps it was occagionally a little at random. What was it you observed
in him? I have no very distinct impression. You say it was perhapa a little at random.







40

looking, well-formed, altogether I should say a very superior-looki i
; ned, L L perior-loo erson for her time
of life, and certainly not having the slightest appearance of haingufdgicwd to the use of

spirituous or intoxicating liguors. On examining her face it was rather pale, but the ex-
pression was calm or placid. The eyelids artially closed, the li ) ivi
the breathing slow and laborious. ; i s it gt

Her skin i 4
spiration. The pulse was almost imparceljtibtr;a nﬁ? aﬁgi::t‘:e?dtnwﬁh Lﬁﬂiﬁﬁ;
;[Jrhcun&mous. On my opening up the eyelids I found both pupils very much contracted.

rom those symptoms, and judging from her general appearance, my conviction was that
she was under the influence of opium, or some other powerful narcotic, and I at once pro-
nounced my opinion that she was dying, That was your opinion? Yes ; decidedly. To
Dr Pntgcl-"“"fi: who was beside you all the while? Yes: on my doing so, Pritchard said
something in an undertone of voice, apparently unwilling that my opinicn should be
fﬁ:"& E.‘F fgﬁ ladies, which was quite natural and quite common. We retired a little from
Te ed-side, went near to the fire-place, and I then stated distinctly that she was dying.

ritchard said she had frequently had attacks of a similar kind before, but never one so
severe. I said that nothing we could do would have the slightest effect, but that, as a last
resource, we might try mustard poultices to the soles of the feet, the calves of the legs,
and the inside of the thighs, and as quickly as possible administer a strong turpentine
enema, That is an injection? Yes. Pritchard at once proceeded to prepare the enema,
and he said he had a little before given her one in which he had administered a glass of
brandy. The old lady lay apparently comatose, or unconscious; but on being roused a
little, and the head and shoulders slightly elevated, there was a degree of consciousness
came on, and the pulse becane perceptible at the wrist. Was that rousing the first thing
you had done to test whether she was really conscious or not? It was. And what you
meant by saying that she was seemingly unconscious before was, that she was not mani-
festing consciousness before? Yes.

The Lord Justice-Clerk—All the symptoms manifested unconscionsness, did they not?
Yes. The pulse was first perceptible at the wrist? Yes; 1 directed Pritchard's atéention
to the pulse, and he then clapped the old lady on the shoulder and said,  You are getting
'!Jﬂlia_bi':r, darlilillg.” Iléuuknd at him, and shook my head ominously, as much as to say,

 Never in this world."”

The Solicitor-General —She gave no promise to you of being better? None. A slight
fit of retching now came on, and she put up a small quantity of a frothy kind of mucous,
immediately after which the coma or insensibility returned-—the breathing became more
oppressed, more laboured, and the alvine evacuations were passed involuntarily. I then
concluded that the case was utterly hopeless, but Pritchard administered the enema.
What then? I left the room and went downstairs accompanied by Pritchard, and we went
into the consulting-room. I repeated my opinion that she was in a state of narcotism.

3 The Lord Justice-Clerk—That is to say, under the influence of opium or some narcotic?
es,

The Solicitor-General—Narcotism was the expression youused ! Yes. Pritchard then
gaid the old lady was in the habit of regularly using Batley's Sedative Solution, and that
she had a few days before purchased not less than a half-pound bottle of the medicine,
and that he had no doubt, or it was very likely, that she might have taken a good swig of
it. That was his expression? Yes. There was little more said at that time in regard to
the state of Mrs Pritchard. You know Batley's Solution? I know it, but I very seldom
uged it. Had Mrs Taylor anything of the appearance of an old lady who had been in the
practice of using such a medicine? My impression was that she was not what is called an
opium-eater, or one who used opium to any great extent. She presented no appearance
of that? That was my opinion. Would you recall to your recollection the bed-room again,
and tell us what you observed of Mrs Pritchard? While attending to Mrs Taylor, I was
very much struck at the same time with the appearance of Mrs Pritchard. She seemed
exceedingly weak and exhausted. Her features were sharp or thin, with a high hectic
flush on her cheeks, and her voice was very weak and peculiar—in fact, very much re-
sembling the voice of a person verging into the collapsed stage of cholera. The expression
of her countenance conveyed to me the idea of a kind of silly or semi-imbecile person at
the time. At first T was inclined to attribute her appearance to the recent severe attack
of gastric fever, which I was told by the prisoner she had had, and her symptoms aggra«
vated of course by the great consternation and grief not unnaturally caused by the sudden
and alarming condition of her mother. At the same time I must say I could not banish
from my mind the idea, or rather the conviction, that her symptoms betokened that she
was under the depressing influence of antimony. You mean that that impression or con-
viction came upon you at the time while in her presence, and that you could not get quit
of it? Certainly. I did not put a single question to Mrs Pritchard.

The Lord Justice-Clerk—The impression was created entirely by her appearance? Yes,
and the general symptoms of the case. I then left, and went home about half-past eleven.
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recommended the continuance of the stimulants and nourishment, and to pay most parti-
cular attention to the state of the alimentary canal—the stomach and hth'ma{a. Nothing
more passed at that interview? No. Then I suppose the next oceasion you have to speak
of is that visit a few hours before her death ! On the 17th of March—the Friday evening
—Pritehard called upon me personally, I think about a quarter to eight o'clock in the
evening, and requested me to go with him to see Mrs Pritchard. Did you go? I did.
And went up to the bed-room and saw the lady? Yes. Mrs Pritchard was ‘bed, in a
sitting position, supported by pillows. What appearance did she present? I was very
much struck with her terribly altered appearance. She seemed quite conscious. I went
up to her bedside, and she caught my hand, and I could see a half smile of recognition
upon her countenance. She very soon began to mutter about Ler having been vomiting.
FPritchard was standing behind me, and he volunteered to say that she had not been vomit-
ing—that she was only raving., BShe complained of great thirst, and Pritchard poured
gome water out of a caraffe into a tumbler, and gave it to her to drink. At the same time
he said, “ Here is some nice cold water, darling,” Did she drink it? She drank it. I
observed her countenance very much changed from what it had been when I last saw her.
There was a peculiarly wild expression; the eyes were of a fiery red, and sunk-locking.
Her cheeks were hollow, sharp, pinched looking, and still very much flushed. Her pulse
was very weak, and exceedingly rapid. Her tongue, how was it? It was of a darkish-
brown colour, very foul ; and she immediately began to grasp with her hand, as if to catch
at some imaginary object on the bed-clothes. Bhe muttered something about the clock;
and Pritchard said he thought she referred to the clock or timepiece on the drawing-room
mantelpiece. There was no clock in the room where she was. I expressed my surprige at
the great change and alarming appearances, and I asked Pritchard how long she had been
entirely confined to bed since I saw her, He said only since morning; that yesterday or
yesterday afternoon, she was in the drawingroom amusing herself with the children. I
again expressed surprise at her alarming condition. Her condition was alarming? Yes,
certainly. Anything eaid about her gleep?! He eaid she had not slept for four or five days
or nights. I then said we must endeavour to do something to relieve her, and, if possible,
procure some refreshing sleep, We left the bed-room and went downstairs, and I then
prescribed thirty drops of solutien of morphia, thirty drops of ipecacuanha wine, five or
ten drops of chlorodyne, and an cunce of cinnamon water. This was to be repeated in
four hours, if the first draught did not give relief. That is, did not e gleep ! Quite
so. Did you write the prescription? I didnot. Pritchard wrote the prescription at my
dictation. Did you ask him to write it? No; I eaid it was unnecessary to write it, it
was 80 simple that he might make it up himeelf. I was anxious to save time, and give
relief as soon as possible. at did he say to that? He said he kept no medicines in
the house excepting chloroform and Batley's Sedative Solution. Did you say anything to
that? I asked if he did not keep a small stock in order to meet any emergency, and par-
tieularly for night work, and he said he didnot. Did that strike you as anything strange ?
It certainly did. o

Lord Justice-Clerk—You mean that it is not a usual thing for a medical practitioner ?
Yes. Medical men in extensive practice must kﬂ"li medicines in stock, especially for night
work, if they have much night work to go through. .

Solicitor-General—And he wrote it to your dictation? So far as I know. You did not
look at it? No. TYou assumed he would write it correctly? Certainly. [Shown
No. 18] Is that in his handwriting? I think it is. I am sure it is. Does that conform
to what you told him to write? Yes. What next oecurred? I then left the house, and
1 heard no more of it till about one o'clock on the following morning, which was Saturday.
And what did you hear then? At that time my door bell was suddenly loudly rung, and
on going to the door I found a young man, who requested me to go to Mrs Pritchard
immediately, as she had become much worse, and was thought to be dying, if not dead.
T proceeded to dress myself at once. In less than three minutes after that my door bell
was again rung, this time by a servant girl; and as I opened the door she gaid, “ You
need not come ; Mra Pritchard is dead.” And you did not go to the house again} No,
And you have mentioned to us the only visit you ever paid to the house, and all you saw
of those two ladies? Certainly; I never crossed the threshold of the house except on
these occasions, Did you ever say to the prisoner that you thought his wife, Mrs
Pritchard, had taken too much wine? I never did. And you have mentioned to s
quite accurately everything you ever ordered for hert Yes. You are quite sure you
never recommended Dublin stout for her? No; I never did. .

Cross-examined by Mr Clark—You mentioned that Mrs Taylor had not the appearance
of having been in the habit of using opium? That is my candid opinion. Have you
had experience in cases of that kind? I have. And Mrs Taylor did not resemble any
such patient? I think not. Why did you judge that she was not addicted to the use
of opium ? If a person is in the habit of taking opium to a great extent, you generally
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oot have been a very safe matter to do that. Why did you not visit her the next da
and see that your advice hg{l been acted on? I did not consider at all, sir, that she w::i
my patient, nt[d I had no right or title to go back and visit her. I would have considered
myself intruding upon the family had I done so. You had been asked to visit her by
the prisoner himself on the Ist March? I believe that if I had not met him accidentally,
I would not have been asked. You have no right to say that, doctor, Well, I under-
stood that visit more in the light of a friendly call of condolence under paiuful, trying
circumstances, than as a medical visit. Had you ever been intimate with Mrs Prit':l?mrd
before? No. Why did you call to pay a visit of condolence to a PErson you never saw
before? It was at Dr Pritchard’s request. To condole with her ! I could conceive of
nothing else. What was the use of calling on a person whom you did not know to con-
<ole with her? T had seen her at her mother’s deathbed., Were you pot called as a
medical man? I don't think so. I understood Dr Pritchard was attending her himself ;
that 1 was only to call during the day, and when he came back in the evening I had
nothing to do with it. But when you saw something so specially the case, why did you
not call back? Simply because it was none of my business; I did not consider it my
duty. She had her own husband there—a medical man. Having been in a house where
you thought there was poisoning going on, you did not consider it your duty to go back ?
I had discharged my duty, as far as I thought was incumbent upon me. By preseribing
certain things, and not knowing whether the prescription was followed? In any case
where a consultation is held, the consulting physician has no right to go back to see the
patient, Then it was the dignity of your profession that prevented you from going
back? It is the etiquette of our profession. That was one reason wﬁy I did not go
back. I did not say it was the only one. In any case where I had been called in for
consultation, were 1 to go back, it would be a breach of the etiquette of my profession.
You said you wrote to the registrar. Did you write first, or did you get a letter from
the registrar before you wrote to him? I got the schedule sent to me in the first place.
That was about Mrs Taylor? Yes. I got no notice with regard to Mrs Pritchard.

Solicitor-General —It was to visit Mrs Taylor, who was thought to be very ill upon
the 24th February, that you was called in? Yes. That was only what you was called
in for? Only. You were not consulted about Mrs Pritchard at all? No. Was your
meeting with Dr Pritchard accidental ! Purely accidental. What $ime of day was it ?
About eleven o'clock in the forenoon ; and he told me that he was going from home, and
would be obliged if I would call and see his wife next day. You had no reason to sup-
pose, and do not suppose, that he was coming for you ! Certainly not, And it was,
therefore, from your aceidentally meeting him at eleven o'clock that one day, and his
asking you to call at eleven o'clock the next, that you thought it was an accidental invi-
tation?! Purely. You said that it might not have been safe for you to communicate
your suspicions to Dr Pritchard himself ! It would not have been very natural, cer-
tainly. You mean that your suspicions concerned himself? I would rather not answer
that question.

Mr Clark— You did not communicate that to any of the family—that is, Dr Pritchard's
family? No. Nor the Taylor family? I mnever saw any of the Taylor family, unless
Mr Taylor himself, when he came for the certificate.

Solicitor-General—You told us that you wrote to the registrar, Mr Struthers? I did.
That letter has been destroyed? I know the letter verbatim. I wrote it very guardedly.

Mr Clark—Is there a copy in existence?

Solicitor-General—I have a copy taken from the witness's dictation,

Lord Justice-Clerk—You must have the destruction of it proved.

Solicitor-General—1I shall do so now.

Janmes SrroraErs—Ry Solicitor-General—I am registrar of deaths for the Blythswood
distriet'in Glasgow. The prisoner’s (Dr Pritchard's) house was in the district. 1 received
intimation in the usual way of the death of Mrs Taylor in kis house on the 25th February,
between twelve ana half-past twelve in the forenovon. It was given by Mr Taylor, her
husband. I asked him who was the medical attendant. He mentioned Dr Pritchard and
Dr Paterson. He mentioned that Dr Paterson had been called in some little time before
her death, and I asked him if I might send to Dr Paterson, as I did not consider him (Dr
Pritchard) as the medical attendant. He said he should prefer I should send to Dr
Paterson for the sertificate. I accordingly sent Dr Paterson the usual printed form of
the Registrar-General with Llanks to be filled up. This was on the Thursday the 2d
March. I got a certificate returned blank, with a note. I am sorry to say that the note
was not kept. It recommended me to apply to Dr Pritchard,.which I did, and I after-
wards got a certificate from Dr Pritchard, which certified that the primary cause of death
had been paralysis, the duration of which had been twelve hours, and the secondary cause
had been apoplexy, the duration of which had been one hour, Dr Pritchard got a similar
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I did not go exactly as a medical man; T went more as an old friend. but T did

or two questions. Then what did you say ordo? In the firat place, I saw she hu?lﬂl;r‘:m
in coming down stairs, and I ordered the application of a mustard-poultice to her
stomach and to take ice, and if there was much prostration I advised small quantities of
champagne, with ice. The prisoner was present during the whole interview? Yes.
Did you remain over night? Tdid. You dined there, I suppose? I did. Did any-
thing occur in the evening about Mrs Pritchard? While I was sitting in the dining-
room with the children, Dr Pritchard came down from the bed-room and told me that
Mrs Pritchard had been vomiting again, and requested me to accompany him to the bed-
room to see her, which I did. To her own bed-room? Yes. You saw her? Yes, and
she told me she had been again vomiting. What did you do? Nothing. She at that time
complained, I remember, much of feeling a desire for food, and yet she could not retain
it, and I_prupuaed to administer beef-tea injections to see if that would do any good.
Was she in bed when youleft her? She was in bed at that time, Did you see her next
morning? Tdid. 'Was she down at breakfast! No. In her own bed-room? Yes.
Was this before or after breakfast? It would be the first thing in the morning, How
did you find her? Much the same a3 on the previous night. Did anything particular
occur? No. Did you return to Edinburgh that evening? Yes; I stayed in Glasgow
during the day. Did you see her that day again? Yes; I saw her when I left, but
nothing particular oceurred that made any impression upon me.

L::;‘r::lI ;ﬂ;h}eﬂl&rk—?uu went back to Edinburgh on the day after you went to Glas-
gow id.

Mr Gifford—Was it you that took the message to Mrs Taylor to go to Glasgow? I
did. 'Who gave you the message! Well, it was Mrs Pritchard's desire that her mother
should come through and wait upon her. It was my proposal partly, and she acceded
toit. You suggested it? Yes, There was a large family, and I thought she required
undivided attention. And you saw Mrs Taylor? Yes; and she went next day.

Cross-examined by Mr gria-rk—Yuu knew Dr and Mrs Pritchard well § {’nry inti-
mately. During the whole time they were married? Yes. Did they live happily
together? Exceedingly so. Down to the time Mrs Pritchard died? To the last
moment—at least to the last moment I saw her. When was the last time you saw her?
I saw Mrs Pritchard at Mrs Taylor's death. You never heard of any disagreement what-
ever between them ! The very reverse. And they appeared to you to be very affection:
ate as husband and wife? Ixceedingly so. I never heard him speak a disrespectiul
or unkind word of her or to her, and I never heard her speak a disrespectful or
unkind word to him or of him. On the contrary, they both spoke in the absence of
each other very kindly? Exceedingly so. How did he and Mras Taylor stand? Well,
he was Mrs Taylor's idol. Do you remember of Mrs Pritchard's body being brought to
Edinburgh. I do. It was taken to her father's house in Lauder Road? Yes; I accom-
panied it to the house., Did the prisoner accompany it? He did. It waa in a coffin, of
course? It was. When it was taken to the house, was the coffin opened? It was, at
Dr Pritchard’s desire. For what purpose? To gratify the servants. They were very
much attached to her, and it was done that they might have a last look at the body.
What day was that? It was on Monday the 20th. Now, just tell us what passed on
this occasion! The coffin was opened, and was in the bed-room at the time it was
opened, and the servants were in the room, and Mr Taylor was in the room; Dr
Pritchard exhibited a great deal of good feeling on the occasion, and kissed her ; and
after some time we retired. '

Mr Gifford—Were you well acquainted with Mrs Taylor? Yes, You had known her
for a great many years?! Allmylife. You were intimate with her? Yes. You visited
her frequently? Oh, very. She was a person of temperate habits? Very temperate
habita.

Lord Justice-Clerk—Have you seen much of Dr and Mrs Pritchard during the last
two years? A gooddeal. And visited them frequently at Glasgow ! Well, I was notin
the habit of visiting them very frequently, but oceasionally, and Mrs Pritchard and Dr
Pritchard were frequently through to Edinburgh. You saw more of them at that
time? Yes.

MangaRET DicksoN—=Solicitor-General—I was in the employment of Mr Michael Tay-
lor, the husband of the late Mrs Taylor, who died in Glasgow. I was in his service four
and a half years till April last, His wife lived in the house with him till she went
to Glasgow in February last. I was the only servant in the house. They lived in Lau-
der Road. I remember Mrs Pritchard coming from Glasgow on a visit in November
last; and she remained till a few days from Christmas. She had been complaining
when she came; but she got better with us. She was pretty well when at Lauder
Road. I heard no complaint. She was not confined to bed any day or part of aday,
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every month. Were they living happily together ! I never saw anything to the eon
Did theya pear to be living happily ? "Yes. And affectionately ¢ FYEB.E Did she appear
t? be very kind to him? Yes. Andheto her? Yes. When you went to Glasgow,
E ways went to their house? T generally stopped three days at a hotel, and after finishing
u“ﬁ““ I generally stopped Saturday, Sunday, and Monday at their house. That was in
each month? Nearly in each month, Perhapsit might not be quite a month. Upon the
average, I would say one week a month. You spent two or three days in their house in
each month? Yes. Do you remember when you were in Glasgow of stating something
to Mrs Pritchard about a nurse, or did she speak to you about a nurse? The doctor wrote
that he was either going to get a nurse, or had got one. But did Mrs Pritchard? Never.
Do you remember Mrs Pritchard saying to you that she did not want a nurse? She may
have gaid 8o, but I remember the doctor wrote saying he was going to get a nurse, or had
got one, and it is quite possible Mrs Pritchard may have said that, but I cannot remember.
You eaid you knew that Mrs Taylor took Batley’s Sedative, though you did not know the
name of it? I knew she was taking medicine. Do you know where she got it? She got
it lai;t I}Eﬂmnh -?1_:15 Fll:u!-c]:]:;,art'a, ;_nd EE Fairgrieve's, in Clerk Street. These were the two
Places she got it at ! es, You did not konow the quantity she §
ghe did get it and took it? Yes. : M e

At this point, the Court adjourned till ten next morning, having sat till six o’clock.

THIRD DAY—WEeDNESDAY, JULY 5.

Tae Court met again this morning, and resumed the trial — the Lord Justice-Clerk,
Lord Ardmillan, and Lord Jerviswoode presiding.

The Solicitor-General, Mr Gifford, and Mr Crichton conducted the prosecution; and
Mr A. R. Clark, Mr Watson, and Mr Brand appeared for the prisoner,

At five minutes past ten the prisoner took his seat in the deck, and immediately after
his brother entered and took his seat by his side. The prizoner during the day pre-
served the calm and attentive demeanour which has characterised him since the com-
mencement of the trial,

The first witness called was AnExaxpeEr M‘Carr, Superintendent of Central District
of Glasgow Police—Mr Crichton—I am Superintendent of the Central District of Glas-
gow Police, I apprehended the prisoner on Monday, 20th March. He was searched
then. [Shown Nos. 9 and 10.] These letters were found on him. I visited his house,
Clarence Place, on Tuesday, 21st. 1 searched his repositories. [Shown Nes. 19 and
20.] I found these in the consulting-room. I got a bottle from Mary M‘Leod. [Shown
85 B.] That is the bottle. She took it out of a chest of drawers which was standing on
the stairhead in the passage on the top flat. There was a brownish-coloured liquid in
the bottle. It was about half-full—up to about the middle of the upper label. I went
back next day, the 22d. [Shown No. 86 C.] I took possession of these seven paper
packets. I found them in the consulting-room, [Shown No. 87 D.] I got this quart
bottle in the same room in a locked press; I think it was ginger-wine that was in it.
The key of that press I found in the prisoner’s pocket when apprehended. It was the
press next the fire. [Shown 88 E.] I found this small phial also in the consulting-
room; there are the remains of a label bearing “ Timon.” I found that in another press
in the consulting-room—in an unlocked press. [Shown 89, 90,and 91.] These are three
vials, two corks, and a glass-stopper. I got these in the unlocked press in the consulting-
room. [Shown 92 G.] This phial I got on the mantel-piece in the ante-drawing-room.
The cork now in it I believe was in it then. On the 23d I was back in the house, and
got some things from Mary Patterson. [Shown 96 L.] I got these from Mary Patter-
son. [Shown 97 M.] This bed-linen I also got from her. 1 was there also on 30th March.
[Shown two bank pass-books, Nos, 100 and 101.] I got both these in the locked press in
the consultingroom. Nos. 96 and 97 I handed to John Murray on the 29th, in the
same state in which I got them. On 13th April I handed to Dr Penny all the bottles
which have now been shown to me. [Shown Noz 12, 13, and 14.] I found these in a
desk in the eonsultingroom. They are two prescriptions and an envelope. [Shown 32
to 87 inclusive. I found these letters in a lLookease in the consulting-room. [Shown
Nos. 22 to 28 inclusive.] I found these letters in the same bookease. [Shown Nos. 15
and 16.] I found this prescription and envelope on 30th March on a table in the same
room. [Shown Nos. 17 and 18.] I found this prescription and .anvﬂlopa on the same
day, and on the same table. These were all the medical preseriptions I found.
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Eﬁi::ln:{ n?rﬂﬁ%?m. : {}l:l:ill my experience I never furnished so much poison to an
e i wn la » No, 04, being six }]::hials.] These are the kind of phials wF
e i gy -aconite and for all purposes. I can recognise on one of the phials n.rﬁ
i t.hm I recognise these labels as portions of labels such as we use, ‘-‘?I;;m
ese phials we always labelled them, The hand-writing that is on the part

of the label remaining on the phi - o
ants. His n ame is Mgr an'ﬂ' phials I recognise as the handwriting of one of my assist-

JoaN CurRiE—Mr (ifford— ist i sp s 0
Sl:r@aht I hsw; known the priu{::s: a?nﬁﬂlimcﬁu ?ah?}gﬁféaﬂdfmatﬁﬂf - Eauchie;hﬁﬁ
came to my shop frequently and 4 el et
account; but I hn‘!":ﬂj-lau mzda numnﬁi rgﬁ:i;:a& ntImhME myﬂlladgar hera showing his
which the prisoner was furnished from my shop T]m,t.muut’ owing the articles with
excerpt was lt-hun read by Mr Gifford, and was “a fc-llmf: ff."fgﬁ? %Et;:trlmct one. The
ounces golution morphia ; one ounce Fleming’s tincture of aconite. March 8 1&—_1;;;&
gf-::ﬁ;:pm‘i& tlﬂlmt drachm, tTi;l:u tv]rln gr. to drachm., March 9. —Solution of at}:piu:uténn]:

mm, WO [grs. drachm, March 13.—Half-ounce of Flemi R
aconite. March 14.—Solution of atropine, one drachm, with Hmdmg'ﬁhu mﬁmeturﬂ:ﬂ-uht
16.—Solution of atropine, one drachm with five gra. ta wdmch1 s rocead
to say—All these articles were furnished to the pfisnnzg. I cuz:fd :E:l;:a.}q:ib::ia;aﬁ] h-aﬂ
ﬂfththam were furnished to him by myself personally ; but some of them I Pmpu@jé ‘:;]E]B
others were prepared by my assistant. They were just sent to order. Dr Pritohindirenes
rally came himself and ordered them. To the best of my knowledge all these TE]G?
were furnished to Dr Pritchard at the dates epecified. You know that? T]na,-'l 7oA
furnished from my shop at the dates, so far as I could possibly say. You have IdWﬂll;g
of &rﬂmﬁd%a being provided?! No; I have none. , e
. —You say that because you saw these entries in -
is all you knew about it?! No; Ij.:fumiahed gome of the E;Zlﬁn;;aeﬁﬁ Tlf.eud et
Grdﬁr__rred either by the prisoner or by his direction, and sent to him. N Al
2 ngqtﬁ];jﬁﬁ_tgu E-IF best of my knowledge I put up the tincture of aconite which was

of February, although I would not swear toit. Unless I saw the labe!
I could not swear to it. Then on the 7th of February I put up several phials for drops
for the ear. I think I prepared the first solution of atropine on 8th March, and one Er
two of the ?t.her articles, but I could scarcely be positive. I am not sure wﬂat.har it was
Z_[ or my assistant who made up the half-ounce of aconite supplied on 15th March., I was
in constant attendance at the shop. I rather think my assistant gave the most of the
solutions of atropine, although one or two I gave myself, The prisoner generally gave
hmﬂrurdem hm_:mu{if :arﬁ:]]cy.l fﬂ -g_.id lﬁt often send written orders.

oss-examined by ark—You have no recollection of these articles bein i
to Dr Pritchard further than that the entries are in your book? I hwn.ﬁa Whlﬁ. Talgc?]l;:g
tion have you? I prepared some of the articles, and I know they were sent to Dr
Pritchard. How do you know they were sent to him{ My assistant told me so. Your
assistant told you; but you do not know of your own knowledge? Yes I do, for I pro-
vided some of them myself. Did you send them away yourselff I sent away the three
dozen of phials, and I supplied the first ounce of aconite; I am pretty certain of that.
But you would not swear to it ! No. Then, as to anything else, all the information you
have is what your assistant told you?! I know the articles were sent. They were all
entered by myself, and my assistant told me distinetly they were sent. That is just what
your assistant told you. It is that, then, you are speaking from ¥ But I provided some
of them myself. I know you spoke to the aconite and the phialsf Yes; and some of
the atropine. But, as to the rest, it is only from what your assistant told you that you
know ! I have no reason to doubt him. That is another question. What is his name ¥
Girvan Brown; he is not a witness in this case.

Dr Doveras Macraca¥N—Solicitor-General—Dr Maclagan, you are Professor  Medi-
cal Jurisprudence in the University of Edinburgh? Iam. And have been long engaged
as a medical practitioner in Edinburgh? Yes. For many years? Yes. And I believe
you have also devoted considerable attention to chemistry ! Yes; in its toxicological re-
lations. In connexion with poisons? Yes. On the 2lst March last, I believe, you
made a post-mortem examinacion of a body that was submitted to your examination, re-
presented to be the body of Mary Jane Taylor or Pritchard? Yes. And you prepared
a report of that post-morfem examination ! %’ea,

Dr Maclagan read the following report i—

Medical Report by Drs Maclagan and Littlejohn of post-mortem ceamination of body of

Mrs Pritchard.
EpmnurcH, March 21, 1865

We, the undersigned, in virtue of a warrant of the Sheriff of Lanarkshire of yesterday's
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It having been stated to me that antimony was suspected in this i i
returning from the post-mortem 1u::.sn:|:t‘1:uad;i::-115'lilr I made nP trial e:perim:nn:?nl;‘r?:il:r 1}; ][:?:-
Littlejohn, and my assistant, Dr Arthur Gamgee, with three drachms of the urine, and
obtained from this unmistakable evidence of the presence of antimony, Being obfiged
in consequence of the death of a relative, to go to London, and having, by the above
experiment, ascertained that my researches must Le directed towards tﬁu discovery of
antimony, I requested Dr Gamgee, in conjunction with Dr Littlejohn, to carry on the
following preliminary process in m%;ha&nca. The whole contents of the intestines were
evaporated to dryness on a water ith, o as to obtain a solid residue; one-half of this
residue was digested with water acidulated with tartaric acid, and filtered, by which a
solution measuring two ounces and five drachms was obtained, in which any antimony
present in the intestines would be found. One ounce of this fluid was subjected to a
stream of sulphuretted hydrogen gas, and the orange-yellow precipitate which formed was
collected on a filter and washed. This precipitate, and the remainder of the tartaric acid
solution, were reserved for my examination on my return to Edinburgh on the 24th
March. I then subjected these materials to the following examination. The orange-
yellow precipitate was boiled in a tube with pure hydrochlorie acid, and the solution thus
obtained was mixed with water, when a white precipitate formed. The fluid containing
this precipitate was again subjected to a stream of sulphuretted hydrogen gas, and again
gave a deposit of an orange-yellow colour. One fluid drachm of the tartaric acid solution
was treated by Reinsch’s method, and another fluid drachm was treated by Marsh's pro-
cess, By each of these well-known methods, and thus operating upon a quantity of fluid
corresponding to a forty-second part of the contents of the intestines, I obtained unequi-
vocal evidence of the presence of antimony. By digesting a small quantity of the dried
residue of the intestinal contents with distilled water, filtering and subjecting the filtrate
to Reinsch's process, I readily ascertained that the antimony was here present in the form
of a compound soluble in water, There are only two preparations of antimony occurring
in commerce which are soluble in water ; the one of these, the chloride, is a strongly acid,
dark brown, corrosive fluid, totally unsuited for internal administration; the other is what
is known scientifically as tartarised antimony, and popularly as tartar emetie, a colourless
substance, possessed of comparatively little taste, and in daily use as a medicinal agent.
I have no doubt, and shall assume in the following statements, that the antimony found
in Mrs Pritchard’s body was taken in this form. The remainder of the acid solution,
amounting to one ounce and three drachms, was subjected to a process intended to deter-
mine the quantity of antimony present in the contents of the intestines; but though the
presence of this metal was determined with the greatest facility, I found that the amount
yielded by the materials which I used was too small to enable me to weigh it with suf-
ficient accuracy. I also made an experiment with the contents of the intestines, directed
towards the discovery of vegetable poisons. It is sufficient on this subject to say, that
the result was entirely negative. I then subjected to analysis the following fluids and
solids removed from the body of Mrs Pritchard.

1. Contents of Stomach.—These amounted to little more than half-an-ounce, and were free
from all odour of any poiscnous drug. They were subjected, in the first place, to what is
known as “ Stas's process,” for the separation of vegetable poisons, but not a trace of any
of these was detected. The whole residues of this operation were preserved and subjected
to examination for antimony, but none was found.

9, The Urine.—The presence of antimony having been already ascertained in this se-
cretion, the remainder, amounting to seven ounces, was employed to determine its quan-
tity., The process followed here was a well-known one, by which the antimony is obtained
in the form of sulphuret, after destroying the organic matter by means of hydrochloric
acid and chlorate of potash. The quantity of sulphuret was readily weighed, and found
to be rather more than one-tenth of a grain (01078 grain.) This corresponds to nearly
one-fourth of a grain (:218 grain) of tartar-emetic.

8. The Bile.—A little more than half-an-ounce of this fluid was obtained from the gall-
Lladder. By Reinsch’s process fifty minims readily gave an antimonial deposit. The
remainder of the bile, amounting to four drachms, was used to determine the amount of
antimony in it, and it yielded sulphuret of antimony, corresponding to more than one-tenth
of a grain (0'121 grain) of tartar-emetic. [

4. The Blood.—The total quantity was six and a-half ounces. One ounce was subjected
to Reinsch’s process, and readily gave evidence of the presence of antimony. i

5. The Liver.—The weight of this organ was found to be thirty-six ounces, a portion
weighing less than four ounces (1460 grains) was subjected to Reinsch's process, and a suf-
ficient amount of antimony was found to coat rather more than four square inches of
copper foil. Although the existence in the liver of an abundance of antimony was to my
mind satisfactorily established by the appearance of the coated copper foil, I deemed it
yight to employ a portion of the product thus obtained for confirming, by another test,

T
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Medical Report by Drs Maclagan and Litilejoln. of Post-mortem Bramination of body of
Mrs Taylor.

] Edinburgh, 30th March 1865.

In virtue of a warrant of the Sheriff of Lanarkshire, dated 28th March 1865, and con-
curred in on 29th March by the Sheriffsnbstitute of Mid-Lothian, we this day, at the
Grange Cemetery, examined the body of Mrs Jane Taylor, who was buried there at the
beginning of the present month. The eoffin was exhumed in our presence, and was found
to bear on the plate * Jane Taylor, died 25th February 1865, aged 71 years.” A portion
of the earth from above the coffin was secured for chemical examination, The coftin, and
gubﬂeguanﬂj‘ the features of the deceased, were identified in our ence by the follow-
ing witnesses :—Mr Michael Taylor; Dr M, W. Taylor; Margaret Dickson: James Thom-
son; John Moffat; David Glen; and Robert Grant. The coffin was entire. The follow-
ing were the appearances observed by us in the body of Mrs Taylor :—

Externally, it presented the appearance of great freshness. There was some red post-
mortem coloration of the shoulders and back. The abdomen was elightly green over a
space of not more than four inches by three. There was a little mouldiness on the face,
but there wzs no putrefactive disfigurement of the countenance. The expression was
placid, and a little florid colour was visible on the cheeks.

Head.—The scalp was not congested. The dura mater was firmly adherent to the gkull
at several points, especially at the frontal bone, and in the right temporal fossa, at which
places the inner table of the skull exhibited rough elevations and depressions, to which
the dura mater was attached. These were of old standing. A small quantity of fluid
blood, which had exuded from a vein torn in removing the skull-cap, was found on the
npper part of a posterior lobe of the left hemisphere. It was entirely a post-mortem oc-
eurrence; The blood was at once washed away by a little water poured gently upon it,
and the brain and membrane beneath it were found quite in a natural state. There was
a small amount of sub-arachnoid effusion, obviously also a post-morfem phenomenon, as it
was found only at the back part of the brain, and was unaccompanied by any appearance
of inflammatory action. The blood-vessels of the brain were not congested. The ventri-
cles contained less than a teaspoonful of clear serum. The brain throughout was remark-
ably fresh. Every part of it was most carefully scrutinised, but at all points it was found
perfectly healthy, both externally and internally, equally as regards consistence, colour,
and structure. There was a trifling amount of atheromatous deposit on the coats of the
vessels at the base of the brain, but much less than might have been expected in a per-
gon seventy-one years of age.

of Respiration and Circulation.—The mucous membrane of the trachea was
little, if at all, altered by putrefaction, heing only slightly reddened, and lined by a little
colourless mucus. The lungs were remarkably healthy, there being no trace of anything
noteworthy about them, except some old adhesions of the left pleura. The pericardium
was healthy, and contained no serum. The heart was large, and weighed sixteen ounces.
It had a considerable layer of fat over its surface, was slightly dilated, particularly on the
right side, but all its valves were quite healthy. There was about one ounce and a half
of fluid blood, along with a fibrinous coagulum in the right ventricle. The left ventricle
was almost empty. The venm cavae contained half coagulated blood. The aorta was
quite free from atheromatous deposit.

Organs of Digestion.—The gums and mucous membrane of the mouth, the ph :
and gullet, were perfectly healthy. The walls of the abdomen were loaded with fat, and
so were the omentum and mesentery. The stomach contained five ounces of turbid
yellow fluid, and some small masses of undigested food. The mucous membrane was
free from disease, and presented only some post-mortem blackening at several points, and
a yellow coloration from contact with the contents. The intestines presented diffuse
poat-mortem redness externally at several points, but nowhere a+xh1h1te:i any distinct mor-
bid appearances. A portion of the ileum, about four inches in leng:t-h, and about three
feet above the emeum, was closely contracted upon itself. The small intestines contained
only a lining of pinkish-gray mucus. There was a small amount of yellow fluid feces in
the cmeum and rectum. The large intestines elsewhere contained only a lining of pink-
ish-gray mueus. The muecous membrane of the intestines everywhere was perfectly
healthy. The rectum at one or two points, especially close to the anus, presented
slightly the appearance of a black pigment matter imbedded in its mucous membrane,
The other organs of the abdomen were healthy. g

Urinary and Genital Apparatus—The bladder was contracted, and contained only a
little mueus. The uterus and its appendages were healthy.

We have to report that we have not been able to discover in the body of Mra Taylor
any morbid appearance capable of accounting for her death, and are of opinion that the
cavse of her death cannot be determined without chemieal analysis. We have therefore
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liver. For this purpose I operated upon a thousand graing by the method already de-
seribed, and ubfam_es a quantity of sulphuret, indicatiﬁ;ﬂthnt ﬁm liver contained r:{ther
more than one grain and a tenth (1'151 grains) of tartar emetic. I also examined the
other ma:hd urﬁana and tissues removed from Mrs Taylor's body, in each case following
Reinsch’s method, and in each case obtaining on the copper a characteristic antimonial
deposit. I thus found that there was more or less of antimony present in the museular
substance of the heart, the spleen, the kidney, the coats of the stomach, the coats of the
rectum, the uterus, and the brain.

Lastly, As Mrs Taylor's body had been exhumed, I thought it my duty to examine
some of the Eﬂ'rt].:" in which it had been interred, although this was superfluous, from the
facts that the soil of the cemetery was dry and the coffin entire. For this purpose I boiled
eight ounces of the earth in water, filtered and concentrated the decoction, and subjected
it to Remm:h'g process, but it was found not to contain a trace of soluble antimony, and
was therefore incapable of impregnating with this metal any body buried in it.

Cross-examined by Mr A. R. Clark—I understand that the first experiment you made
was the experiment made upon the urine? Yes. When youn obtained unmistakable
evidence of the presence of antimony, by what process did you arrive at the conelusion ?
By performing Reinsch’s process, and getting the characteristic violet deposit upon the
copper. You did not carry it further? No. That is the way you obtained unmistakable
evidence of the presence of antimony? Yes. In your opinion as a chemist iz that con-
clusive proof of the presence of antimony ! I should not consider a case thoroughly
worked out on that alone, but as a trial experiment, to my mind it was quite unmistakable.
Is it unmistakable ! I think so. Being unmistakable, is there any necessity of going
further ! It is better, I think, in every case to carry assurance to the minds of other
people by adding a further corroborative test. I understand that in your opinion the
characteristic deposit upon the copper is conclusive of the presence of antimony ! Yes;
quite satisfactory to my mind. I understand that Reinsch's process eonsists in producing
upon the copper foil a certain coloured deposit? Yes. That is the beginning and the
end of the process? Yes; properly speaking. That deposit which you procured upow
the copper may be subsequently tested in other ways, but that is not an essential part of
Reinsch's procesza ! No. But I understand you proceeded so far as to get this deposit
on the copper by Reinsch's test, which you held to afford unmistakable evidence of anti-
mony ! Yes, in the urine. After you had done 8o you had to leave for London, and the
preparatory work was done by Drs Gamgee and Littlejohn. Were the rest of the experi-
ments conducted by yourself ! Yes, The whole of them? Yes, From the beginning
to the end ? Yes. You performed the experiments upon the contents of the intestines
with a view to enable you to determine the quantity of antimony? Yes. The result
was that you found a quantity so small that you eonld not determine it by weight ? Yes;
by that particular process. The exact quantity in the intestines was so small that youn
could not make it out ? I could not make it out as a quantity. I could not weigh it
satisfactorily. In these intestines what did you operate upon? Upon the remains of the
fluid that had been prepared in my absence by Dr Gamgee and Dr Littlejohn. Upon
nothing else ! Nothing else. Only upon the solution which Dr Gamgee gave you?
Yes. Upon a portion of it? Yes. Now, I should like you to tell me whether yon
handed any portion of the solution to Dr Penny ? None of the solution. Did you hand
any part u% the intestines to Dr Penny ! Yes; some of the dried residue. You yourself
did not know how the solution was prepared, or in what way the previous preparatory
process had been carried through of preparing it? 1 was merely informed that they had
followed the instructions which I had given when I went away. Would you tell me, re-
ferring to your report, what was the amount of antimony that you found in the liver }
(After referring to report.) A quarter of a grain to the thousand grains, corresponding
to tartar of emetic. But of sulphuret of antimony ! -1234 of a thousand grains. In
making these experiments you did not find any traces of mercury ! I did not; not at
the time.

Solicitor-General—You gave to Dr Penny a variety of articles that were taken from the
body of Mrs Pritchard, and also from the body of Mrs ’:[‘ﬂ_f]nrf Yes. Just be kind
enough to tell us what you handed to him from Mrs Pritchard’s body. Yes; a note
made at the time by myself contains a short record of the proceedings. I delivered to
Dr Penny at the University, from the body of Mrs Pritchard—(1) a portion of the rectum,
{2{ the piloric half of the stomach, (3) about half a kidney, (4) a portion (half) of the
spleen, {5) a portion of the heart, (6) a portion of the brain, (7) 255 grains of dried con-
tents of intestines. 225 or 255! Well, I am not very distinct about that. You gave
him upwards of 200 grains ! Yes. Then a portion of liver, and a_portion of blood. In
glass bottles ? Yes; all the things were either in jars or bottles, You handed them over
to Dr Penny in your laboratory at the University ! Yes. Of Mrs Taylor's body yeu
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mination of Mrs Taylor, did you proceed to the closs of th i
satisfied with the coloured ﬂapﬂniE! I carried out the uﬁﬁﬁ?ﬁ“ tr?p;:ddltdu rtl:::xf
tents of the intestines and the liver # In the other cases you did not? No.

Dr Frenerick Pexyy—Solicitor-General— You are Professor of Chemistry i
g ICK in the An-
dersonian University of Glasgow ! Yes. Youhave, I believe, given much a.t.tglsi:m to che-

mistry formany years? Ihave. In cluding great attention to the subject of poisona? Yes.

You received from Professor Maclagan of Edinburgh the things which you heard men-

tioned in the witness-box a little ago? Idid; on the 10th April last. Y ad
chemical analysis of these ! I did. Dr Penny 'then read the fo]lrc:wing rupurt.?u— R

Report of Analysis in the Case of the Death of Mrs Pritchard.

“ ANDERSONIAN UNIVERSITY, G :

;On.L[aEndﬂ_la{, l:h;.rl 1‘33]1{0%1 April last-,c]i;:c;iifad from Dr D’umﬁﬁﬁﬁgﬁnﬁ?hﬁﬁgw
ra in Edinbur e following arti of whi i
fmmrrtha bods, o f%ﬂq Faiew _E_ s which were certified to have been taken

% No. 1. Pyloric half of stomach.
»n 2. Nearly half of kidney. [ These four articles were contained
»n 4. Portion of rectum, in a stoneware jar.
» 4. Portion of spleen.
» b. Portion of liver in a glass jar.
» 6. Portion of brain in a glass jar.
» 1. Portion of heart in a glass bottle,
»» 8. Portion of blood in a glass bottle,
y 9. 225 grains of dried contents of intestines in a glass bottle.

“ The several vessels containing these articles were securely closed, and duly labelled.
I*bmght them direct to Glasgow on the day referred to, and, in accordance with instrue-
tions from the Crown-Agent, Edinburgh, I have, at my own laboratory, carefully analysed
and chemieally examined each and all of the said articles, for the purpose of ascertaining
whether they contained any poisonous substance.

Dried Contents of Inmtestines.—The investigation was commenced with the contents of
the intestines. From the information which I received, my attention was particularly
directed to the detection of antimony; but, deeming it desirable to search for the presence
of other metallic poisons, I subjected a portion of the said contenta to the usual course of
qualitative analysis for the detection of various metals of a poisonous nature. The results
of this exhaustive examination gave distinct indications of the presence of antimony and
mercury. For the purpose of establishing unequivocally the presence of these metals,
and at the same time of estimating their quantities respectively, the following experiments
were then carried out :—A known quantity of the said contents was dissolved with the
usual precautions in hydrochloric acid, with the addition of chlorate of potash, and the
solution being properly diluted with water, was subjected to the action of sulphureted
hydrogen gas. An abundant black precipitate was obtained, which, by proper treatment,
was geparated into sulphide of antimony and sulphide of mercury. The sulphide of anti-
mony, which was obtained of a fine orange-red colour, was washed, dried, and weighed. Its
weight eorresponded toa quantity of metallic antimony equal to 21 grains in one thousand
parts of the dried contents of the intestines. The same sulphide was found to be readily
soluble in sulphide of ammonium, and alse in hydrochloric acid, and the acid solution,
when poured into water, gave a white precipitate, and when boiled with copper-ribbon,
deposited a violet-coloured coating on the surface of the copper. The coated copper, on
being heated in a glass tube, gave no distinet crystalline sublimate. All these results are
eminently characteristic of sulphide of antimony when thus treated. The sulphide of
mercury was black ; it was dissolved in nitric and hydrochloric acids, and the solution,
being appropriately prepared, was treated with chloride of tin. A precipitate of metallic
mercury was obtained, which, after being suitably washed and dried, was found to corres-
pond to three grains in one thousand grains of the dried contents. A portion of this pre-
cipitate, on being heated in a dry glass tube, gave a sublimate of mereury in brilliant and
mirror-like globules. Another portion was dissolved in nitrie and hydrochloric acids, and
the solution, after the removal of the excess of acid, was tested with eaustic, potash, am-
monia, and iodide of potassium, and with other re-agents and methods for the detection of
mercury. In every case the peculiar reaction of that metal was satisfactorily produced.
In ordes to corroborate the results of the foregoing experiments, another portion of the
snid contents of the intestines was subjected to Reinsch’s process, and this was supple-
mented by Marsh's process. By the former process copper-foil was coated with a deposit
which presented the peculiar violet colour and the gunergl appearance of metallie anti-
mony ; and, by continuing the process till the copper foil ceased to be coated and the
liquid was exhausted of separable matter, pieces of the copper foil were obtained with a
grey coating, which, on being rubbed, became silvery and lustrous, like metallic mercury
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Solicitor-General—Is that a true report ? It is. You also at the same time received

from Dr Maclagan portions of the body of Mrs Taylor? Y ot
analysis of these ? ~ Yes, ¥ SY-OL es. And you made a gimilar

Dr Penny then read the following report :—

Report of Analysis in the Case of the Death of Mrs Taylor.

ANDERSONIAN UNIVERSITY, GLASGOW, 9th May 1865,

On the same day and occasion that I received the articles in the case of the death of
Mrs Pritchard, Dr Douglas Maclagan delivered to me the following articles, certified to
have been taken from the body of Mrs Taylor :—1. Portion of liver in stoneware jar; 2
Portion of stomach in glass bottle ; 3. Portion of heart in glass bottle ; 4. One kidney in
glass bottle; 5. Portion of rectum in glass bottle; 6. Portion of blood in glass bottle ;
7. TlEU gra.inls of dried contents of intestines, 1

e vessels containing these articles were securely closed and duly labelled, and w
on the day referred to, brought by me direct to Gla.a?gow. . 5 i

I have subjected all the articles above enumerated to a course of analysis and chemical
examination similar to that applied to the articles in the case of Mrs Pritchard, 'Tho
following were the results obtained :—

Liver,—In the liver the presence of antimony was unequivocally detected, and a quan-
titative estimation gave "047 of a grain in 1000 grains of this organ. A careful analysis
was also made for the presence of mercury, but not the slightest trace was detected.

Stomach.—The stomach yielded about the same proportion of antimony as that found
in the liver. No mercury was detected. The stomach was also minutely examined by
E{c]as's g;uaaaa for aconite and morphia, but not a trace of these poisonous alkaloids was
obtained.

Heart.—The heart was found to contain antimony in less proportion than the liver.
It yielded no mercury.

Hidney—The kidney yielded about the same quantity of antimony as the heart. It
gave a marked quantity of mercury.

Rectum —The rectum gave antimony, but no mercury.

Blood.—In the blood, antimony was detected in rather larger proportion than in the
heart. No mercury was detected.

Diied Contents of Intestines.—In the dried contents of the intestines, antimony was
found to the extent of '583 parts in 1000 parts by weight. It was partly present in a
form soluble in water. No mercury was detected. The said contents were also carefully
analysed for aconite and morphia, but no evidence of the presence of these poisons was
obtained.

From a careful consideration of the results of the analysis and examination of the
above-named articles, I am clearly of opinion that they are conclusive in showing :—
1st, That all the articles subjected to analysis contained antimony. 2d, That the dried
contents of the intestines contained the largest proportion of antimony; next, the liver
and stomach ; then the blood, and in less quantity in the heart, kidney, and rectum. 3d,
That part of the antimony in the contents of the intestines is in a form soluble in water.
4th, That the kidney was the only article in which mercury was detected. 5th, That
neither the stomach nor the contents of the intestines contained aconite or morphia in
quantity sufficient to be detected by known chemical processes. 6th, That the articles
subjected to analyzis contained no other metallic poison than antimony and mercury as
reported above.

To the truth of this report I hereby certify on soul and conscience.

Grascow, 9th May 1865. Freperick PEXNY.

Solicitor-General —Now, thatisa true report? Itis. You also made areport on certain
articles which were delivered to you by Mr M‘Call, Superintendent of Police? Yes.
Dr Penny then read the following report :—

Report of Analysis of certain Avticles referred to in the case of Dr Pritchard.

AxpersoNta¥y Uxrversiry, Grascow, 17th May 1865,

On Thureday, the 18th of April last, Alexander M‘Call, Superintendent of Police,
delivered to me, at my laboratory, the following productions, having sealed labels attached,
referring to the case of Dr Pritchard :—A glass bottle, labelled * Batley's Sedative Solu-
tion,” [B.] A bundle of seven small paper packages [C.] A quart wine b::ttln, con-
taining ginger wine, [D.] A small glass vial, containing a white powder, [E.] Three
small vialg, two corks, and one stopper, securely tied together, [F.] Six small vials and six
corks, attached with string, [I.] On the same day and occasion, John Murray delivered to
me a paper package, having labels attached, marked A, and containing tapioca, On Friday
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taining a dark brown liquid having the odour and general appearance of Batlev's Solution
of opium, you found an appreciable quantity of u.u%?mony ir!:I:: soluble form ¢ F; disdtj “E.’Eﬁ
you gay in that report that you were at that time engaged in examining it for other sub-
stances ¥ Yes. Did you, in fact, complete your examination for other substances to the
best of your judgment and ability %Z did. " What did you look for in particular? I
looked for mercury and other metals. I searched for aconite, and also for conium. Did
you find any of these # I found aconite. How do you proceed in order to search for
aconite in another substance ; is it by chemical or other processes ! Chiefly by the taste
of the extract obtained by evaporation, and by its physiological action upon small animals,
Just explain to us as distinctly as you can how you proceeded with this fluid in order to
determine whether aconite was present in it ornot? A portion of it was evaporated to
dryness, and the extract thus obtained was very carefully tasted, or its effects upon the
tongue and upon the lips ascertained by applying it to them. And what were the effects?
Tingling and a benumbing sensation. Characteristic of aconite ! Yes. Another process
was also carried out with the extract which remained after the evaporation, To another
portion of the extract dissolved in water ammonia was added, and a precipitate was se
rated and examined in the same way, after being dissolved in diluted hydrochloric acid.
The benumbing and tingling sensation produced by that precipitate was very slight. But
the ammoniacal liguid, after the separation of the precipitate, was treated with hydro-
chloric acid and evaporated, and the sensation produced by this residue was very strong
and distinet. With a view to ascertain the character of aconite when mixed with Batley,
I purposely mixed known quantities of tincture of aconite with Batley's Solution, treating
the mixtures in the same way. I took mixtures from 5 per cent. to 40 per cent. What
tincture did guu mix? Fleming's tincture. That is a strong tincture? Yes; a strong
tincture. The results were precisely similar, but when the proportion was equal to 10
per cent., the sensation was by no means so strong. The addition of Fleming's tincture
of aconite to genuine Batley to the extent of 10 per cent. of the mixture gave a sensation
very much stronger than the liquid in this bottle. But the sensations were the same,
although that one produced by Batley, with 10 per cent. of Fleming’s tincture in it, was
the stronger of the two? Precisely so. I draw the conclusion that in this solution there
was more than 5 per cent., but less than 10 per cent. The sensation of benumbing
and tingling is peculiarly characteristic of aconite! Yes. And well known to be sot
Yes. You are acquainted with Batley’s Solution? I am. T believe you procured some
pure specimens of it, and treated it without mixture of any kind in tia sume way as the
contents of that bottle? I purchased Batley's Solution at several establishments in Glas-
gow, and also in London. I examined all these samples, and I found that in no ease were
such sensations produced by the extract obtained as described. Did you buy some of it
—I mean of the genuine Batley of Murdoch Brothers of Union Street, Glasgow? Sauchie-
hall Street. Did you find any trace of the presence of antimony in the genuine Batley?
None. Your examination, I suppose, satisfied you that it contained neither antimony nor
aconite! It did. [Bottle produced.] And your examination of the contents of that
bottle satisfied you that it contained both antimony and aconite ! Yes. You made some
farther experiments with the contents of the bottle upon rabbits, I believe? I made in
all about twenty-five experiments upon rabbits.

Lord Justice-Clerk—With the extract obtained from the bottle? And from genuine
Datley and various mixtures. :

Solicitor-General—Just take genuine Batley first. Did it kill any rabbits or not !
Genuine Batley did not kill the rabbits with a dose even equal to fifty Emi:m The con-
tents of the bottle—what effect did they produce ! According to the dose. What dose
killed ¢ 40 grain drops. How did you administerit? By injection under the skin of
the back, between the skin and muscles. You experimented with the contents of that
bottle on the rabbits in the precise way that you did with genuine Batley? Precisely.
Did genuine Batley, when injected to any extent into the rabbit, deprive it of life? I
have already said that genuine Batley did not kill in any case. =

Lord Justice-Clerk—To what extent did you try it? To the extent of fifty grains.

Solicitor-General—You did not try it any higher than that! No. Did you experi-
ment in the same way with genuine Batley to which you had added Fleming's Tincture
of Aconite ! Idid. Tell us the result of that? I made in all about ten experiments
with the genuine Batley mixed with Fleming’s Tincture. In different proportions ! Yea
And what extent of Fleming's Tincture produced the same effect as the contents of the
bottle? I will tell you the result of two sets of experiments. In one set I injected a
mixture of Batley into three young rabbits, and in a third into full-grown 1_-uhh1tm I.n
the first set of experiments with young rabbits, I injected ten grains of genuine Batley’s
Solution ; in the second experiment with a young rabbit, I injected ten grains of this
Batley ; and in the third experiment, I injected a mixture composed of nine grains of
genuine Batley, and one grain of Fleming’s Tincture of aconite. With the old rabbits, I
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Lord Justice-Clerk—TYou analysed it, did you! T did. :

Solicitor-General —That contained no antimony and no aconite! None, [Shown No
314313 BTI;}::t mia i{i}t.tla containing Batley's Solution which you yourself purchased at Mur-
o e o vt e o7yl A e you sulyd Sk 1 i

: pe El"f-nt- from that which was in No. 142, brought to you by Mr

Ma;[‘cmr;lh:.ru? It é?rr]:apnnﬂed In every respect.

ord Justice-Clerk— And with the genui i
Y%ﬂ. l_i}ild E’iﬁh wlhic?‘r}-uu h;l.:l made eipeﬁ;ll?ﬁn?:tiiytthvél ;'i]il}b{{t}au? Pl';'rgl{ma slgeirkane

olicitor-General—From whom did you get tha 'hi
g0 much ! On Thuraday, 13th April, Fﬁlexs.ta.ndar Eilagitlll? gﬁﬁfﬁibﬁuﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂehﬂ?
vered it to me at my laboratory. Can you tell me in a general way how much iiquicl
there was in it at the time? It was much below the lower edge of the label. Of course
you mean the original Jabel ¥ Yes. Can you tell me how much the bottle will contain
when full ! The entire capacity of the bottle was 34 0z. The top red line on the left
side marked at the time by myself, as shown me by one woman, indicates 2% oz.; and the
lower red line on the right side marked at the time by myself, as shown by the other
woman, i8 2} oz. Do you know who these women were? No; I have seen them in
Court. When I received it, it contained between 1} and 1§ oz. Did you send some of
the contents of that bottle to Dr Maclagan? I did. Or give them? I did not give
B ;

ord Justice-Clerk—Did you put it into his own hands, or send them -
session of the bottle to the Eﬁcﬁr Murray. g el AT Qg

Solicitor-General—That was after you were done with it? After I had completed all
my experiments—Ilast week. I have marked on this label the date when I gave it up,
which was on the 20th of June.

Lord Justice-Clerk—Was there anything in the bottle then? Yes. How much?
There mnst have been about a drachm.

Solicitor-General —Was it sealed up? Yes; and bore my seal. Did Dr Maclagan get
it with the seal unbroken? Yes. There was nothing in the contents which you sent to
him that was not in it when it was handed to him originaliy ¥ No; it was precisely in
the same condition. Did you happen to be present when Dr Maclagan broke the seal ?
No; I was present at the experiments made in the University here upon rabbits by Dr
Maclagan, in presence of Dr Christison, Dr Littlejohn, and Dr Gamgee. These experi-
ments were precisely similar to mine, and were made with the same result, except that
death was more speedy from the larger dose given. These experiments were made with
the mixture in the bottle, the genuine Batley, and the Batley to which the tincture of
aconite had been added? Yes, And these experiments which you witnessed, being
exactly the game as your own, confirmed the opinion which you expressed, that aconite
was present in the bottle? Intirely so. With the exception of the antimony and the
aconite which you detected, the contents of the bottle were, I presume, similar to the
genuine Batley ? I examined it for the leading constituents of opium, and I found them
there. In fact, it would be correct to say that it differed from genuine Batley, so far as
you could see, only in the presence of the antimony and the aconite ! It did.

The medical witnesses were here asked to leave the court, as the examination of Dr
Penny was now to be directed to matter of opinion.

Dr Penny was then asked to read the latter part of his relzlnrls upon the eause of Mrs
Pritechard’s death, which embodied the conclusions at which he had arrived. Having
done so, his examination was resumed by the Solicitor-General. You heard read
by Dr Maclagan the report of the post-morfem examination of this lady's body? I
did. And I believe you have had previously an opportunity of studying it? It had
been put into my hands by the agent for the defence. But you had read it before?
Yes. The result of that report is, that the post-mortem appearances exhibited nothing to
account for death ? That is the result of the report. You heard the evidence as to the
symptoms exhibited by Mrs Pritchard from the time that she was taken ill after the New
Year down to the time of her death ! I did. Are these symptoms suggestive to you of
the action of any poison with which you are acquainted ! Witness—From study onldy !
T mean from study. I understand you are a chemist, not a medical man? Witness—
Purely a chemist. And you have studied the action of poison? I have. Do these
gymptoms indicate the action of any poison to you? They correspond with those of
tartar emetic, That is the other name for tartarised antimony? Yes. Tartarised anti-
mony is one of the forms, and the common form of antimony soluble in water? The
best known form. You detected the presence of mercury by your chemical ex-
amination? I did. Did you hear anything in the evidence which accounted for
that? Yes, I did. What was that? Those powders prescribed by Dr Paterson.
Containing calomel ? Yes, and Aydargium cum creta. Assuming that such powders
had been administered shortly before death, that would correspond with the traces
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whatever! No: no natural dizeas I

arrested pulmonary disease that hﬁdt;hﬁitstggﬂj{?mnr?nhz?grierhhirtgﬁ :i]id LRTRe e o
with her death obviously. The result of the chemical exa i tiu Bepe, o do
death in a manner entirely in accordance with the symptoms imlﬁh;}nkanmunted 0E Der
itvni:lilmt?é}rﬂl;idm}:]e:n fextur{mllg _appéi&ﬂ to her neck if: '[:E::l:uber- last, wgunﬂiha%:rlfa[j;sl:;}::;

r of a gland i : ; :
T¢ it was rubbed i to the extent of praducing Desbulen on thy Sk amion Bt b,
gif:‘liﬂti{]:::;'&r ﬂi‘;’} En:ﬁﬂﬁr{' ;]Ehzgg :l;l;?] tl;: ikln&)mduﬂa any of the constitutional a-E'ec:l;.;.
ﬁnﬂ?}ﬁ‘j mt_tha Sf“ml;aﬂh and other organs ? Ei : ;: ?esult % JOu s Al
ustice-Clerk—It would not account for t i inati

nor, I suppose, for the symptoms exhibited 'l:natwa::ue éﬂﬁtiﬁi ihzilieugmlha?nui;uahun,

Solicitor-General—Suppose that years ago—I cannot gi !.l i o
it 3 } ago- give you any time more nearly.

just take the statement as I have given it to you now—Mrs Pri i i
any intatally ho ohie . ¥ —AMrs Pritehard applied anti-

¥ occasion, when she had a tendeney to inflammation of the eyelids—
suppose that this was years ago, and that she had not used it internall : t H‘b%ml
occasion—would that be in any way connected with the symptoms ng ﬁm\‘? 1 D D‘:]i
her illness at all? No. It would have nothing to do wit iEi Oh malr I‘Epmfl.::rg 1]}
Paterson mention the powders which he had prescribed for i e B PenSs
it e gl 2 ! es, That was in the

eginning of March? Yes, And the powder contained mercury? Calomel and

powder, SI.EEEEE these powders to have been admiuistered, would they account fgg?f
mercury 'ﬁ:h’ wWas i‘i.'n.:.l:n:l'!J| by your chemical analysis ! Uart.u,inly. HmFtMt mamur is
your opinion, anything to do with causing death? T do not think that there wa,arF;n
evidence of its having caused death. Or having had any concern with the death? Hn{
that I can think of. But the traces of mercury which you found were aucl? as acu would
expect in a patient who died while such powders were in the course of bein adm];n t-a:;d'*
Yes. Were these proper powders to administer f Well, it is quite a usna i,mt.i :
calomel and Igm:,r powder. I presume you mean were they a safe prescription ei:le::]]_
speaking. am not asking your opinion on the particular case at wlu't?h n{:,gwm'e 031':.
present; but they are a safe and common prescription? Yes Then nnt.hin}'g in the Eis-
tory of the case as you have heard it in the evidence oceurs to throw any doubt upon the
conelusion at which you arrived by your chemical analysis? I eannot say that anythin
has oceurred. But everything therein tends to confirm it? Rather so. %uﬁ ﬁﬂtil'glj' snE?
Oh, yes; I should say decidedly so—that is the proper answer. The symptoms duri
the whole of her illness, and the result of the chemical analysis, are in ]mrml:r?: with e;:ﬁ
other, and both concur in pointing to antimony as the cause of death? I think so. Was
there anything in the case to indicate to a medical man that she was lﬂ-hnuriﬁg-* under
gastric fever ! No. Do you mean that a medical man of ordinary intelligence attending her
during the illness which you have heard described would not have coneluded that she was
labouring under fever? I should think not. Is there anything in the account of her ill-
ness to suggest gastric fever or any other fever to your mindat all? No. Now, will you
read the concluding part of your report respecting the case of Mrs Taylor ? Dr Maclagan
then read the conclusions stated in his report, as given above.

From the above experiments I am led to the following conclusions:—1. That Mrs
Taylor had taken a considerable quantity of antimony in the form of tartar emetic. 2.
That, having regard to the absence of any morbid appearances sufficient to account for
death, and to the presence in the body of a considerable quantity of a substance known
to be capable of destroying life, her death must be ascribed to the action of antimony. *
3. That it is most likely that this was not taken in a single large dose. Had this been
the case, I should have expected to have found some morbid appearances indicative of
the irritant nature of the drug. It appears to me more probable, from the amount found
in the body, that it must have been taken in a succession of doses, not great enough in-
dividually to produce local irritant effects, but amounting in the aggregate to a large
quantity. It is right, however, to add that a single copious dose, not large enough to
produce marked local effects, might give rise to fatal depression of the system in a woman
aged seventy-one, whose heart was enlarged and somewhat dilated. 4. That, from the
fact that antimony was found copiously in the liver, was readily detected in ‘the blood,
_and existed to the amount of a quarter of a grain in the stomach, some at least of the
tartar emetic had been taken, probably within a few hours before death. 5. That, from
mere chemical investigations, I am unable to say over what length of time the adminis-
tration of the antimony had extended, supposing it, as I believe, to have been taken in a
ancoession of doses, This can be learned only from a consideration of the history of the
case, with which I am unacquainted. DovcLas MACLAGAN,

That is your conscientious opinion? Yes. You heard and attended to the evidence
respecting Mrs Taylor also? Yes. What cause of death does that indicate to your
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it to be correct : 2 - ¢
o cansd T T L H0A seen Wb o Dy iterant Qs IR G abopledyse
, r Paterson saw, I would not have concluded that it wa
apoplexy, m.d I do not think any other man would. That is what I mean. The 'i
of the question is, whether it is a thing about which there could have hean+nn purp{:;]r
difference of opinion? Doetors do differ; and I wanted to know whetheryrhjn: WA A
matter about which there could be a difference of opinion among intelligent men ? Iv;ﬁ:’:
think it. Did you taste the aconite in the bottle? I did. Did it produce the sensation
“'hmh,““”““'“,l‘md'-lﬂ‘ﬂ ! Itdid. You are acquainted with the tingling and benumbing
sensation ! Yes. You are not likely to mistake it ¢ I think not. Did that, irreape-::ti'.-i
of the experiments on the rabbits, satisfy you that there was aconite there? I should
certainly have inferred that without any experiment upon the rabbits. Without an
doubt ! Yes. And the experiments upon the rabbits only went to confirm that ? Yeg
Did you get that bottle brought to you by the officer with the seal unbroken? Yes b:,;
J. Murray. It is broken mow? I endeavoured to keep the seal as entire as pnnafhle
Has aconite any effect in paralysing a patient ? It does produe paralysis of the muacles;
and sometimes convulsions. You are acquainted with Batley's Solution? Yes It is
a very well-known medicine? Very well known. I presume it is taken for all the pur-
poses for which opium is uged ? It is a form of opium. What is a common dose of it ?
Well, I believe it is stated by those who prepare it as being a third stronger than laudanun,
but in practice I have not found it to be so. What would be a good dose for an old lndjt
_nE seventy ! I would not give so much, perhaps, to an old lady as to a strong man. The
medium dose of laudanum is commonly stated to be twenty-five drops.

The Lord Justice-Clerk — That depends upon habit entirely, and upon the circumstances
of the case? Yes. You would give the patient a little less'of Batley than of laudanum
—about twenty drops or so.

Solicitor-General—Generally speaking. it has the same effects as laudanum ! Yes.

Cross-examined by Mr A. R. Clark—You saw no indications of poisoning by opium in
Mrs Taylor's case ! No precise indications. Tt did not appear as if she had taken any
opinm { I cannot say that she had not taken any, but I did not observe any symptoms
which specially pointed to opium. Were the symptoms which you saw exclusively the
symptoms of aconite, as you thought? Well, it is very difficult to say; but I think
aconite 1;.1:1?.1 th_zﬁ leading fsnmﬂ'l}: iE f;:w Bnﬂ.ll part of the case. Did the !gmpt-uma in the
course of the illness, as describe r-Paterson, not indicate poison 1
danum at all? 1 think not. % 2 T o et

Lord Justice-Clerk—You mean that you now think that they don't indicate poisonin,

opium? Yes, 5
Mr Clark—Are they inconsistent with poisoning by opium? I do not know that they
-are inconsistent with her having had opium; but they are not consistent certainly with
poisuning by opium, and with the ordinary symptoms. Then you could not say that she
had not taken opium? Oh, certainly not. Only that the symptoms of aconite predomi-
nated? That is what I think. If she had taken opinm alone, what would ;r,-mtlgfv& ex-
pected to find different from what you heard ! I would have expected to have found the
pulse slow and full, and probably the breathing laborious and stertorous.  But though these
were absent, you cannot say that opium was not taken ! No ; particularly if the person was
accustomed to the use of opium. I think Dr Paterzon said her breathing was laborious?
I think not ; my impression was that he stated her breathing was barely perceptible,

The Lord Justice-Clerk here read from the notes that he had taken of Dr Paterson’s
evidence, from which it appeared that that gentleman had used the expression that her
breathing was laborious.

Mr Clark—TIt seems, then, that her breathing was laborious. What did that indieate ¥
It indicated some narcotic poison. Keeping that symptom in view, what modification
does that make upon your opinion? Not much, because of the condition of the pulse,
which shows the action of aconite upon the heart. You say it does not make much modi-
fication ; does it make any? I do not think it does. You indicated first that you under-
stood it was easy, light breathing? I indicated that the breathing was very feeble, but
there T was wrong. Therefore not laborious ¥ Not in the common case. Is laborious
breathing an indication of opium ? It is an indication of many things besides opium.
Did Dr Paterson not also say that the breathing became stertorous? I do not think so.

The Lord Justice-Clerk here read from his notes again, from which it appeared that
Dr Paterson had used the word coma.

Mr Clark—You observed that Dr Paterson makes use of the word coma ! Yes. Does
that indicate opium ! Yes. Not aconite ! Not generally; but here it was more oppres-
sion than true coma. Then you think that Dr Paterson was not right when he deseribed
it as coma ! Coma is used by many persons to deseribe insensibility. Did Dr Paterson
use it scientifically ? Probably. But you pointed to the absence of coma as indicative of
poisoning by aconite ! 1spoke of her being in a torpid condition, which I think was con-
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small quantities, and continnously. Do vou mean from the commencement of &
illness down to the time of the death? Yes; down to the time of the death. ot 1

Lord Justice-Clerk—That is from about Christmas-time till her death? Yes.

Su{mtur-Gane_m]——Suppum_ng that to have been =o, and that the poison was administered
ﬂccu.mn?nll;,: during all that time, the symptoms are exactly such as you should have ex-
pected? They are exactly such. Does any other way of accounting for these symptoms
during that period oceur to your mind as a medical man? Nons other, You cannot
account for them in any other way ? T cannot. And that way entirely accounts for
them? Entirely. And the chemical analysis is, of course, stich as, upon the same
supposition, you should have expected ? Quite. You aleo heard the evidence regarding
Mrs Taylor's death—her illness before death, and such an account of her death as we have
had here ! I did. What opinion did you, as a medical man, form from the symptoms
in her case as to the cause of her death ? T had greater difficulty, It seemed to me that
she might possibly have died from a dose of antimony administered shortly before death,
or else from some of the eedative narcotie poisons. Have you any difficalty in her case
in arriving at the opinion that she died from poison? None whatever. I so understood
you that the difficulty you alluded to is as to the particular poison which killed her?
Clearly so. Do you think the symptoms were mixed in her case to some extent like the
symptoms of narcotic poison, and to some extent like the symptoms of antimony * Well,
I am inclined to believe they were. Was there anything in her case to make you
think that she died of apoplexy ! There was not. Nothing to suggest that idea?
Nothing. Was there any of the distinctive characteristies of apoplexy present at all ?
Not to my knowledge. And the post-morfem examination did not indieate any such
disease ! The post-mortem appearances did not. Do you reeognise in the symptoms
which Mrs Taylor exhibited prior to her death—do you recognise the action of antimony #
In the failure of cireulation I certainly do, and great depression and spasms. And in the
state of insensibility in which she was ? Yes; in the later stages of antimonial poisoning
we have generally a state of insensibility. You heard one of the servants describe the
sensations she felt on taking a bit of chieese on one occasion—a hot taste in her mouth, I
think she said, like pepper—and a burning sensation in the throat. What does that
indicate ? Do you form any opinion as to what might be in the cheese ¥ Not ver
decidedly. What does it suggest ¥ It sugpests a large quantity of antimeny; and ik
also suggests a strong dose of narcotic poison.

Lord Justice-Clerk—It sugrests many things ¥ Yes, my Lord. Many things besides
cheese ¥ Yes,

Solicitor-General —And in one of the servants it produced violent sickness, lasting a con-
giderable time—some hours, I think. That also is consistent with antimony ! Yes; quite
congistent with antimonial poisoning. Would antimony produce a burning sensation in
the throat ¥ It would in large quantities. I suppose you do not say that from actual
experiment ! Tdo. T have tried it in pretty large quantity. Butin the throat? The
secondary effect is always felt in the throat. And it did produce a burning sensation ?
It did. You also heard the account another servant gave of the effects following from
some egg-flip she had swallowed. What do these symptoms convey to your mind? They
point to some substance resembling antimony, if not antimony itself, Antimony would
account for them. Does anything else occur to you at this moment that would do it ?
Various other emetics. Can tartar emetic be readily beaten up with egg-flip? With
great facility. Rather a convenient medium for administering it? Yes. It dissolves
readily ! It does. Is it possible to convey antimony into the eggflip in loafsugar?
Antimony itself can be obtained inlump. But could you put tartar emetic into the sugar
in sufficient quantity to produce sickness? It is quite possible by dusting it on. T
sugar, being porous, would take up a quantity. It is a white powder? It is; resembling
powdered sugar. If it was proposed not to kill by a dose, but to keep up the illness, a
sufficient doze could be given in a lump of sugar ! Quite easily.

Cross-examined by Mr Clark—Do I understand you to say that if the sugar—the two
pieces of sugar—were put into a cup of egz-flip, ennugh of antimony can be conveyed by
dusting over the sugar with tartar emetic—so that a teaspoonful of the eglgaﬂxp could pro-
duce the effects mentioned? It is quite possible, Egeflip being a thick mucous sub-
stance, it would sustain mechanieally a considerable quantity. You observe I am not
speaking of the egg alone, but of the beat-up egg with hot water upon it. Suppose egg-
flip is made in the ordinary mauner, can youn convey into the eup as much antimony upon
two pieces of sugar as, taking a spoonful of the liquid, would produce the effect you have
gaid ? T think it is quite possible. Have you made any experiments to try it ? I have
made no direct experiments to tryit. Have you made any indirect experiments ! Ihav:v,n
not. You have made no experiments at all ? We doctors are continually making experi-
ments. But I mean experiments for this purpose ? I have made no experiments with
direct reference to this question. You have made no experiments at all}  Not with re-
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fore, I baliu:i'u you used the word ecoma? Yes; I did. What did you mean by the
word? It g:gmﬁeal :nsanmh_lhty—inaenslhility especially under opium. And you were
under the impression that it was opium alone ! My impression was that it was opium
alone, or some of its preparations ; it might be morphia,

Lord Justice-Clerk—1 would like to know before you go what your opinion is now,
after hearing the whole evidence as to the cause of Mrs Taylor's death? It strikes me
that she died from the effects of the narcotic, You mean'the opium? Yes. That is
your opinion! That is my opinion. You think, then, that she had taken so much
opium as to kill her? I think so. Without the presence of any other poison? That is
my own impression.

Solicitor-General—Do you mean that she had no antimony or aconite? I understand
that now, but I did not understand that at the time.

Lord Justice-Clerk—I hope you understand me. You have heard all the evidence
which discloses the presence of antimony in Mrs Taylor’s body, and after having heard all
the evidence, I want you to tell me what you now think was the cause of Mrs Taylor's
death? I believe her death was oceasioned by a combination of those two medicines—
the antimony and the opium. A less dose of opium would have a greater effect, seeing
that the body was previously under the influence of antimony. A smaller dose of opium
would have a fatal effect in consequence of the condition of the body, produced by anti-
mony ? I certainly think so. Suppose that the opium which Mrs Taylor took had up-
W of five per cent. of Fleming's tincture of aconite combined with it, what do yon
gay then? The effect would be much more rapid, certainly. And more likely to Le
fatal? Certainly.

Huen Orr—Mr Crichton—I am agent for the City of Glasgow Bank—the Charing
Cross Braneh, Glasgow. Dr Pritchard kept an account at our branch., It was over-
drawn L.62, 11s. 11d. on 20th March last. [Shown No. 101.] It was overdrawn on 9th
January to the extent of 1.114. That was being gradually reduced till 20th March. 1t
had been brought down to L.62.

MicaaeL BarmarN—Mr Crichton—I am assistant manager of the Clydesdale Banking
Company, Glasgow. Dr Pritchard had an account at our bank. [Shown pass-book, No.
100.] On 20th March his account was overdrawn L.131, 12s. 4d. He waa 2s. 4d. over-
drawn in the beginning of November, and between that and December he overdrew the
balance in three different sums.

Wittiam Fivnay—Mr Crichton—I am Secretary to the Scottish Equitable Life
Assurance Society, Edinburgh. Dr Pritchard's life was insured in our office in two
policies for £1500. He had got several advances on these policies, amounting to £255
in all. The last was on 13th May 18G4, £35. The one policy was dated in July 1851,
and the other in December 1851.

D. J. Macprair, W.8.—Mr Gifford—I am an assumed trustee of the late David Cowan
of Portsmouth. He was a brother of Mis Taylor. We had charge of the trust funds
under Cowan's will. They amounted to £3000. They were held for Mrs Taylor's be-
hoof, exclusive of her husband's jus marité. The whole sum was at Mrs Taylor's disposal.
It was invested in railway debentures, and she got the interest. She was entitled to the
capital when she pleased. She applied for a portion of the capital about two months
before June 1864. She said she was desirous to give £500 of the money to Dr Pritchard,
her son-in-law, as he had either purchased or was going to purchase a house. She got
up that £500 in June 1864. The money was paid to herself. T attended a meeting
held after Mrs Taylor's funeral. [Shown No. 149.] That is the minute of that meeting.
1t is in my handwriting, except the preamble. The docquet at the end is in my hand-
writing. That is a correct representation of what took place at the meeting. rE[t is :11.1}:-+
seribed by Dr Pritchard, who was there. The last part of the minute is this—* Dr Prit-
chard further stated that the £500 above mentioned bad been given to him by the de-
ceased in July last, subject to no condition; but he expressed his willingness to have it
secured over the property, which it was applied in part purchase of, for the benefit of
Mrs Pritchard and family.” That took place after the trustees had rather urged it on
Dr Pritchard. [Shown No. 81.] That is an extract of the will of Mis Taylor. It is
dated 5th September 1855. It provides that the trustees & shall pay one-third part
thereof to my son Michael Waistel Taylor, presently in Penrith ; and they shall invest
in such way and manner, and in such securities or security of such kind as to them shall
geem best, the other two-third parts, and pay the interest or. annual produce tzlqreuf to
my daughter, Mary Jane Taylor or Pritehard, spouse of Edward William Pritchard,
surgeon in Hunmanby, and that upon her own receipt as alimentary to her, and exclusive
of the jus mariti and right of administration of her husband ; and, in the event of her
predeceasing her husband, the said interest or annual produce to be paid to him for the
benefit of such of the children of my said daughter who may be under twenty-one yeara
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bottles, which hold from 1 ounce to 50 1b. Each bottle when Sl :
Cap o tell e ths ingrdionia of i1 T thik L must dcine tn 46t

Lt s I.'EE' erK— “_t. era 3 .t'h. " . i
ingredient in it, except opium ? é:itlt@;n.ﬂr antimony nor aconite, nor any poisonous
By Mr Gifford—We have sold some of it to Messrs Barron, Harvey, Beckett, & Simpson.

ALEXANDER M'CaLy, recalled—Mr Crichton—[Shown Nos. 139, 140, 141 and 144
I found 139, a black porter bottle, in the cﬂnsulté[nsg-runm. It was em f;;r. No. 140 t-w:;.l'p
hl:sﬁiil:;mdmmguxes ; No. 141, a small wooden box; and No. 144, were all found in the con-

bottle, which was found in the locked press. e Sl e DL

th!‘-[r Crichton—These were delivered to Dr Penny in the same state in which I found
em.

Dr PeNxY, recalled—Mr Clark—Dr Penny, T show you No. 13—that is the receipt or
prescription which Dr Paterson read yesterday? Yes. Just tell me what it contains.
Chlorodyne, 10 minims ; solution of morphia, 19 minims ; ipecacuanha wine, 30 minims;
cinnamon water, 1 oz, Could that prescription have been made up from articles which
you analysed, and which you obtained from Mr M‘Call? Certainly not. There was no-
thing of that kind amongst them? No. You analysed all that you got ? Yes. Thers
was neither chlorodyne nor any of the other articles mentioned in the prescription given

to you by Mr M‘Call? No.

Decranarions oF tHE PrisoNER.—The clerk then read the following declarations which
had been emitted by the prisoner :—

No. T.

At Glasgow, the twenty-second day of March, Eighteen hundred and sixty-five years
in presence of Sir Archibald Alison, Baronet, advocate, Sheriff of Lanarkshire,

Compeared a prisoner, who, being judicially admonished and examined, declaves and
says :—My name is Edward William Pritchard. I am a native of Southses, Hampshire,
forty years of age, a doctor of medicine, member of the Royal College of Surgeons in
London, and I reside at No. 131 Sauchiehall Street, Glasgow ; and the ch of having
caused the death of his wife, Mary Jane Taylor or Pritchard, by iu]uuiﬂmlyaﬁfniniﬂtermg
poison to her, having been read over to him, Declares,— I have always attended my wife in
all her ailments of every kind during the whole period of our married lives, now fifteen
years, and some of these illnesses were very severe, but I never saw her go i1l as she was on
this occasion which terminated fatally. As far as my judgment goes, her last illness was
gastric fever, which commenced about the beginning of the present year. I gave my wife
no medicines during her illness, excepting wine, champagne, and brandy to support her
strength ; and I gave her no medicine myself at all. I trusted to nature to riglEt itself,
with the assistance of those restoratives. During the last six weeks her power of sleeping
entirely went away. In order to procure sleep I gave her, at the commencement of her
sleeplessness, a small quantity of chloroform, but it entirely disagreed with her, and I dis-
continued it. I then called in Dr Gairdner, professor of medicine in the University, and
he visited and saw Ler several times, and he continued to attend her till her old medical
friend, who had attended her before our marriage, Dr James Moffat Cowan, returned, and
he came from Edinburgh to see her. I then wrote to her mother to come to nurse her,
and she arrived about the 11th of February last, and her arrival had a beneficial
effect upon Mrs Pritchard for some time, but still the sleeplessmess continued;
and shortly after her mother's death, which bappened on the 25th February, she
relapsed and became much worge, and very apprehensive about herself, and she
suggested to me the adoption of a medicine with which her mother was very familiar,
Batley’s Solution of opium, but I declined to give her any without first consulting with
Dr James Paterson, who lived close by. I saw him and consulted him, but he did not
gee Mrs Pritchard on that occasion, and he did not approve of using the solution of opium.
He prescribed granulated citrate of magnesia, calomel, mercury, and chalk, and I acted
upon his advice and administered the medicine, and it seemed to have a beneficial effect.
Some time after, finding her sleeplessness still continued, I, at her own suggestion, ap-
plied a solution of atropine to the external parts around the eye, and it had a little effect
for some time ; but the effects soon ceased. After her mother’s death, she became mpul]g
worse ; indeed, I ascribed her decease to the agitation consequent on her mother's de-
cense. At the time of the Iast event, she was strongly impressed with the idea that she
herzelf would die at the same time as her mother, and in fact she did die on a subsequent
day at exactly the same hour, On the night preceding her death, she was apprehensive
that unless she got sleep, she should not get through the night. I went for Dr Paterson,
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administered, to Jane Cowan or Taylor, now deceased, several or one or more doses of tar-
tarised antimony, or other poison unknown, in some article or articles of drink or food, or
in some other manner unknown, in consequence whereof the said Jane Cowan or Taylor
djed, and was thus murdered by him, having been read over to him, and he being judi-
eially admonished and examined by the Sheriff examinator, declares I elect to make a
voluntary statement in reference to the said last-mentioned charge, and 1 now declare T
was no way accessory to Mrs Taylor's death. 1 never administered poison to her, I did
and do believe that she died from paralysis and apoplexy. 1 have no further statement
to !unll:e: and by the advice of my agent, will make none, with the exception that I am
entirely innocent of the charge preferred against me. Being asked by the Procurator
Fliscal whlet.hﬂr he ever administered, or caused to be administered, tartarised antimony
to the said Jane Cowan or Taylor, declares my agent recommended me to say nothing far-
ther, and I decline to answer the question put, and as I act under my agent’s advice, it is
unnecessary to put any further questions. All which I declare to be trath.
(Signed) Epwarp WiLLtay PRITCHARD,

A. Ausox.

Jx0, GEMMELL.

Ros. WiLsox.

BERNARD M Lavcnnix

The Solicitor-General stated that this closed the case for the prosecution,

It being now nearly six o'clock,

Mr Clark suggested that the Court should adjourn till to-morrow, when the evidence
for the defence would be led.

The Lord Justice-Clerk said he would like first to have an idea of how long the case was
likely to last.

Mr Clark said that so far as the defence was concerned, he expected that the speeches of
counsel might be concluded to-morrow (Thursday), as he did not anticipate that the evi-
denee for the panel would extend beyond one o'clock.

The Lord Justice-Clerk remarked that in that case the Court wonld adjourn till Thurs-
<lay morning at ten o'clock, and addressing the jury, he said :—Gentlemen of the jury,—
You understand that you have not yet heard any part of the case for the defence; there-
fore I need hardly tell you, that it is in vain in the meantime to form any opinion on the
<ase for the Crown. .

The Court adjourned at a quarter to six o'clock till ten o'clock next morning.

FOURTH DAY—Taurspay, JuLy 6.

Tue Court met again this morning at ten o'clock —the Lord Justice-Clerk, Lord Ardmil.
lan, and Lord Jerviswoode on the beneh. The prisoner entered the dock a few minutes
after ten, and his brother again took his seat beside him. :

The prisoner seemed quite composed when be came into Court, although considerably
jaded from the fatigue which he had undergone since the commencement ?E the trial.
He was perhaps if possible more anxious than ever, and watched the proceedings with an
attention amounting at times to nervousness. When his children were under examina-
tion, the composure which had hitherto characterised him deserted him, and shedding-
tears he covered his face with his handkerchief. After the first adjournment of the
Court in the forenoon, the brother of the prisoner left the dock with him and did not
return again. The anxiety of the prisoner became very great when the Solicitor-General
‘began his address. During the whole of the learned m:unsﬂ:l‘a lje:nmﬂc_u, he sat earnestly
facing the jury with his hands clasped together as in a supplicating attitude.

The interest manifested by the publicin the trial was much greater than on any of the
preceding days, and large numbers of people in vain attempted to gain admittance.

EVIDENCE FOR THE DEFENCE.

The first witness ealled for the defence was :

Dr Miciargs Tavror, Penrith—By Mr Watson—I am a brother of the lnt:e Mra Prit-
chard, and son of Mrs Taylor. I wasin Glasgow two days after my mother's death. I
hiad not been there for a year or two before, and had not seen my sister during that
period. I had some conversation with her on that occasion. She told me that Dr
‘Gairdner had visited her gome time before. She said that she did not think she would
like him to see Lier again. 1 urged her to do so, as Dr Gairdner was a personal friend of
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Tuouas FAIRGRIEVE—DBy Mr Watson—I am a chemist and druggist
Edinburgh. I knew the late Mrs Taylor, She was in the hnhitggfnmiiﬁg ?;ﬁ:?hf:eﬁti
my shop. She purchased Batley's Solution from me for some years before her death
She very frequently came herself and cceasionally sent for it.  [Shown No. 85.] ﬂnj;
once that I know of I sold her a bottle of this size, holding five ounces. Afterwards she
got 1t In 2-o0z. bottles, and sometimes in 1-0z. bottles. This is a bottle made for Batley’s
mixture. So far as my recollection goes, when Mrs Taylor herself called for the medicine
she paid for it. W hen it was sent for, it was generally put down to her account. Her
purchases were sometimes at considerable intervals, and at other times frequent. [Shown
No. 30 of productions for the defence.] That account was rendered by rae to the late
Mrs Taylor. On 18th January 1865 there is an entry of two ounces of Batley's Solution.
On 29th January there is another entry of two ounces; on the 4th February also an
entry of two ounces. Batley to that amount was furnished to Mrs Taylor on these occa-
sions. Iknow Fleming's tincture of aconite. My business is entirely a dispensing retail
business, In the course of a year I sell about fifty ounces of Fleming's tincture; that is
within the mark. It is generally prescribed in the form of liniment. I have made u
};rmrlptmna containing two cunces of Fleming's tincture of aconite for a liniment ; nuﬁ

am not sure but I have made up more. I would not be at all surprised at the purchase
by a medical man of one ounce of it at a time.

_ By the Solicitor-General—Medical men are in the habit of sending prescriptions for the
tincture of aconite—not of coming for it themselves. Medical mnnghw& bought unmixed
aconite in my shop; but it is not very common. I should say it is rather uncommon for
them to do so. Iam not prepared to say for what they got it, but I should say it was
for outward application: I don't think it was for experiments in a laboratory. I have
sold half-an-ounce and an ounce to medical men. I have sold it to Dr Fleming himself
—the inventor—in three, or four, or six ounces. I don't sell much antimony or tartar
emetic now. It is not so common as it used to be. There has been a change since cro-
ton-oil has come into use. In the last year or two there has been less antimony sold. 1
have sold it in large quantities to veterinary-surgeons, and persons come to me and get it
mixed up with lard as an cintment. There is scarcely a day but antimeny is ordered,
either as a solution or as antimonial wine. Frequently, in preseriptions, the two or three
grains are dissolved in a given quantity of water. I could not say how much I sell of
tartar emetic in a year. 1t might be two or three ounces in a year. That would include
what I have sold in lard, but not what I have sold to veterinary-surgeons. The quantity
of tartar emetic in a preseription to be taken internally is very Bu:-a.r‘ila. It is measured in
grains, There are 480 minims or measured drops in an ounce of Batley. I ghould think
20 minims would be equal to 30 drops dropped from a bottle, without being measured.

By the Lord Justice-Clerk—There is an imitation of Batley, which I keep. I never
gold it to Mrs Taylor. Iam able to say that her purchases in January and February
Jast were of the genuine Batley. The imitation of the real Batley is a perfectly safe
thing; itissupposed to be the same, but it is made by a different maker. It is made from
the extract of opium. Fleming's tincture of aconite is very largely used in an unmixed
state for severe tic doloureux. It is never used internally unmixed. I have found it act
as a specific for toothache at times.

By Mr Watson—It is generally used in neuralgic or rheumatic pains, I don't remember
its having been used for affections of the ear; but I see no reason why it should not be.

Jawes Taomsow—Mr Watson—I am a clothier's traveller and commission-agent, and
was for some time in the employment of Mr Michael Taylor. It will be three years in
August first since I left his ump{:}mant. I was clerk and assistant in the business, 1
sometimes executed small commissions for Mrs Taylor. I went occasionally to Messrs
Duncan & Flockhart's for her. I understood it was for opium ; but when I went for it I
did not know what it was for. During the first twelvemonth or so I got a line and the
bottle. The bottle was generally wrapped up in the line. [Shown bottle] It was a
bottle the same as that. I could almost say that was it. I have gone to Messrs Duncan
& Flockhart’s with the bottle oftener since I left Mr Taylor's service than I did before, as
1 still continued to do small things of that kind for Mrs Taylor. I once read the line on
Messrs Duncan & Flockhart’s counter—that was the only time ever I saw it open. . After
gome time she just gave me the bottle, and told me to go and get it filled; and I went
and presented the bottle, and it was filled at once. I went last for it the night before
Mrs Taylor went to Glasgow immediately preceding her death. The bottle was filled on
that occasion, and I took it back next morning, and gave it to her. For about a year or
go before her death, I would say, I got the bottle filled for her once in every two or three

aeks.

% By the Solicitor-Gieneral —When I first entered Mr Taylor’s service I only got the bottle
ﬁﬂeg once in every two or three months, but gradually it came to be that I went for it
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JaMES GALBRAITH—DBy Mr Watson—T am agent for the prisoner. I know Superinten-
dent M*Call. He handed over to me a quantity of bottles and drugs which he found in
Dr Pritchard’s consulting-room. I got an order from the Crown Office to get from him
all those which he required, and he gave me what he did not want himself. I submitted

the whole of these for examination to Dr Alexander M‘Hattie, on the 15th June, and I
got them back from him afterwards.

Dr ALex. M‘Harrie—By Mr Watson—T am a doctor of Philosophy, a lecturer on
Chemistry, and an Analytical Chemist in Glasgow. After the apprehension of the prisoner,
[ went along with Superintendent M*Call and Audley Thomson, a detective, to the
prisoner's house on the 30th of March. On that oceasion I examined with my eye gener-
ally the appearance of all the medicines which were found in the consulting-room that
day. My instructions were to select from what I found in the house or consulting-room
anything that I saw was of a poisonous nature. These instructions were given me by Mr
M*Call, the Superintendent. There were two presses in the consulting-room. I rejected
thirty-five bottles containing simples, and these were left in the consulting-room. All the
rest were taken possession of by Mr M‘Call and Audley Thomgon. I know Mr Galbraith,
the prisoner's agent. He asked me to examine the contents of a number of the bottles,
and I did so in his office. [Shown No.13 of the Crown productions.] There was nothing
in the contents of the thirty-five bottles from which that prescription could be made up.
There was no chlorodyne or morphia that I found in the bottles. 1f I had found anything
of this kind, I would have given it up to Mr M‘Call,

Dr Cowax recalled—By Mr Watson—[Shown letters Nos. 82 and 34, which are printed
above in Dr Taylor's evidence.] These are in Mrs Pritchard’s handwriting.

CHARLES PriTcHARD—This witness, the eldest son of Dr Pritchard, being only eleven
years old, was not put on cath, but was cautioned by Lord Jerviswoode to tell the truth.
By Mr Clark—I am Dr Pritchard’s eldest son. I lived with him in Glasgow. I was
there when mamma died. My papa and mamma lived happily together. Papa and
mamma were very fond of one another.

Jaxe Prircmarp—By Mr Clark—I am the daughter of the prisoner, and am fourteen
vears old. I lived a good deal with my grandmother in Lauder Road. Papa was often
there with my grandmother. Grandmother and papa were very fond of each other. I
have often heard her speaking very kindly of him, and him of her,

While his children were being examined, the prisoner was much affected.

This closed the evidence for the defence.

THE SOLICITOR-GENERAL'S ADDRESS.

After a short adjournment,

The Solicitor-General said,—May it please your Lordships, and gentlemen of the
jury, we have now arrived at that stage of this most important case at which it
becomes my duty, on the part of the Crown, to address you such observations as
appear to me to be of importance and deserving of your consideration. A more
grave and serious case, I need hardly say, never occupied the attention of a court
of justice. The crime with which the prisoner at the bar is charged is in its
nature the highest known to the law ; and with respect to the persons upon whom
that crime is alleged to have been committed, and the manner of its perpetration,
the case, as I feel it to be my duty now at the end of the evidence to present it
to you, is so singularly aggravated that it is difficult even to conceive of anything
more atrocious. 1 feel it to be my bounden duty to press against the prisoner
two acts of wilful murder, committed in his own house, deliberately in cold blood,
with much cruelty, upon two defenceless women—the one his own wife, the
other his wife’s mother, I say further—and if I make it good, it is indeed an
appalling feature of this terrible case—that the mother was sacrificed by him
when in the very act of watching with a mother’s tenderness over her child, upon
whom he was practising his nefarious and subtle arts, to urge her slowly but
surely to her grave. Gentlemen, the prisoner is well entitled to say that such a
charge ought not to be brought forward upon slight grounds, and to say farther,
that if the evidence upon which it is rested be such as to leave you any reasonable
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1"_"[1“35 die by poison not taken wilfully with a view to suicide, or accidentally
either through negligence on their own part or somebody else’s, or, if they did,
the Fﬂﬂﬂluafon is inevitable that they were foully murdered? Did, then, both
or either of the ladies die from the effects of poison 1 And let me here take the
cases separately, in so far as it is possible to make a separation between them, I
begin with the case of Mrs Pritchard, because, although she died last—about
three WE:EL‘.E after her mother—she was, if there be any truth in the case for the
prosecution, the first victim of the foul acts with which the prisoner is charged.
That poisoning of her commenced before her mother came to nurse her on the
10th _Fabrua,ry, which, I believe, was the true date, although the poison did not
terminate fatally until the 18th March, the mother herself having died upon the
25th February. But naturally, I think in whatever view you regard the case,
the death of Mrs Pritchard is one which first presents itself for consideration ;
the murder of the mother being something like an episode occurring in the
course of the murder of the child, Mrs Pritchard died upon Saturday, the 18th
March, at a very early hour of the morning. The first question as to which you
must make up your minds is, what was the canse of her death—of what did she
die? The prisoner said to those who asked him, and to the registrar after her
death, that he was her ordinary medical attendant, and that she died of gastric
fever. The public prosecutor now says she died of poison. It is for you to
determine which of these two assertions is the true one. It is painful to be
obliged to say that the question admits of only one answer ; for could I see any
reasonable view upon which a different answer from one confirming the assertion
of the prosecutor could be given, I should not fail to advert to it, and to state to
you what I think. But I can see no materials. You will judge whether you can,
in the whole of the evidence which has been laid before you, see materials to
justify even doubt or hesitation in asserting that Mrs Pritchard died on the 18th
March from the effects of poison. The evidence upon this subject is singularly
clear and conclusive—I say singularly so, because cases of this description are of
rare occurrence in my experience. This is the first in which a doubt was not raised,
and raised upon medical testimony, upon the question whether death was to be
ascribed to poison. Here there is none. The testimony is all one way, and you
see distinctly how no doubt could have been thrown upon it. The poor woman’s
body was opened after her death. It presented, on the examination of the doctors,
nothing to account for death—no appearance of natural disease. The conclusion
of the report of that examination by Dr Maclagan and Dr Littlejohn is this—
“We have to report that this body presented no appearances of recent morbid
action, beyond a certain amount of irritation of the alimentary canal, and nothing
at all capable of accounting for death. We have therefore secured the alimen-
tary canal and its contents, the heart and some of the blood, the liver, the spleen,
the left kidney, and the urine, in order that these may be submitted to chemimli
analysis” Nothing indicating gastric fever comes under their notice. Therefore
these gentlemen thought the cause of death was to be aaﬂerta.iﬂec} by a uhamimfl
analysis of the portions of the body and the contents of the intestines here speci-
fied. That chemical analysis accordingly took place, with the result which you
know. Poison was found diffused through the whole organs and parts of the
body. It was found in the stomach, in the liver, in the spleen, in the kidnay! in
the heart, in the brain, in the blood, and in the rectum. The 'l:n?-ﬂjr was all im-
pregnated with it, and notwithstanding the copious discharges which it prudgn_ed
upon the patient so long as she had strength to make them, the ln.rge quantities
mentioned by the doctors in their evidence before you, were found in these various
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as unaccountably as ever. They continue with more or less frequency. Generally
every day, although sometimes she escapes a day, she is sick and vomiting,
cramped. She at last went to bed—and kept it more or less for a week. The
smlfnea-s, _nlmig with this vomiting and purging, leading to that general debility
which it is the nature of this particular poison to cause, was upon her. Well, it
goes on. The poor mother says that she became one day a little better, and two
r.!aya worse—sick sometimes before breakfast, sometimes after breakfast—some-
times after dinner, after tea ; sick during the night, ill with cramp ; nothing in
the world to account for it. These are the symptoms down to the period of her
death—_—nna day better, two days worse, until she sinks, completely exhausted,
and dies upon the 18th March. What were these symptoms of—symptoms
oceurring under the eye of her husband, a medical man, the only medical atten-
dant, living in the house with her day and night? Of gastric fever? No. They
were the symptoms which would be produced by that poison which was found in
h.er }mdy after death, and so diffused through it as to lead inevitably to the con-
viction that it had been administered in small doses over a considerable period
of time. The history of the case, therefore, confirms what the medical gentlemen
and the chemists were led by the chemical analysis to anticipate ; the poisoning
of that poor woman was going on. I take no account of the period before
she went to her father’s house, but from very shortly after the time of her
return, and it continued almost day after day down to the time of her death.
Gentlemen, take the symptoms how you like—the symptoms indicating the
action of antimony—exactly the symptoms which antimony would produce
—and finding antimony in the body, diffused through the system, on the ex-
amination after death, I say the conclusion is so irresistible that it is not
wonderful that it should not be disputed that this poor woman, however
she came by it, had antimony administered to her, and died in consequence.
If you cannot resist that conclusion, then, in respect to Mrs Pritchard, that
part of the case is established—she died, not of gastric fever, but of poison.
Now, attend for a moment to the case of Mrs Taylor —this murder oceur-
ring as an episode in the course of the perpetration of another. Mrs Taylor
came to Glasgow on the 10th February, I believe—that is, according to the evi-
dence, I mean about that date. But I think we have the correct date in the only
two references which I mean to make to the journals of the prisoner. In them
it is stated that Dr Gairdner visited Mrs Pritchard on the 8th February. That
was the same day that Dr Cowan left, for on page 13 of this diary we have, under
the head of 7th February, “Dr J. M. C. here ;" while on the next day, 8th Feb-
ruary, “Dr J. M. C. left.” The statement was that he came the one day and left
the next ; and under the same date there is the entry, “ Dr Gairdner "—that is to
say, Dr Gairdner was there on the night of 8th February. In the same journal,
on page 14, we have, first, on the 9th February, “ Dr Gairdner "—that is, that he
visited again that day ; and Friday 10th, “ Grandmamma "—that is, the old lady.
And then, looking further into the dates in the journal, we are reminded that
Catherine left on the 16th February, at 10 .., and that Mary Patterson, cook,
joined his service. Mrs Taylor then came upon the 10th February. Etfe does not
appear to have been sick after she came until after taking some tapioca, and I
think that was on the 13th February, three days after she came. But she was
sick then, and vomited. So far as we know from the evidence, she was not sick
after that till Friday the 24th—that was the last day of her life. An old 1514:13‘ of
seventy-one—you will find the appearance which she presented to the experienced
eye of Dr Paterson was that of a hale, healthy-looking person, fine form, good
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rﬂ-th?rl than by the chemical examination afterwards. If metallic poisons are
administered, these will be found on examination after death—the vegetable
poisons most likely will not. The symptoms shown by the deceased lady were
not the Ef.ymptnma of any known disease—they were not the symptoms of any
km_uwn kind of apoplexy ; but during her life we have the symptoms of narcotic
poisons, and we have the metallic poisons found in her body after death. Did
she dlE,lil-! her daughter died afterwards, of poison, although not entirely the
same poison ? or did she—as the prisoner, her medical attendant, had stated during
her dapghter‘s life, and to the registrar—die of apoplexy ! Lam afraid, gentlemen,
th?ra 18 no room f-:.-l.: any other answer than that which I now make. She died of
polson—narcotic poison, opium, aconite, antimony. The antimony they found in
her. I am not speaking of the felonious administration of it at this moment.
It is merely of the fact that she was poisoned, and that she died of poison. It
doesn’t follow necessarily—though I think it does in this case—but as a general
proposition, it doesn’t follow necessarily—that, because a death is occasioned by
poison, that poison was murderously administered. The victim may have com-
mitted suicide, or got the poison accidentally somehow or other. It would be
almost an insulb to your understanding to suggest suicide in the case of either of
these ladies, except to throw aside the suggestion at once. Neither of them had
indicated any desire to get rid of life. With respect to the wife, suicide is not
committed, as the tonic poison, which might be given in some cases, was so ad-
ministered as to keep on the iliness for months. Murder is committed that
way sometimes, as from criminal annals we know. The suicide does not. choose
a long, lingering, and painful death. The murderer, however, sometimes chooses
that course for safety to himself, to make the death appear the result of
natural disease. Suicide in the case of the wife is therefore extravagantly
out of the question ; and in the case of the mother equally so. However they
came by that poison, neither the one nor the other took it wilfully. Then,
gentlemen, what is the next suggestion? I don’t mean to say that the sug-
gestion has been made by anybody ; but it is made by the evidence in the
case, and I shall bring you rapidly to the real occasion on which it occurred.
Accidental is the next question which we have to consider, but only for a moment.
Let us take the case of the wife. A person may get poison by accident. One
bottle of medicine may be mistaken for another, and poison mixed with it by
accident. But antimony administered by accident over a course of months—
from the season of Christmas down to the 18th March—is widely out of the
question. I mean poison taken by accident by some person, or by some other
person giving it accidentally, and not wilfully—that is out of the question in this
case. In the case of the mother, the question we have to consider is, whether or
not the prisoner was the murderer. 1t is difficult to conceive that aconite and
antimony got into the poor old lady’s Batley's mixture by accident. It is not
accident. I therefore put aside accident as entirely out of the case, as much so
as suicide. There is no such suggestion as this in it. It is excluded in the
prisoner's own deelaration that any antimony was administered medicinally to
the poor wife and to the mother, as he denies that it was so. She had no illness
for which any one for a moment would think of administering antimony. The
only illness which she had was the one which suggested the action of antimony.
The action of antimony was vomiting, sickness, and cramp, burning sensations,
and the rest of it, Antimony was therefore not administered medicinally. If
the idea of suicide is out of the question—if the idea of accident is one not to be
entertained—see what you are shut up to. You are shut up by a process short,
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an amount of the poison in her body. And, gentlemen, how does he speak
even of the prescription of Dr Paterson? He writes to her father, I think, or
mother—I forget which—that among other things Dr Paterson ordered was
Dublin stout. Dublin stout ! The last thing you would think of erdering for a
person in that condition at least. Now, Dr Paterson says he did not order it
he swears he did not order it, and you are bound to believe him. Something
was said in the course of the eross-examination by Dr Paterson which I must
advert to, though not in the language of complaint. He was very much struck,
when called in to visit Mrs Taylor, with the appearance of Mys Pritchard. He
was not called upon to visit her professionally. He was called to visit her
mother, whom he thought dying, although the prisoner would not admit it. He
was 80 struck with her appearance that the idea pressed upon him with the force
of conviction that she was under antimony. My friend Mr Clark very properly
put it to him, * Did you not think of stating your suspicion either then or when
you went back on the 2d March?” Well, one was not in the least surprised
certainly, that, being called in on the night of the 24th February to visit
the old lady, he should not have volunteered a statement to his professional
brother, living a few doors from herself, “ Your wife there is under antimony :
I have a grave suspicion of you that you are practising upon Mrs Taylor
and that woman by antimony.” He would have been a very bold man—
bold to rashness—that would have ventured upon that. He might have
~scared the murderer from his victim for a moment—for a while : but he never
-would have gone to the house again—he would not have rescued her ; and what
position would he have been in himself? A consulting physician, called in to see
the mother, volunteering to state the suspicion—although it was a strong one,
and with the force of a conviction upon his mind from what he saw—that the
daughter was being poisoned ; and there could be nobody who could poison her
except one. You see where his suspicions pointed, I daresay confirmed to such
an extent by what has occurred—by what he has heard since—that the langnage
which he uses upon that impression upon the 24th February is more emphatic
than it would otherwise bave been—that she was under antimony. She was
under antimony beyond all question ; but it would have been a rash thing, I
think, for him to have made any accusation against anybody, or made any state-
ment to anybody on the subject under the circumstances, upon the 24th February.
Perhaps he had a fairer opportunity upon the 2d March. On the 1st March he
says he was asked to call on the next day. He was not the medical attendant in
Dr Pritchard’s house at all. He had never been over his threshold before the
24th February, and he was not asked back again ; but on the 1st March Dr Prit-
chard met him accidentally—that is to say, there was no designed meeting. They
were both in the same street, and, speaking as persons who had met once before,
he explained that naturally there was a conversation about the death of the
mother—an allusion to it, and about the wife being a little better; and he says
that on the forenoon of the 1st, about eleven o'clock, Dr Pritchard said to him,
«1 am going to Edinburgh to-morrow ; and I should be glad if you wi%i call and
see Mrs Pritchard about eleven o'clock.” Dr Paterson said his impression was—
and there was no reason to doubt it—that it was an entirely accidental meeting,
and it had occurred to Dr Pritchard upon the spot, while they were in conversa-
tion, to ask Dr Paterson to call next day ; and he regarded it more as & mark of
sympathy with the daughter upon the death of the mother, ‘Whl(lﬂh he had almost
witnessed, being the last person who had seen her except Dr Pz'l:tcha.rd upon the
night of his professional visit. But he saw her, and did prescribe for Ler. She
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fealifzgs of humanity, It is diffieult to enter into the feelings of such a one, to
consider what the feelings may be of any person, man or woman, capable of com-
Fﬂttlﬂg such a murder as was, in point of fact, committed here—for I am assum-
ing that I have convinced and brought you to the conclusion, upon grounds
which are satisfactory to your minds, that the murder was committed by some-
body. You are dealing with this case, therefore, that the poisoner here was
some one who was dead to all the ordinary feelings which actuate a man—no
compassion, no kindness, no sympathy for the person ; bent upon the destruc-
tion of a victim, bent upon it for months ; able to repress his or her feelings,
and to cuum.::al a design, to proceed in a cool, caleulating way, producing and
keeping up sickness, attending upon the sickness of his or her patient, down to
the last fatal moment. ~The person capable of doing that is not demon-
strative, but able to repress his or her feelings, able to conceal them, and
to act without expression. Now, I impute to Dr Pritchard the murder of his
wife under circumstances which, I think, exclude every reasonable ground for
supposing that it could have been committed by anybody else. I do not know
his feelings towards his wife. I know, indeed, that he was not a virtuous, affec-
tionate, loving husband, for we know the footing upon which he was living
in the house with the poor girl whom he had seduced almost at the age of
fifteen. I do not know his feelings towards his wife, for the person who
could commit that crime jis, I repeat, not demonstrative. He is apt to
be an excellent actor, able to repress—I shall not say repress his feelings—for
1 do not think any strong feeling could exist in the case, except the cool,
calculating, deliberate determination to carry out a purpose. I say so much
for motive. I know nothing about him or about the terms on which he lived
with his wife, I know the terms upon which he lived with his servant-girl. You
know it from the evidence. Whoever committed the murder attended apparently
affectionately at the bedside, must have been in attendance upon the patient, and
must have been in attendance with such apparent kindness that the patient
received him and took food from his hands. But, gentlemen, I have more than
anything I have stated yet against the prisoner. He had every opportunity.
No poisoner could have a better opportunity than he had of poisoning in the
very way in which the poisoning was committed here. He had an opportunity
of putting it in almost everything. He had the material, and in abundance.
He bought antimony—he bought it in abundance, in unusual quantity, repre-
sented, so far as the evidence of the Glasgow manager of the Apothecaries’ Com-
pany goes, as very nearly unexampled in the case of antimony—a quantity un-
exampled even in the experience of the apothecary who was put in the witness-
box for the prisoner to-day. He bought some ounces—two ounces at one place,
and one at another. During the period between the 16th November and the
18th February he purchased two ounces—a very unusual quantity. Two ounces
would eqgual the whole quantity used in practice by the customers of this apothe-
cary for a year, About the same quantity would serve the whole dispensing
practice of the apothecary who was examined here to-day. The prisoner had
abundance of antimony. He isa medical man who used it ; and he had abundance
of opportunities of doing so; and he used it wholesale, so as to produce the
gradual effect he desired. His servant-girl knew nothing about that antimony.
She knew nothing about these doses. She was incapable of doing such a crime
as this under the eyes of an innocent husband—a medical man attending upon
his wife ; but you will judge of that. But cannot we trace from his hands to
the victim some particular articles of the poison? We lave a bit of cheese
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tainly committed here by some one, or even conjecture what motives may be
sufficient to set him upon the practice of the terrible avt—for it is a terrible art
that of slow poisoning. But it appears that he was in very poor circumstances.
Indeed, he doesn’t seem to have been possessed of a farthing. He was to some
extent, not a great extent, I believe, in debt. His bank-book was overdrawn, and
had been so for some time. His house, which he had bought recently, was not
paid for except to the extent of £400, which he had taken out of the £300 given
him by the old lady. It was a £2000 house, and of this £1600 was borrowed
upon it. He had two policies of insurance, on both of which money was borrowed.
That was his condition pecuniarily—living in a house of the value of £2000, but
not paid for, with a practice, the extent of which I have no means of judging; but.
with his accounts overdrawn, even after applying £100 of the £500 which he got
from the old lady, to some other purpose than the house. The old lady he knew
was possessed of money. He had got £500 from her. She was very fond of him
—rparticularly proud of him. She gave him the £500 ; but she gave him more
money. She was possessed of £2500 more. According to her will—if he knew
of it—that sum would come to his wife, and, failing his wife, he was to have the
liferent of two-thirds of it. That would come to him immediately upon her
decease. That was her will, and these were the terms upon which this money-
less man would succeed to two-thirde of the liferent upon her death. Am I
to be told that it is inhuman to suppose that a man would kill the mother of his
wife, who had been kind to him, for such a paltry motive as this? Kill her by
poison! Gentlemen, she was killed by poison for some motive or other. There
can be no motive known conceivable which will satisfactorily account to a well-
constituted mind for the perpetration of an act so foul; but the foul act was
perpetrated, and was perpetrated by some one for a miserable motive—a dread-
fully miserable motive—by somebody void of heart, and void of ordinary feeling.
That is the necessary condition of whoever perpetrated that murder. If there
is no murder, it is an end of the question ; but if there were a murder, the con-
dition of the perpetrator was that of a man—a heartless unfeeling wretch, into
whose motives it is impossible to enter—what would appear to one to be suffi-
cient for his conduct! Well, then, as to the death of the old lady. Let us con-
sider his conduct with respect to her. She has watched over his destined victim,
if there be truth in the case which I have presented to you with respect to the
wife. Let us see how he behaves with respect to his mother-in-law. The mother
was sent for, Dr Cowan being the messenger upon his recommendation that she
should be sent for. I do not insinuate that Dr Pritchard was averse to it, but
Dr Cowan did suggest it, and he was the messenger to the mother to get her to
watch over the sick and dying daughter. Well, she is there at the time, and I
think it is proved almost to demonstration, as clearly as such a matter can be
established—that she died from the effects of such poisons as were in the drug
she was accustomed to use, when mixed with that drug itself. In the bottle of
Batley’s Solution which was found in her pocket—I suppose you will have no
misgivings in your own mind about the identity of that which was taken posses-
sion of—it was the only one in the house with Batley in it, it was taken posses-
sion of after the prisoner’s apprehension, and it was subjected to analysis, and
in it was found antimony by chemical analysis—in it was found aconite—the
presence of that being ascertained otherwise. Amnitel is known 't.o produce a
peculiar tingling and benumbing sensation when :_lpplted to the lips and the
tongue—so the chemists and medical men of experience recognise it at once by
these effecte. When the contents of the bottle which had been taken from the
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living ; he stated to the doctor whom he had sent for to come and see her that
she was in the habit of taking a drop occasionally: the other, that he stated to
t}}“’ washerwoman when she was in the room that she had been indulging in
liquor ‘f'::T some days, and had been confined to her bed by an overdose of opium.
In addition to that, the first statement of all, which he makes to Dr Paterson, is
a very strange one. He had told the young man Connell that it was apoplexy,
when he came down from the bed-room, and was going into the consalting-room,
after the short time, so far as we know, he had seen the patient. He sticks to
that main point, or rather to an account that looks something like it, for Dr
Paterson had been told that for half-an-hour or an hour before, when writing
several letters in the consulting-room, after having partaken of some bitter
beer, the bitterness of which was remarked upon, she had tumbled off a
chair in a fit on to the floor, and had been taken up to the bed-room. That,
however, is not according to the truth, for she had walked from the con-
sulting-room, where she had been writing her letters, in all probability up
to the bed-room herself at nine o'clock. She had had no tumble or fit at
all. Now, the doctor knew nothing of her having the attack till the bell had
rung three times—that hot water had been taken to her by the servant to make
her yomit. And even after the third attack he was prevented from going up for
a short time from having a patient waiting upon him in the consulting-room.
The accounts, therefore, do not agree. Tt was a strange explanation he made in
presence of the servants, as if he had only accidentally discovered from Mary
M‘TLeod—who, by the way, swore that she knew nothing about it—that she had
got her a supply upon the Monday. Then it is a singular admission in con-
nexion with it that before her death—before anything was found in her pocket:
at all—he told Dr Paterson that a few days before she had purchased something
like half a pound of the solution, that she was in the habit of taking it regularly,
and that, probably, her illness was to be accounted for by her having taken a
good swig of it. That she was in the habit of taking this mixture—this solution
of opium—is clear enough, and also that she had done so for years, so that an
ordinary dose would have little effect upon her. That he knew that is also very
true. Nay, that he knew it is certain, according to the case which is presented
to you by the witnesses, if he had availed himself of the knowledge—he had got
the bottle which the old lady had to allay her neuralgic headaches, or to ease
herself from the excessive perspiration from which she suffered. He had availed
himself of the knowledge, and had got hold of the bottle, and inte it had in-
troduced what he alone had the opportunity or means of introdueing — that
is, these two deadly poisons. Gentlemen, these falsehoods are very striking
—very striking indeed; and they were followed by others. 'Dr Paterson
showed his feeling upon the subject by refusing to grant any certificate of
Mrs Taylor’s death, and by informing the registrar that the death was sudden,
unexpected, and to him mysterious, and that he would grant no certificate.
Then Dr Pritchard grants a certificate himself. He says that twelve hours
before her death she had been suffering from paralysis, and that apoplexy had
supervened an hour before her death. He says—* Primary disease, paralysis ;
duration of that, twelve hours; secondary disease, apoplexy; duration of
that, one hour.” Dr Paterson had refused to certify. He then certifies him-
self, and certifies falsely. She was not suffering from paralysis twelve hours
before her death. And he says she was suffering, and again falsely, from
apoplexy one hour before her death. There was no paralysis, except the para-
Iytic affection which was caused by the aconite, and that was not before she
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Judgment, the questions and the considerations upon which your verdict must
depeind._ These questions, to resume very briefly, are these :—Did both ladies
or did e#.her of them, die from the effects of poison? If so, was that pnism:
taken wﬂ?‘ull}' to commit suicide by both or either? Was it taken accidentall
by the mistake of the persons themselves, or of some others? If you auawir;
the first -_:rf these questions in the affirmative, and the second and third in
the negative, you are then shut up to this other question—Who committed
t?xe murder ! for murder, upon the assumption of these answers to the ques-
tions I have stated, was committed. It is quite competent for you to find
the prisoner guilty of the one charge, and to acquit him upon the other;
but I submit to you, as the truth of the case, that he is guilty of both. f
have stated to you the various considerations which appear to me to be of
weight to determine conclusively your answers to the various questions which I
have put to you in the manner which I have stated. By presenting the case to
you, as I have done, maintaining the charge now at the close of the evidence as
it was stated at the beginning, I have discharged my public duty to the best of
my judgment, and, you will believe, I am sure, conscientiously, It is for you
now, after you shall have heard the powerful, and I am sure altogether becoming
and proper defence which will be stated for the prisoner by my friend Mr Glnrkj
to consider how you are to discharge yours. If my friend shall be able to con-
vince you, by arguments which you shall think the evidence warrants, that
the evidence is insufficient—that you cannot, without serious doubt and mis-
givings, pronounce the prisoner guilty of both or either of these murders, then
undoubtedly it will be your duty to acquit him ; for in that case he shall be en-
titled to be acquitted. DBut if, on the other hand, you are satisfied upon the
evidence that he is guilty of both or either of these charges—if the effect of the
evidence, considered calmly and dispassionately,is to produce that conviction upon
your mind, then your duty—you duty to the public, to yourselves, to the oath
which you have taken—is to pronounce a verdict according, in that view, to what
is your opinion of the truth of the case, finding that he is guilty.

[The Solicitor-General resumed his seat, having spoken about two hours and a

quarter. ]

MR CLARK'S ADDRESS FOR THE PRISONER.

Mr A. R. Crark commenced his address for the prisoner at twenty minutes to
three. He said—Gentlemen of the jury, under this indictment the prisoner is
charged with the commission of two murders—the one the murder of his mother-
in-law, Mrs Taylor ; the other, the murder of his wife. The annals of human
crime are indeed black enough ; but if ke be guilty of the charges that are made
thus against him, I do not hLesitate to say that he is the foulest criminal that
ever lived. He is a member of an honourable profession, whose duty and whose
pleasure it is to assuage suffering, to ward off the attacks of disease, and to do
their best to prolong human life ; and we all know how nobly, how generously,
how unselfishly that duty is discharged. But here it is said that the physician
became the destroyer, and used his art of healing to sap the foundation of life.
Black indeed would be a crime such as that, but it in no degree indicates the
measure of the prisoner’s guilt if he indeed be guilty. He is charged with hav-
ing murdered two defenceless, trustin g,devoted women—of one of whom (to use the
expressive language of Dr Cowan) he was the idol, and to the other of whom he was
united by the most tender of human ties—swho was the mother of bis children, and
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for proof—if, in the absence of the proof of any familiarity whatever observed in
that household between the prisoner and her, the statement which she gave you
on the first day of the trial is to be taken for proof, I cannot help it ; but you can-
nob conceive that the motive which the Crown suggests should have influenced
the prisoner to the commission of this crime. The motive seems to me, if I can un-
derstand it, that he desired to marry that girl—to marry the girl of whose person he
had already had possession, and that he had chosen, in order to carry out that inten-
tion, to tread over the dead bodies of those two defenceless women, Marriage may,
as she said, have been spoken of, but in jest, and it may have been the motive to
some one to commit the crime ; but it is impossible to conceive it to be a motive
“to him, And in the case of Mrs Taylor, surely the motive was less. It appears
—for the Crown have been at the pains to show it—that this unhappy man had
his bank account overdrawn by some £300, and had borrowed upon two policies
of insurance to the extent of £200—insurances which he had effected in 1851 ;
and they tell you that, though he was the idol of Mrs Taylor, and was able, I
darvesay, to ubtain anything which that woman could give him, nevertheless, to
obtain some chance of sucecession—for he did not even know of the existence of
the will which settled the life-interest of her estate upon his children, and, in
the event of her daughter’s death, gave him the annual interest until his chil-
dren reached a certain age—he murdered this old lady who had trusted him, and
who had loved him so long. Gentlemen, it is not in human nature to believe
that these motives which were assigned or suggested by the Crown could ever
have,in the least degree, actuated any human being to the commission of offences
0 hideous as these. And therefore, gentlemen, you must approach to the con-
sideration of the evidence in this case, keeping fully before you the fearful crimes
which are charged against the prisoner, and keeping this further before you, that
there is no assignable motive or motives that can be suggested that could in the
least impel him to the commission of these crimes. But my learned friend says
the crimes are so like—the fever of the daughter is so very like that of the mother
—that probably you would trace in all this the finger of the medical man, to use
my learned friend’s expression; and he dealt with the probabilities as proof
upon which you are to proceed in this case. But put the likelihood before you,
and consider then—Is this such a crime as a doctor would in such a position
be likely to commit? You had it proved in evidence yesterday that in poison-
ing by metallic poison—of which antimony is one—the poison is necessarily
found in the body of the victim, and proves always to be the best detection
of the crime. No doubt Professor Maclagan said that it was possible that there
might be a case in which all traces of metallic poisons might disappear ; but his
long experience—and no one has had longer experience than he—did not enable
him to cite any case which had actually occurred. And consider further that,
this was not only a crime which a medical man was unlikely to comumit, but it
was a crime which wus not committed in the best way; for he used, not an occult
poison, of which, as a doctor, he had the knowledge, but he used antimony
which, as a medical man, he must have known left clear unmistakable traces
When you assume the likelihood of his committing these offences, yet from the
character of the erime, from its mode of commission, it is impossible to say
there is anything to lead you to suppose that as a medical man he would commit
it in the manner in which the Crown accuses him. Now, to sum up these con-
siderations which the Crown have pressed upon you as indicating that he must
have been the person who committed the crime, they are—that, in the first
place, he had an opportunity of committing it ; and, in the second place, he was
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established by all the evidence we have heard that those poisons were kept in an
unlocked press in the consulting-room, within the reach of the other per-
sons living in the prisoner's house ; and taken in connexion with this matter,
which I think the Solicitor-General could hardly explain, that it appeared
Connell, one of the boarders in the house, took ill in November, when Mrs
Pritchard was absent, and that his illness was referred to February, when no
doubt Mrs- Pritchard was in the house, and that the doctor himself took ill ]re-
cisely in the same way, and indicating all these symptoms of poisoning which
are relied upon as to the food of the persons whose death we are inquir-
ng into. The Solicitor-General says, * Oh, the doctor will take no harm ; I can
hardly conceive of the prisoner being poisoned.” It is perfectly incredible to
say that while in the course of poisoning his wife he so suffered and took no
notice of it. I think I shall be able to show you that this is not the case. It is
a remark I have made, and I think it is right we should have it in view that,
when we come to consider the articles of poisoned food which are in question,
which the Crown say are poisoned, that there was not one of these articles of
food which ever reached the lips of Mrs Taylor or Mrs Pritchard without passing
through other hands than those of the prisoner ; and it is odd enough that in
regard to each of these three articles of poisoned food, the person who adminis-
tered it, and who carries away the food left, is this girl Mary M‘Leod. Now,
gentlemen, these are the preliminary observations which I think it right io
make in considering the question upon which you are now called upon to decide,
And it will not do, I again repeat, to proceed upon suspicion or probability.
You can only proceed upon proof, as distinct from conjecture, suspicion, or pro-
bability. It will not do for the Solicitor-General, in conducting this case, to say,
“I have established that one of two persons must have committed these crimes,”
and that you can trace the particular finger of the medical man in connexion with
those crimes. Probability will never support a conviction. It will not do for my
learned friend to say, as he said at the close of his speech, as regards the death
of Mrs Pritchard, it was the act of either the prizoner or of Mary M‘Leod, but
that it was not likely that a girl of fifteen would have the skill to do it. Do you
not think that he shrinks from the onus of proof when he accepts this convenient
mode of getting rid of the difficulty, as he must prove that it is one of those two
persons who did it. He must prove by evidence that it was not Mary M‘Leod,
or some one else in the house, and it was only by showing that it was not Mary
M‘Leod, that he can bring this charge home to the prisoner. And, gentlemen, while
on the topic, let me examine further and more minutely the evidence of the case.
I was struck, in the course of this trial on the part of the Crown, by a very sin-
gular omission intentional on their part, as it must have been, They were speaking
of the persons who cooked the food ; and they came to Catherine Lattimer, and
spoke to the tapioca in which they said antimony had been placed. They asked
Catherine Lattimer if it was true that she put nothing into that tapioca, and she
told you that there was nothing in it except tapioca; and that Mrs Pritchard
chose to put the sugar into it to suit her own taste. But it is remarkable that
when the Solicitor-General puts that dilemma to you upon which his whole case
is founded, he said that it was either Mary M‘Leod or the prisoner; but in the
course of his examination of Mary MLeod he did not venture to put the question
—“Did you put nothing into these poisoned articles which by your hands you
have carried to the lips of these two vietims, Mrs Taylor and Mrs Pritchard.” It
is a singular omission in the case of the Crown, which necessarily depends upon
being able to select between those two persons whom the Solicitor-General stated
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statement that it is not impossible that aconite is present is not a statement
which can in any degree support the case of the Crown. And what does the
abher genfleman say? I asked Dr Maclagan, who studied the question, if
they were the symptoms of poisoning by opium, and he said they were not. 1
asked him why he said there was no coma, and that the breathing was impercep-
tible and not laborious. Dr Maclagan had not observed very minutely what Dr
Paterson said ; for Dr Paterson said there was coma ; that there was laborious
oppressed breathing. I referred Dr Maclagan to the testimony which Dr Pater-
son gave, and he said, “ Oh, you may throw that out of count altogether. It is
in consequence of the imperceptible breathing ; it does not indicate aconite as
distinet from opium.” Upon this he founded his opinion that aconite was pre-
sent, and that she was not suffering from opium. He threw out that, but omit-
ted to notice that Dr Paterson was particular in establishing that there was op-
pressed breathing as contradistinguished from imperceptible breathing, which
indicates the presence of aconite, But Dr Maclagan went further, and said, .
“ QOh, it is oppressed breathing only, not stertorous breathing.” But Dr Paterson
was recalled, and we have him afterwards stating that he preferred to call it op-
pressed breathing, and that most people called it snoring or stertorous breathing.
Therefore, T think it iz out of the question to say that the Crown have anything
like established the proposition upon which the whole case of the Solicitor-
General rests, that the aconite was the agent which led to this lady’s death. I
am assuming—I don't care to enter into the question-that that lady had not
died a natural death. But I only ask you to consider whether there is evidence
on this point on which the whole case for the Crown turns, of the administration
of aconite. IFor I think the best evidence—that of the observer at the time—an
observer not, as I shall afterwards be able to show, in favour of the prisoner,
but against him—the only one is the observer who tells you both at the time
and now, that he is of opinion opium was the agent which cansed death. Let us
see now whether it was not possible for this death to occur without in any degree
being connected with the prisoner. Assuming for a moment that opium may be
the cause of death—I am not bound to put it in the least degree higher—assum-
ing that opium may have been the cause of death, let us see whether it was not
possible that this act might have occurred without the ageney of the prisoner
Assume, if you like, that antimony had been administered—I shall consider
the proof of the antimony—but assuming it—what was there more likely than
that this old lady might have taken a great dose of opium, as was suggested
at the time by Dr Paterson, and was spoken of by the prisoner himself, who
said he believed she had been indulging in that stuff? It is the case for
the Crown that she was suffering from vomiting and purging ; and what, I
ask, more likely than that, to relieve the pain from which she was suffering, she
might have overdosed herself with the drug, which she was so plentifully in
possession of 7 And if this is a fair and reasonable theory to take, why should
you go upon the probability of the Crown, and say we shall prefer the probability
of the Crown to the probability of the other side, and find that Mrs Taylor died
from the administration of aconite, though it might have been that opium was
the cause of her death, of which she herself was abundantly possessed? I do
not say that the old lady committed or intended to commit suicide ; far from that.
But a person having these dangerous drugs, and so much given to the use of them,
may have killed herself by her own hand, more especially if it be true, as the case
for the Crown indicates, that her system had been reduced by antimony pre-
vieusly administered, Nothing more likely to have happened than this—that
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to her mistress, who declines to take it, and it is taken by Mrs Taylor, who,
according to Mr Connell, one of the students living in the house, was taken
ill after partaking of it. Now, when you have poison found in a house,
passing through certain hands undoubtedly, and among those, through the
hands of the only person whom the Solicitor-General says he must exclude
befort} he can convict the prisoner, how is it to be supposed that he could have
anything to do with putting poison into this tapioca, of the existence of which
he did not know, and seeing, moreover, that he was not in the house at the
time, and there is no suggestion of that kind? The antimony was put into the
bag in the house; but then the prisoner is not proved to be there. Arve you to
hold, therefore, that his was the foul hand that put in that antimony for the
purpose of taking away his wife's life, or that he adjusted it with such nice
admeasurement, to see that too much poison was not taken in any portion? To
have done this would have been to have taken much more time than he conld
have had, even though he had had the opportunity of putting it in. On the
contrary, gentlemen, I suggest to you that it is almost inconceivable that Le
could have done it, and that there is upon the proof, as the Crown have chosen
to lead it, and upon which you must find your verdict, a greater probability that
it might have been another hand than his that put in the poison. Yet with all
the probability in favour of another person, the Solicitor-General's whole case
was this—the murder was committed by one of two, and it was not likely that a
girl like Mary M‘Leod was the person. [Is there any further proof of administra-
tion in this case ? Not the slightest—there is no other proof whatever of admini-
stration., No other poison could be traced to the prisoner, or even to show that he
was connected with this case, As regards Mrs Taylor—that is the whole evi-
dence of administration. But there is another bottle—a bottle of Batley’s Solu-
tion—which she had in her pocket, and ‘which, apparently, she carried with
her ; and it is suggested that the prisoner may have put the aconite and the
antimony which was found in it into the bottle in the pocket. He knew,
no doubt, that she was taking it; but it is not in the least degree proved
that he knew where it was, in what bottle it was, or where Mrs Taylor kept
the bottle. Mary M‘Leod did know, for she bought it for Mrs Taylor. But
what is the ground of the suggestion that aconite had been put into that
bottle before Mrs Taylor had it? What is there to prove it? All that you
have is that Drs Maclagan and Littlejohn say there was, that they were
contradicted by the person who actually observed its effects. And what became
of this bottle? It was found after her death on her person. Is it possible to
suppose that he had means of getting at the bottle before her death to adminis-
ter the poison? How counld he? It was carried about upon her person, and
there is not the slightest suggestion that he ever had access to it ; and yet you
are asked to act upon that suggestion, because, to use the words of the Solicitor-
General, ** You may probably trace the administration to a medical hand.” You
are to act upon probabilities so géneral that I wonder the Solicitor-General put
it to you. No; probabilities are not in this case—probabilities are not here. It
is proof, and proof alone, that we can go upon. Now, what was the history of
that bottle? It was found in her clothes, no doubt, when the body was being
dressed by these two women, Mary Patterson and Mrs Nabb, and even they did
not know the very great quantity, perhaps, that this old lady had taken. But
still more ; supposing that she should take no aconite, she had taken sufficient of
the mixture to account for her death. Assuming that the highest mark on the
bottle, as taken by Dr Paterson, is a correct one, it would come to be not more







106

humanely enough, the cause of death was apoplexy, and does not choose
to ascribe it to its real cause, which would indeed be painful enough for a hus-
band to hear. I do not say that he was justified in doing as he did ; I am not
Justifying the morality of the act ; but, looking at the circumstances that arve pre-
sented to us, is there any degree of guilty knowledge when he asked Dr Paterson
to inform his father in-law of the cause of death, and he was only forced to take
that step by Dr Paterson refusing to act upon the suggestion? But, gentlemen,
there are some other aspects that he gives of it—some false aspects which the
Solicitor-General founds so much upon, and which all depend upon the evidence
of Dr Paterson ; and Dr Paterson, I think, in a case of this kind, is not justly
entitled to all the consideration with which he was treated by the Solicitor-Gene-
ral ; for I venture to say that no witness in a case of murder ever exhibited so
great an animus as that gentleman did exhibit when he was examined in the box,
and I would call attention to one or two curious facts connected with his examina-
tion. Why, he had got the exact distance between his house and the prisoner’s
house ; for when he was asked, * How far is it " he replied at once, * 195 yards.”
A criminal detective could not have answered with greater precision, or given it
off with a better air; but there was still something worse suggested by him,
which he had no reason to suggest. What he told you here in the witness-box
was, that he met Dr Pritchard accidentally on the 1st of March, and that Dr
Pritchard asked him to come and see his suffering wife next day ; but Dr Paterson
added, with something which I confess seemed like a sneer, * he would not have
asked me if it had not been for the accidental meeting” How does Dr Paterson
know that? I should think Dr Paterson regrets extremely having made the
observation from the witness-box when he was sworn to speak upon oath, for it
was merely conjecture, which could proceed from nothing but animus in his mind
against the prisoner. He had no right to draw his own conclusions in that way.
It might have been an accidental meeting, or it might not. Granting that it was
an aceidental meeting, as Dr Paterson describes it, he has no right, becanse he is
asked at this accidental meeting to visit the prisoner’s wife on the following day,
to say that that request would not have been made had it not been for that acci-
dental meeting with Dr Pritchard on the street. And I do think that, considering
tlie bias which that gentleman has shown, and the conduet which he has displayed
with regard to this melancholy case, I am not too strong in aa;,riqg that very ].i_ti:.le
credence is to be placed on his observations or remarks upon this case as agau_lst
the prisoner. From the position Dr Paterson occupied in the box—a position which
the Solicitor-General declined to characterise, and an example which I shall
follow—I will leave you to consider whether the gentleman is speaking exw_tly
the truth, or has been speaking, I do not say distinetly untruths, but speaking
from impressions which he has unreasonably taken up, whe:u he reflected upon
this case from the time it commenced ; and when you consider what he said in
speaking of Murs Pritchard, that when he was called in to see Mzys Taylor on the
night on which she died, on the 24th February, he did not speak to Ml_*ﬂ Pnt_c:hn,rd,
but saw her, and seeing her, he formed the conclusion that she was being pﬂlflﬂl:lEI:].
—slowly poisoned by some person to him unknown, '_I‘hnt was the r.:unv:-:tz?n
which he affirmed. Well, gentlemen, he says he was frightened 1_:0 tell Dr Prit-
chard about it— It was an unsafe thing,” said the docta{-. Was it UIEIBEIEE to tell
the poor father the next day when he came to cn.:.ll upon him to ascertain the cause
of his wife's death—was there any danger in telling the poor fﬂthe"r or suggesting
that he should take some steps to save his daughter from bemg.rfmrderﬂd, wh]ch
he, Dr Paterson, as a medical man, knew, or which he was convinced was being
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thfa _priaunar with any administration of poison except suspicion—this suspicion
arising from the fact of his being a medical man. Let us see if it stands differ-
ently in the case of Mrs Pritchard. No doubt, he attended her bedside, as he
was hound to dc-_aa her husband—as he was bound to do as a physician ; and
no doubt he ascribes her death to gastric fever, to which gastric fever that death
undoubtedly was not due. But is it so very clear that a disease, which indicated
1tse1l't' in the manner which was described, might not have been mistaken even by
a skilful madif?ai man for gastric fever? On that matter, if I am not mistaken,
we have no evidence. We have, no doubt, evidence now given in the course of
the trial, that the symptoms were symptoms of poisoning by antimony ; but are
the symptoms of poisoning by antimony so easily distinguished by a person
assumed to be innocent of the administration of it? It is all very well at this
present time, when the case has come out, and the chemical analysis has been
made, for medical men to say that the symptoms are consistent with poisoning
by antimony, and suggest that poisoning by antimony—to make that statement
not only when their suspicions are aroused, but when they know by the chemical
investigation that antimony was present in the body. DBut, gentlemen, it is a
perfectly different case when the administration is going on ; and I do not think
there is any evidence whatever to show that the symptoms of poisoning by anti-
mony are capable of easy detection. No such question that T know of was put
to the medical witnesses, Therefore, the whole case of the Crown necessarily
fails upon this matter, upon which they have founded so much ; because they
say that Dr Pritchard is to be presumed guilty of those offences because he
should easily and at onee have known that something was wrong, and that he
was absurd in putting it down to gastric fever. All very well, when one is wise
after the fact, to ascribe it to this poison, because it has been previously ascer-
tained ; but consider, if you please, whether there is any evidence to show that,
though he might have been wrong in the existence of fever and the existence
of gastric fever, he could have known or suspected that there was poisoning
by antimony. The only evidence which we have upon this matter, I think,
is simply an expression which we have from Dr Gairdner, who saw Mrs
Pritchard upon two days, on the Sth and 9th February, and, I think, in
answer to questions from my friends on the other side, he said, “The case
puzzled me very much.” 8o much for the easy inference which was here
made as inferring Dr Pritchard’s guilt, that Dr Pritchard ought to have dis-
covered the poisoning by antimony which was going on in his own house,
himself a medical man, as the Solicitor-General so often repeated, But if the
prisoner was guilty of this erime, why was he so perfectly willing—nay, desir-
ous—that the wife should have the assistance of attendance? It was he who
brought Mrs Taylor, according to the assumption of the Solicitor-General ; and
after Mrs Taylor, poor thing, was taken away, what is the history we have upon
this matter? It was suggested by him that she should have a nurse to attend
her ; and the suggestion would have been carried out but for whom ! For his
wife. For you will remember that the witness Catherine Lattimer, when exa-
mined upon the first day of the trial, stated that she conversed with Mrs Pritchard
upon that subject, and Mrs Pritchard said that the doctor wanted her to have a
nurse, but that she objected to strangers. And, again, the same statement was
made by her brother, Dr Taylor, who was examined to-day, and who tells us that
Dr Pritchard offered to get a nurse, but that Mrs Pritchard refused. Is it sug-
gested, therefore, by some persons here who had some knowledge of the disease
of his wife, that the prisoner wanted to prevent his wife from getting daily and
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tinds if it was possible that the prisoner could have poisoned the cheese by put-
ting on antimony when it was in the dining-room—sitting in the presence of others
who were in the room. If he had wanted to do that, would he not have done it in
a cooler way than in the presence of all those people who were sitting theve, and
could not help seeing it done ? Look again at the egg-flip, on which I will say a
single word or two. The egg-flip was prepared in this way. The doctor comes
and tells his servant to prepare some egg-flip, a thing not unnatural to be taken
by a person with a delicate stomach, as she undoubtedly was suffering from, and
not an unnatural thing for a medical man or a friend to order. But the Solicitor-
General says that this was a plot for Dr Pritchard to get in his diugs in this
way ; and he says, with a sort of sneer, that he told her to take it very soon, as
if for the purpose of administering poison. He supposes that he went through
the dining-room and got the sugar, and then into the consulting-room, and then
that he went into the pantry and dropped the pieces of sugar on which he had
put antimony into the egg. Does he give any proof of this? Does he suggest
anything more than suspicion? What is the proof of his being there? The
Crown seem to have doubted whether he could with sugar have put in so much
autimony as to have produced the effects which the servant girl says that she
suffered. And he asks Dr Littlejohn if it was possible. Dr Littlejohn says, “ I
think it is possible.” I asked Dr Littlejohn if he ever made an experiment. He
answered, “ Not a direct experiment.” Then I asked, * Did you ever make an
indirect experiment?” To which he replied, “No” “Then you made none at
all?”  “No, I did not, but from my medical knowledge I think it was
quite possible.” Dear me! is that the kind of evidence you are to be
asked to rely upon? A possibility at the best, according to the statement
of Dr Littlejohn —a large possibility —that he could have put in the
drug. If he could have put it in the sugar, it was only by possibility ;
and it was hardly possible to suppose it could have been out of the
sight of the girl Mary Patterson. The easiest thing, in his mind, would have
heen to have prepared some pounded sugar in the adjoining room, into which he
had introduced antimony, and gone for it, and never to have come near the con-
sulting-room at all. That was the natural course for a poisoner to pursue. The
next question is, whether egg-flip was capable of producing the effects which are
said to have been caused by it. It was barely possible, according to Dr Little-
john's opinion. Let us see the history of the egg-flip. Does it pass through his
hands? Neo. It does pass through Mary M‘Leod’s and Mary Patterson's hands.
It was left by Mary Patterson in the pantry, and Mary M‘Leod came down for it
to the kitchen. She was told that it was in the pantry, and she goes up to bring
it down, There, again, you have Mary M‘Leod intervening in the matter, not-
withstanding the dilemma on which the Solicitor-General placed his case ; and
she it is who carries it up to the bedroom ; and she it is who administers it to
the patient who is suffering there. There is another remarkable thing in this
case. The amount of antimony introduced must have been a very powerful dose
indeed ; because taking only a teaspoonful of it, as Mary Patterson did, Bhﬂ_la.j'
vomiting and suffering all night. It was stated that Mrs Pritchard t‘ﬂﬂk a wite-
olassful of the egg-flip, and she vomited for about half-an-hour or thereby after-
wards, But surely if the strong woman took only a taa.spnonful_uhd the njeak
woman took a glassful, she would have been destroyed by the a_ct_mn of a poison
which had so powerful an effect upon the servant gir]._ How is that to be ex-
plained? That is a matter which the Crown hayg notin any w&j:.ﬂleared up ab
all, and I say there is no proof whatever that in any case the prisoner has put
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._E-I‘Leut.i'ﬁ hand is found in connexion with every one of these acts of administer-
ing poisoned food; and yet, without asking her whether she put anything into
the food, the Crown asks you to believe that she was not guilty, and therefore
that the prisoner was guilty. If one of two persons committed the crime, then
most assuredly the burden rested upon the Crown to exclude one of these fwo
from the possibility of having committed the offence, and they never can dis-
charge that burden by the mere suggestion that it is unlikely that a girl of
seventeen would commit that offence, because though that it may be unlikely
an improbability does not meet the case. Therefore, I ask you to consider the
whole of the case upon the evidence as I have stated it to you, whether it is
proved beyond reasonable doubt that the prisoner committed this crime ; or
whether rather, to take the case that has been presented to you, if it is not a
series of suspicions and probabilities upon which they entirely depend, and not
legal proof which would satisfy your mind in consigning this prisoner to a guilty
cell. Consider that he was the idol of his wife—that he lived on the most affec-
tionate terms with her, though it is adinitted that he was unfaithful to his
marriage vows. His children, who were very capable of noticing all that
was going on, proved this. The little boy stated they lived happily together.
There is not a suggestion of anything between them, and yet, upon the
evidence of mere conjecture, such as the Crown founds upon, the prisoner
is to be held guilty of an unparalleled and hideous murder. The Solicitor-
General spoke of his nerve. Well might he speak of his nerve. I cannot
conceive of anything so hideously unfeeling ; for during all her suffering he
slept with his wife, and held her in his arms when she was suffering those tor-
tures. You will remember that, when her body was brought home to her
mother's house, at his own request the coffin was opened, and this foul murderer,
if the story of the Crown be true, showed the body of his murdered wife to his
relatives, and, kneeling down in the face of God, kissed for the last time those
lips which his hand is said to bave closed. A more cold-blooded, a more frightful,
a more dreadful atrocity could not be supposed. It is impossible to suppose it
upon the evidence. Suppose such a case—one would almost believe the thunder-
bolt of the Almighty would have stricken down the man who could have done
it. The whole evidence of the Crown hangs upon probability, and can never
justify you in believing that he, in the first place, was capable of committing the
crime ; and, in the second, it is hardly conceivable that anything so unnatural
ghould be ‘committed by such a man. Gentlemen, I have asked a verdict of
acquittal from you, In your hands alone are the issues of life and of death. In
your hands, to you and you alone, is the responsibility of the verdict. I ask you
to restore the prisoner by your verdict to his orphaned family and sorrowing
relatives.

The Lord Justice-Clerk, addressing the jury, said—1I put it to you, gentlemen,
whether it would be your desire that I should proceed with my charge, or whether
you prefer an adjournment till to-morrow morning, In order to enable you to
form an opinion, it is right to state to you that I cannot promise to finish to-
night. My examination of the evidence will extend over several hours, but
whichever course is most agreeable to you, I shall be most happy to follow.

The jury intimated that they would prefer an adjournment. :

The Court adjourned about half-past four, to meet again next morning at ten.

S —
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of the trial, and to the results of these reports, and the opinions of the gentle-
men who had framed them, I shall now shortly call your attention. Mrs
Pritchard’s body was subjected to a post-mortem examination very soon after
her death by Dr Maclagan and Dr Littlejohn — two gentlemen, from their
professional pursuits, eminently qualified for the conducting of such an in-
vestigation, both having devoted their time and attention to the study of
medical jurisprudence. They made a very careful examination of the body, and
particularly of the condition of all the vital organs, and in these vital organs
there is not the slightest trace, as they themselves say, of the presence of any
morbid action—no appearance of any disease, nothing at all to indicate how
the-patient came to die. They, therefore, report that this body presented no
appearance of recent morbid action beyond a slight amount of irritation of the
alimentary canal, and nothing at all capable of accounting for death. They,
therefore, proceed to say, “ We have secured the alimentary canal and its con-
tents, the heart and some of the blood, the liver, the spleen, the left kidney, and
the urine, in order that they may be submitted to chemical analysis” And in
taking that course, I need hardly tell you that these gentlemen did only what
was their'clear and obvious duty. Accordingly, a portion of the different parts
of the:body which had been thus secured for examination was submitted to
chemical ‘examination and analysis by Dr Maclagan, and the other portion by
Professor Penny, of Glasgow. These gentlemen again came substantially—one
may almost say exactly—to the same conclusions ; and, without entering into
any of ‘the details of the processes by means of which they attained these con-
clusions, I may merely say in passing that nothing has been shown to throw the
slightest doubt upon the sufficiency of the chemical tests which they applied,
or the perfect care and accuracy with which they were applied. Dr Maclagan,
in examining the urine of the deceased before entering upon any very careful
and complete experiments, found that it yielded what appeared to be antimony,
and that in considerable quantity ; and he, therefore, applied himself chiefly in
examining the other articles which he had secured for consideration to the detec-
tion of that well-known poison in these articles. In the liver of Mrs Pritchard
he determined at last that the amount of antimony, in the shape apparently of
what is called tartar emetic, was almost exactly four grains; and, in his evidence
as a witness for the Crown, he gave us further information regarding the total
amount of the antimony contained in the contents of the intestines, which
appears to me, in connexion with what I am now going to say, of the greatest
possible importance. He took a portion of the contents of the intestines, and
subjected that to a quantitative analysis, having already subjected other portions
to a quantitative analysis, for the purpese of determining the nature of the
poison ; and that quantitative analysis enabled him to say what amount of
antimony there was in the portion of the contents of the intestines which he
g0 examined. Then knowing the proportion which that part of the contents of
the intestines bore to the total contents of the intestines, he was able to arrive at
a conclusion with perfect accuracy as to what amount of antimony there was
in the total contents of the intestines; and that he determined to be very nearly
6 grains—that is to say, equal to 6 grains of tartar emetic. In these two places
alone, therefore—in the liver and in the contents of the intestines—you have
found in this lady’s body after death not less than ten grains of tartar emetic.
In other parts,in the kidneys, the stomach (that is to say, the contents of the
stomach), and the blood, there were other and more minute portions of the sam

mineral poison found. But it is unnecessary to go into any details about this
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weels before her daughter. She was buried in the Grange Cemetery here ; but,
in consequence of the suspicions attaching to the death of Mrs Pritchard, Mrs
Taylor’s body also was disinterred, and subjected to post-mortem examination,
and the result of that is very similar to the result of the post-mortem examina-
tion of t‘ha other body. Dr Maclagan and Dr Littlejohn made their report on
this subject on the 30th of March, and they very naturally, in consequence of
the recorded causes of death—paralysis and apoplexy—devoted a great deal of
their attention to the condition of the head and brain of the deceased, the result
of which was, that there was not the slightest trace of anything like congestion;
or any of those local affections of the brain likely to produce apoplexy, and so
cause death. T do not read to you the whole details of their report on this sub-
ject. Tt is sufficient to say that the result of it mainly is to show that apoplexy
could not have been the cause of death. They examine also the other vital
organs of this old lady, and they find them all in a healthy condition, with this
exception, that as regards her heart, it was somewhat enlarged. I shall read to
you what they say of the organs of respiration and cirenlation :—

The mucous membrane of the trachea was little, if at all, altered by putrefaction, being
only slightly reddened, and lined by a little colourless mucus. The lungs were remark-
ably healthy, there being no trace of anything noteworthy about them, except some old
adhesions of the left pleura. The pericardium was healthy, and contained no sernm.
The heart was large, and weighed 16 oz. It had a considerable layer of fat over its sur-
face, was slightly dilated, particularly on the right side, but all its valves were quite
healthy. There was about 1} oz of fluid blood, along with a fibrinons coagulum in the

right ventricle. The left ventricle was almost empty. The venm cavme contained half-
coagulated blood. The aorta was quite free from atheromatous deposit.

Now, it was explained in the evidence of these gentlemen that, although that
old lady’s heart was large, and slightly dilated, there was nothing either to
account for death, or to be the cause of death, But there was undoubtedly this
remark, that in consequence of the condition of her heart, she was a perilous sub-
ject. She was a person upon whom effects might be produced from slighter
causes than might be produced in a perfectly healthy subject; and you will be
kind enough to bear that along with you in considering the other parts of the
evidence to which we are to come by and by. In other respects this Mrs Taylor
was obviously a strong and healthy woman for her time of life, which was about
seventy, and altogether the appearances presented upon the post-morfem exami-
nation again led these gentlemen to the same conclusions, that there was nothing
to account for death, and therefore they took the course which they had done
before in the case of Mrs Pritchard, They secured for chemical examination and
analysis the alimentary canal and its contents, the heart, and some of _tha blood,
the liver, the spleen, the kidneys, the bladder, the uterus, and a portion of the
brain ; and these articles having been thereafter subjected to examination again
partly by Dr Maclagan, and partly by Professor Penny, of Glasgow, we _hava the
results of their examination before us. Dr Maclagan concludes his report
thus :—

& experiments, the details of which are given above, I have been led to the
Eol.h:Fr.*.;Egﬂ:nmlE:iuna 1, That Mrs Taylor had taken a considerable quantity of anti-
mony in the form of tartar emetic. 2. That, having regard to the absence of any morbid
appearance sufficient to aceount for death, and to the presence in tl]:m body of a consider-
able quantity of a substance known to be capable of destroying life, her death must be
asoribed to the action of antimony. 8. That it is most likely that this was not taken in
a single large dose. Had this been the case, I should have expected to have found some
morbid appearances indicative of the irritant action of the drug. It appears to me more
probable, from the amount found in the body, that it must l_lm:a been taken in a succes-
sion of doses, not great enough individually to produce local irritant effects, but amount-
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One su}{poaiticn is thfat the poisons might have been taken by accident, and
another is that t-ht?j’ might have been taken intentionally by the persons them-
selves for accomplishing suicidal purposes; and in either of these cases, of course,
there can be no guilt alleged against any living person. It is indispensable
then?f{:re, that in considering whether anybody is to be held responsible for the
adxfunmtratian of these poisons, we should entirely negative the idea of either
accident or suicide, Now, as regards the case of Mrs Pritchard, it will at once
occur to you that accident is utterly impossible, if the reports of Dr Maclagan
and Professor Penny are to be relied upon, because there is not a single tittle
of evidence to show that death was caused by a single dose. It is not proved
that there was any single dose administered to Mrs Pritchard, or taken by her,
capable of itself of destroying life. On the contrary, the evidence goes to show
that it was a long-continued administration of antimony given in small doses,
frequently repeated, that at length brought about the death of the lady. That
cannot be accident, so far as I can see. Ingenuity might suggest, that if a per-
son were persuaded that some large quantity of this poison was really something
else than it was, and had continued for a month or two to use it as if it was
something proper to be put in ordinary articles of food—had mistaken the white
powder of tartar emetic for pounded sugar, or for salt, and had consequently used
it in her food, that was an accident that might have accounted for death. It
is possible; but then we search in vain the evidence for the slightest trace of any
guch mistake. It has not even been suggested, and I now suggest it only for your
consideration, because I desire you to be most scrupulous at every step of this
inquiry, and to satisfy your minds as you go along whether there is anywhere—
if there be anywhere, where it is—a defect in the evidence which I am now
reviewing. If you can receive such a supposition as that, unsupported, as it is,
by the slightest trace of evidence—good and well. Then, gentlemen, as to the
snpposition that death was the result of a suicidal purpose, suicide by slow
poison, is, I rather suppose, unheard of. A person who desires to destroy his own
life generally selects the speediest and least painful mode of doing so ; and even
although, in that respect, there may be great varieties in different cases, I cer-
tainly never heard it suggested that suicide was committed by a person taking
poison with his own hand continuously over a period of weeks or months. Add
to all this that there is nothing in the history of this lady, Mrs Pritchard, to
indicate any such state of mind, any such morbid condition either of mind or
body, which would suggest the idea of suicide, and I think we arrive pretty safely
at the conclusion that neither by accident of any ordinary kind, nor by suicide,
could the death of Mrs Pritchard from poison be traced. The position of the
prisoner suggested one species of accident, which is possible in some cases—
namely, unskilful treatment. Unskilful treatment in the administration of a
strong and dangerous drug administered to a person may sometimes produce
death, and that would be accidental poisening ; and if the case of the prisoner
had been that he was treating his wife with antimony, and had unconsciously or
accidentally given her too much, and so produced death, that would have been a
case very well worthy of your consideration. But it is entirely excluded by the
position which the prisoner himself has taken up in his declaration, when he
says,—and I think it right to give it in his own words :(—

During the whole course of her illness, I never gave her any antimony. nor any mpd}-
cine in which there was any preparation of antimony. Antimony is a poison, but it is
used occasionally to *8ubdue inflammation, and I applied it to her neck in October last,
when she was plagued with a swelling of a gland in the neck. I rubbed it in externally
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of the contents of such a bottle, to exclude the possibility of any doubt
as to the identity of the hottle. But in all such cases, I need hardly tell
you, that you must take the evidence just as the circumstances of the case
produce it. It cannot be made any better than the circumstances of the
case allow it; and it is for you to say whether you are reasonably satisfied
that the contents of the bottle which was found in Mrs Taylor's pocket
after her death reached the hands of Professor Pgn]]}r in the same condition. If
s0, then observe what is the result. The bottle contains Batley’s Solution of
opium, which is a strong narcotic, which a person unaccustomed to take could
not take much of without very serious consequences. But I need hardly tell
you, that the quantity of opium or laudanum which any person is able to take
depends entirely upon habit ; and we have it in evidence that Mrs Taylor was in
the habit of taking this medicine for a number of years; and that the quantity
which she was in the way of taking had gradually very largely increased. One
of the witnesses, who acted as a messenger, frequently told you he was in the
way of getting the bottle filled, and that used to be about once in two or three
months when he was first employed by her, but that increased till it came to
once in two or three weeks, so that it is quite obvious that the habit of taking
opium was growing upon Mrs Taylor, as it almost invariably does in all such
cases ; and at the time of her death she was in a condition to take a quantity of
opium that would have poisoned any person not accustomed to it. Now, she had
taken some of the contents of this bottle, and it was sugpested that she had
taken a very large quantity of the contents from the time it had been got on the
Monday down to her death. I think it was said by the prisoner's counsel, from
calculations he had made, that she must have takeén 150 drops a-day. I have
not followed out the calculation, but it is not in the least degree improbable that
a person who had been in the habit of taking opium for years, could take 150
drops a day without the slightest bad effect, further than the confirming and
carrying on of a very bad habit. Now, that is the state of matters. Let us con-
sider, in the next place, what else there was in this bottle. There was a very
considerable admixture of antimony, a poison which is detected in the body of
Mrs Taylor, and detected in sufficient quantities to produce death. There
is also in that bottle another poison of a more subtle kind, and far less
easily detected—aconite—a vegetable poison, which cannot be discovered by the
same tests as the mineral poison of antimony. But the skill of Dr Penny dis-
covered the presence of aconite in that bottle, and enabled him to say, that 'nnt
only was there some aconite there, but also to determine with quite suﬁczqnt
precision for the purposes of this case, what proportion the tineture of aconite
bore to the other contents of the bottle. By a series of experiments, to which
you must have listened with admiration, for they were conducted with very

t skill and care, he arrives at the conclusion that the proportion of aconite
in that bottle to the whole of the contents of the bottle must have been under
ten per cent., but above five per cent, Now, if anybody took a hundrf!d drops of
that mixture, that person must inevitably have swallowed some antimony, but
what is far more important, more than five drops of the tincture of aconite. The
conclusion, therefore, that one is almost forced to amrive at in ragard to Murs
Taylor is, that her death was brought about by the u:m_nhined action of three
poisons—aconite, antimony, and opium ; but th_a opium, probably, not in
such quantities as to cause death, although it might have been a powerful
agent in combination with other poisons—even to a person accustomed to
take opium., The question, then, for your consideration upon the second
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ing the earlier part of the period, and prior to the 16th February, Catherine
Lattimer, Mary M¢Leod, the children, and two more, besides the prisoner and his
wife. ~ After the 16th there is this alteration, that Catherine Lattimer goes away,
and is aut:ceecl:ecl by Mary Patterson. And then on the 10th February, six days
before Catherine Lattimer went away, Mrs Taylor came. Now, keeping these
things in view, let us attend to some of the prominent occurrences during this
period ; and I think here, as in other cases, it conduces to clearness to take
events P““{ﬂisﬁlr in the order of time. You will recollect that Mrs Pritchard
went to visit her friends in Edinburgh in the month of November—the pre-
cise day is not fixed. She had been ailing before that, and according to
the account of Catherine Lattimer, her ailment was just a little less severe.
Afterwards it increased in intensity, and accompanied her down to her last
mﬂf'nﬁnts. It was sickness, depression, vomiting, and purging. She got better
while she was in Edinburgh; but she returned a few days before Christmas,
towards the end of December. She returned home, and after that she got
gradually worse. There was a return of the sickness and depression, and the
vomiting and the purging seemed to be more violent. On the 1st of
February there was a severe and alarming attack—so much so, that Catherine
Lattimer, who was to have left the service next day, Candlemas-day, was
obliged to return, in order to make herself useful to Mrs Pritchard. Now,
I wish to call your attention to Catherine Lattimer's account of this attack
on the 1st February. I think that is the first event of particular importance
in the history of these last two months of February and March. [His Lord-
ship read at length the evidence of Catherine Lattimer, as to the attack which
Mrs Pritchard had suffered on the 1st February, and in the course of which,
after she had got to her bed-room, cramp had seized her, and she was afflicted
with sickness and vomiting. It filso appeared from this evidence that Mrs
Pritchard had said to the witness that she was generally sick after slops and after
tea. Having read this evidence, his Lordship proceeded]—Now, gentlemen, that
was the first very serious and violent attack which Mrs Pritchard had, and we
may be sure that it was such as Lattimer deseribed it, for she has apparently been
very accurate and judicious in her observations. She appears to have observed
everything minutely, and gave her evidence in such a way as to command re-
spect. We then come to inquire at the medical gentlemen whose opinions we
have before us, whether these symptoms are or are not reconcilable with the
opinion which they formed upon the post-mortem and chemical examination,
and they say they correspond exactly —that they are just the symptoms
they would expect from a person to whom antimony was being admi-
nistered. Now, in the course of that week, Dr Cowan makes his appear-
ance upon the scene. He comes on the Tth, and visits Mrs Pritchard, con-
doles with her, sees that she is very unwell, and makes some little suggestions
as to the way in which she should be treated, which are not very material
to the question into which we have at this stage to inquire. He remains
there till next day, leaving upon the 8th, and during the time that he was
there Mrs Pritchard had no serious attack of any kind ; but, strangely enough,
a second attack, and a serious one, does come on on the evening after he
left—the 8th. You have the description of that attack by Catherine Lattimer
again ; and you have also, as applicable to that, the evidence of Dr Gairdner—
the first appearance of any medical man upon the scene other than the prisoner
himself. Now, attend if you please to what these two witnesses say about this
attack on the evening of the 8th. Catherine Lattimer had made a little mistake
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the condition of Mrs Pritchard, from the evidence of Catherine Lattimer. She
is described as suffering from severe attacks of spasms from eight o'clock in the
morning of the 9th ; but after Mrs Taylor arrived there is an episode in the case,
which has been dwelt on as of very great importance on both sides of the bar,
and which I think does deserve your most serious consideration. On the 13th
February it was suggested by Mrs Pritchard, or somebody else, that she should
have some tapioca, and that is got from the shop of Messrs Burton & Henderson.
Now the tapioca is said to have been poisoned by an admixture of antimony.
You have seen that some of it was being taken by Mrs Taylor, who immediately
afterwards, and in consequence, was taken ill. Now, as to the evidence of
Catherine Lattimer on this point, she stated that she prepared the tapioca
for Mrs Pritchard a few days after Mrs Taylor came, and that Mary MLeod
brought the order to the cook. The tapioca was in a paper bag, and witness
did not motice whether it had been opened. She made half a breakfast-cupful,
and Mary M‘Leod took it into the dining-room. Witness did not put any
sugar or anything else into it. On returning to Glasgow, she found the re-
mains of the tapioca in the press, and gave it to the Procurator-Fiscal. The
tapioca was brought to her by Mary M‘Leod. There was just one making of
the tapioca while she was there. Then, in the next place, let us see what
Mary MTeod says about it. She says that “the tapioca was bought from
Burton & Henderson by the prisoner’s son Kenneth. He gave it to me. Ik
was either a pound or half-a-pound. I laid it on the lobby table, but it did
not lie there long, not an hour, before it was taken down to Catherine Latti-
mer. Mrs Taylor took it down,” and I think that is all she says about it.
Mary M‘Leod took it up, and then it was proved that Mrs Taylor had some
portion of it. ‘Whether Mrs Pritchard had or had not does not appear, but
Mrs Taylor afterwards was sick and vomited, and said she thought she was
taking the same complaint as her daughter. Now, gentlemen, the tapioca, you
may observe, was bought from a grocer, and was proved to be part of a store of
tapioca which these grocers had, and was perfectly free from antimony. It was
brought to the house by the little boy, given to Mary M‘Leod, prepared
by Catherine Lattimer, and taken upstairs by Mary M‘Leod, and the conse-
quences were such as I have related to you. Now, the remainder of that
tapioca—that which was not cooked by Catherine Lattimer—was put by her
into the kitchen press, and Mary M‘Leod mentions in her evidence having
found it in the kitchen press. Catherine Lattimer was brought back for the
purpose of saying whether that was where she put it, and she said it was. That
tapioca was handed over to Professor Penny for examination. Now see what
he says about it in his report. He says this paper package contains 2850
grains of tapioca. The presence of antimony in the form of tartarised
antimony was unequivocally detected. Its amount was found to be E:quﬂ.l to
four grains and sixty-two parts in the pound of tapioca. Now here unquestion-
ably was a parcel of tapioca out of which the preparation had been made for Mrs
Pritchard’s consumption, which had interfused into it antimony in the proportion
of about four and a-half grains per pound ; and, certainly, it is not surprising
that Mrs Taylor, after having taken some of it, was taken unwell witl} sick-
ness and vomiting ; and having seen the symptoms of her daughter’s illness,
said, I am afraid I am going to have the same complaint as my _da.ughter."
Still, gentlemen, it is not very easy to see what n;_nporl:unitj_f the prisoner had
of mixing this antimony which is found in the tapioca. }t is not proved, as a
matter of absolute fact, that he was in the house at the time when this tapioca
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should have mm’ie' that false statement to these two servant girls, when
you come to consider what is the cause of death which he assigned in
the case of Mrs Taylor in his report to the registrar? He was the medical
attendant of Mrs Taylor. He must have known perfectly well that he
was the person who must make the report to the registrar. He sent the old
man, Mr Michael Taylor, to Dr Paterson, to ask him for a certificate, which he
could hardly expect Dr Paterson to give. I do not suppose any medical man
who would have been called in in the way Dr Paterson was would have ever
dreamt of giving in & report in the way Dr Paterson was asked to do, with a
medical man resident in the house, and constantly in attendance upon the patient.
And consequently the prisoner must necessarily have known that he would have
to make the return ; and what return did he make? He made a return to this
eftect— Th{ut the primary disease of which she died was paralysis, and that
that paralysis had been in operation for twelve hours before her death.” But, as
you know from the evidence, that was absolutely false. She was down taking her
tea at seven o'clock—nothing the matter with her—down in the kitchen visiting
Mary Patterson, who saw nothing peculiar in her, except, as she said, that she
was “a little peevish,” which she ascribed to the fatigue which the old lady
had to undergo in watching her daughter. At nine o'clock she is seen walking
upstairs, nothing the matter with her, and in the course of the evening she calls
to one of the servant-girls, “ Go out, and bring in sausages for supper ;” and that
woman is represented in the report to the registrar as having been paralysed
during the whole of that day. TFurther, the secondary disease, the disease which
immediately preceded death, according to the prisoner’s report, was apoplexy, and
that had lasted for an hour ; but now we have it demonstrated upon the medical
evidence, that there was not a trace of apoplexy in the case. Ah, but it is said
the prisoner might have been mistaken as to the symptoms. It is very odd that
he should be always mistaken about such things, And further, with regard to
the paralysis, as to which he could not be mistaken. It is said that he ascribed
that as the cause, out of a feeling of kindness towards Mr Michael Taylor ; he
didn't like to let it be known to poor old Mr Michael Taylor that his wife had
died of an overdose of a poisonous medicine ; and, therefore, he falsified a public
record by inserting therein as a fact circumstantially stated, twelve hours duration
of paralysis, which he knew was an absolute falsehood. These are strange facts.
But Mrs Taylor's body is removed, carried to Edinburgh, and there interred. I
need not say more at present about the circumstances attending the death of Mrs
Taylor; but I will have to refer again to them by and by for another purpose. I
pass onin the meantime to consider the evidence applicable to the period between
the death of Mrs Taylor and the death of Mrs Pritchard—between the 25th
February and the 18th March, a period of little more than three weeks. I ought
to have read to you, but omitted it at the proper time, a statement of Dr Pater-
son's about what he saw of Mrs Taylor ; but I shall advert to the circumstances
at another time, and, therefore, I need not go back to it at present. But Dr
Paterson had not only seen Mrs Taylor upon the evening of the 24th February ;
he had also seen Mrs Pritchard, and for the first time. He had formed an im-
pression of a very peculiar kind regarding Mrs Pritchard, which he stated to
vou in the box, and when he visited her again on the 2d of March, that impres-
sion was confirmed. Now, there have been a good many observations of an un-
favourable kind made with regard to the conduct of Dr Paterson ; and I do not
think I should be doing justice to the case or to you if I did not advert to them.
It is said that Dr Paterson formed a very strong impression at the time he saw
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Mary M‘Leod, and Mrs Pritchard had taken some of it, and after she had taken

"it, had become very ill in consequence of it, or after it,—I shall not say in

consequence of it,—is sufficiently demonstrated by the fact that Mary M‘Leod
was obliged to remain with her till four o’clock in the morning. Now, gentle-
men, with regard to these two matters of the cheese and the egg-flip, there has
been a good deal of comment offered to you upon the part of the prisoner. It is
said to be very difficult that cheese could be poisoned with antimony—that it
would be very difficult to make a powder like tartar emetic adhere to a piece of
cheese in sufficient quantity to have any effect, and that if it did, it must
have been visible to the naked eye, because the cheese was yellow, and
the tartar emetic was white. But, gentlemen, we know from the evidence
before us that tartar emetic was very easily dissolved, and the poisoned cheese
could have been poisoned by dipping it into a solution, quite as easily as
dipping it into a powder. With regard to the egg-flip, again, it is said that if the
sickness with which Mary Patterson was visited in the course of the night was
so dreadful as she had represented it to be by merely taking a teaspoonful of the
ege-flip, the half wine-glassful which Mrs Pritchard took ought to have absolutely
killed her. It is difficult, gentlemen, to offer any answer to that. It is impos-
sible to say what is the precise point to which a poison of this kind will kill—
what is the precise amount which will at once destroy life as compared with that
which will only inflict suffering and torture. But that Mary Patterson did suffer
these severe vomitings and pains immediately after having tasted this egg-flip, I
suppose you will not be disposed to disbelieve, looking to the general character
of the evidence which she gave here as a witness. Now, gentlemen, these are
important incidents in this story, oceurring particularly as they do in the course
of the week in which Mrs Pritchard died—one of them on the evening of the 13th
of March, and the other on the evening of the 16th. The first must have been
on the 13th, if it is the case that it was on the morning of the 14th that Mary
Patterson found the cheese in the pantry. And now we come to the last scene
of this tragedy, the death of Mrs Pritchard herself, which occurred, as you will
recollect, early on the morning of the 18th March. I give you the account of the
scene from the evidence of Mary Patterson, because I think you will agree with
me that she is the safest witness to trust to in the circumstances. [His Lord-
ship then read from the evidence of Mary Patterson, in which she stated that
about twelve o'clock on the 17th Mrs Pritchard’s bell rung three times, and she
(Mary Patterson) went up at the third ringing. She went first to the prisoner's
consulting-room, and asked for the prisoner, who came to the door. The door
was partly open, but it would not open further, although she pushed it up. She
then went away to go upstairs, and it was then that he came to the door and
asked her how was Mrs Pritchard now? She said she did not know—she had
not been upstairs, as he had told her on going out in the morning not to go up-
stairs, as Mrs Pritchard seemed disposed to go to sleep. Patterson then went
upstairs and saw that he was following her ; and after him came Mary MLeod.]
After reading the passage, his Lordship said—This is rather a remarkable incident,
because Mary Patterson, being alone in the kitchen, and, hearing the bell rung,
had to go up ; and at the consulting-room, finding that it would not open, although
it was a little let open, she turned to go up. Then the prisoner came to the
door and asked her, “ How is Mrs Pritchard now ?” having himself previously
told her not to go upstairs that morning ; and then immediately behind comes
Mary M‘Leod. 1 do not say, gentlemen, that that proves that the prisoner and
Mary MTeod were in that consulting-room together, and that the door was kept
I
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~ of the parties in the house, then the inquiry comes into a narrow compass. There
is very little to choose upon, If the poisoning was continued so as to become
chronic, as it was very aptly called by some of the medical witnesses, and par-
ticularly in the case of Mrs Pritchard it was chronic poisoning, extending over a
period of several months, then the inquiry comes to this, Who amongst the in-
habitants of that house did the deed? It is common in a question of that kind,
and very natural, to consider in reference to any individual charged with such
a crime, first, what motive he had ; secondly, what opportunity he had, and
whether he was in possession of the agent or instrument by which death is
caused, and it is quite right that I should direct your attention for a few minutes
to this point. In regard to the matter of motive, I would suggest to you that
the motive that his pecuniary difficulties would be relieved by the death of
Mrs Taylor, does not seem to have been made out satisfactorily. You will con-
sider the evidence which was laid before you on the subjeet, but I confess I
do not think it worth while to set it before you again, Then, the question comes
to be, Was there a motive? What is there in the shape of a motive that may be
conceived or supposed toaccount for the perpetration of two such horrid crimes?
That is the way it was stated, and ably stated by the prisoner's counsel. But,
gentlemen, there are some considerations applicable to that part of the case,
which T am bound to suggest to you. The absence of motive, in the ordinary
sense of the word, is not a very uncommon thing in the experience of a criminal
court. In truth, the existence of any adequate motive for the perpetration of a
great crime is a thing impossible. There is no adequate or sufficient motive for
the commission of a great crime. Still there may be what is called an intelligent
motive—the existence of some foul passion, or some immediate and strong excite-
ment, which, in & moment of half frenzy, drives a man to the commission of
murder. These are all very evident and intelligible incentives to crime. But
when we find that, in the opinion of the prisoner’s counsel, there is no motive for
the perpetration of this crime, it means no more than this, that the motive has
rot been discovered if the crime has been committed—and that it was committed
by somebody I fear admits of little doubt. There must have been a motive or
incentive, and yet we may never discover what it was. You are never in a
condition to say that there was no motive, but only that the motive has not
been discovered ; and the motives of human action, we know from history and
experience, are often inscrutable, Another motive or incentive for the perpetra-
tion of the murder of his wife has been suggested against the prisoner, and that
is the existence of illicit relation between himself and the girl Mary M‘Leod.
This is a very important part of the case undoubtedly, and one to which you
are bound to give due attention. The prosecution suggests that the existence
of that intercourse between him and the servant was the reason or the desire
that led him to get rid of his wife. If that was the incentive for the com-
miaﬁfinn of the erime, I do not think there will be much difficulty in explaining
the incentive to the commission of the other crime of murder—that of his wife's
mother ; because her presence in the course of the chronic poisoning of his wife,
would have been a great obstruction and interference with his plans. Bat it is
for you to say, gentlemen, whether you think that the existence of an illicit con-
nesion with the servant girl is sufficient to account for his taking up this nefa-
rious purpose of murdering his wife, It is a fair question for consideration, and
one t?mt- I should desire you to turn your minds to very seriously, keeping only
tlftla in view, that, even supposing you find it impossible to assign an intelli-
gible motive for the commission of one or both of these murders, the entire
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is, that he was in the possession of that very poison to wl'ﬂah the !:'l&a.t_h of h-[m
' Pritchard is undoubtedly to be traced, and to which, in c-::-_mhmutmn with
bthers, the death of Mrs Taylor is also to be traced—that 1s, antlmc:n:,r. So that
whether we adopt to the full extent the conclusions of the inquiry now sug-
gested by the Crown, it appears beyond a doubt that some one had been prac-
tising a system of poisoning ; and that in the possession of the prisoner were the
agents which were necessary to carry it on. Then, gentlemen, as I said before,
who else could have done so? Catherine Lattimer, before the 16th February,
Mary Patterson, after the 16th February, Mary M‘Leod during the whole pa?ifad,
and the prisoner were in the house. Are you disposed to connect any suspicion
with Catherine Lattimer? or any suspicion with Mary Patterson? You saw
them both examined in the box, and heard their evidence. You are as good
judges as any men can be whether there is ground for supposing the accession
of either the one girl or the other to the accomplishing of the death of the
two women in the manner you have heard. I suppose you will not have
any doubt on these points. And the prisoner's counsel has said there
was another girl there who stands in a very different position, and that
it appears, singularly enough, throughout the whole evidence that when-
ever an article of food was to be carried to Mrs Pritchard, Mary M‘Leod
is the hand that bears it. In short, if I understand aright the theory of
the prisoner's counsel, it is that Mary M‘Leod is the person who caused
these two murders ; and he invites you to choose between her and the prisoner
at the bar, and to pronounce upon a balance of probabilities which of the two it
was. Gentlemen, that is a very painful position for you to be placed in, If it
be necessary that you decide absolutely between these two, it must be done. A%
the same time, the prisoner’s counsel did not seem sufficiently to advert, in con-
sidering the point, to the possibility that both might be implicated, and if that
was so, I suppose we should have little doubt which was the master and which
was the servant ; and although the one might be the active hand that adminis-
tered the poison, if two were concerned, you could have very little doubt who
was the actor, and who set on the other. And, in fact, if you should arrive at
that conclusion, every article that the prisoner’s counsel alluded to for the purpose
of showing the guilt of Mary M‘Leod, would be an article of evidence to implicate
the prisoner at the bar. But, gentlemen, I do not desire you to take this theory. On
the contrary, I think itis quite right that you should consider upon the balance of
probabilities, as has been very well said, which of the two is the perpetrator of
the crime ; and in considering the question, it is necessary for you to advert to
this—that the poisoning, if it be proved at all, extended over a considerable period
of time—that the poisoning was administered in doses—in doses, any one of
which was quite insufficient to produce death, but which was quite sufficient in
the agony which it produced, and by the gradual reduction of the strength of the
patient, abt length to lead to a fatal termination. Is it conceivable that a girl
of fifteen or sixteen years of age, in the position of a servant maid, could have
herself conceived and executed such a design, and if she had conceived it,
could she have executed a design like that, within this house, under the
eye and subject to the vigilance of the husband of her victim, himself
a medical man? Gentlemen, that is very hard to believe indeed. On the
other hand, if you can suppose that the prisoner at the.bar was the per-
son who conceived and executed this wicked design, it is not so difficult
to believe that Mary M‘Leod may have been the perfectly unconscious instru-
ment of carrying out his purpose—suspecting nothing, knowing nothing, of
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material in the case. You will be now kind enough

that appeared to me to be
will be a satisfactory one.

4o consider your verdict, and I hope 1t :
The Jury retired at twenty minutes past one o'clock, and came into Court about

a quarter past two. Several of the jurymen were weeping when they came into
Court, which at once made known to the audience the nature of their verdict.
The names having been read over, Mr Syme, who had been appointed chancellor,

announced that the Jury had agreed upon the following verdict i—
& The Jury unanimously find the prisoner

GUILTY

of both Charges as libelled.” :

The sentence was then read over in due form and signed by the three judges.
The Lord Justice-Clerk, addressing the prisoner, snid—Edward William Prit-
chard, you have been found guilty by the unanimous verdict of the jury of the
ds upon evidence which,

#wo murders charged against you, and the verdict procee
I believe, leaves in the mind of no reasonable man the slightest room for doubt

as to your guilt. You are aware that upon such a verdict one sentence only can
be pronounced. (The prisoner bowed.) You must be condemned to suffer the
last penalty of the law. (The prisoner again bowed.) It is neither my duty nor
my inclination to say one word which shall have the effect of aggravating the
horror of your position. Ileave it to the ministers of religion to address to yoit
exhortations to repentance, which, I hope, by God’s blessing, may be attended
with good results. Let me only remind you that you have but a very short time
to live, and I beseech you to take advantage of it, to improve the time and pray
for forgiveness of your dreadful crimes, Listen now to the sentence which I have
to pronounce, The Lord Justice-Clerk then put on the black cap, and read the
following sentence :— In respect of the sentence before recorded, the Lord Jus-
tice-Clerk and the Lords Commissioners of Justiciary decern and adjudge that
the panel, Edward William Pritchard, be carried from here back to the prison of
Edinburgh, from thence that he be transmitted under sure escort until brought
and incarcerated in the prison of Glasgow, therein to be maintained and fed upon
bread and water until the 28th July current, and upon that day, between the
hours of eight and ten forenoon, to be taken furth the said prison to the common
place of execution of the burgh of Glasgow, or to such place as the Magistrates of
Glasgow shall appoint as the place of execution, and there, at the hands of the
common executioner, be hanged by the neck until he be dead ; and ordain his
body thereafter to be buried within the precincts of the prison of Glasgow ; fur-
Eﬂ ordain his whole moveable goods and gear to be escheat and forfeit to the
own.”
The Lord Justice-Clerk then, removing the black cap, added, * Which is pro-
nounced for doom, May God Almighty have mercy upon your soul.”
The prisoner, before being removed, bowed deeply to the jury and to the bench,
He seemed much excited, and leant heavily for support upon the arms of the

policeman sitting on his right hand. -
The Tord Justice-Clerk then thanked the jury for their attendance, after which

the prisoner having been removed, the Court rose.
L

BALLANTYNF, RODERTS, AND COMPANY, PRINTERS, EDINDUROHL.
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M'Laren also said that in the tovwwes
towas o lower still, and there was a lower
weanse Mr Caw not oEvﬂ%an the eighth of
\ey that had to be collected by means of the
S also got an eighth of all the arrears which
_..H by ratepayers through fear or any other
de he was ed in his collecting. Mr
~rthen proceede Im think you will agree with
| pnfid not speak in too strong language when T
p m an improvident wasteful arrangement T
; never been made by any corporatiou
‘dngdom, aud I believe moreover that
sment is altogether illegal. I believe
rd FProvost and DMagistrates huve
tever to give that momey to Mr Caw.
hey have aright to use any form of law
 Tink fit, and to compel the defaulters to pay
" @es. Then, when they got the residue which
1 PY 2 defined under the Act of Parliament for
104 zific purposes, n_ucm are bound to apply the
ese purposes and no others, and Mr Caw
m__&. the purposes of that Act—(langhter
r8)—1I believe that the Lord Provost and
cun be made to refund out of their
ta every farthing of the amount thus
ud cheers,) QOur election has excited
vat in many quarters within the Unitad
8 I shull only refer to one instance of this,
ifing the papers which had supported him
ifb, aud referring to the fact that he had got
1 Ju newspapers in all parts of the kingdom,
n coucluded by mentioning that they
d un their gide the majority of all the
0 || of FEdinburgh who did vote, and- of
{|irs and of all the managers of religious and
! institutions—{cheers)—and of all the men
iignalised themselves by promoting social and
¢ 1| objecta—that they will tind the majority of
[} |in the ranks of Mr Miller and myself,
k . 8| They will find on the other mide a great
mménm_? of o very different class indeed,
Simotion of Mr Troomas KxNox, a vota of
B given to Mr William M‘Crie and Mr ».w:h_-
bairmen of the committes, to Mr John
fr.James Richardson, the secretaries, and

d
f

i

v
od 4
e

I..l._.u_ﬂ_'

§ =

BUPPLY 0T ity el ; ;
the noble owner, was freely dispeusca .. . .
and freely partaken of, Un the arrival of Lord ana
Liady Torphichen about half-past nine, they were met
a short distance from the village by the St John's
Lodge of Free Masons, Mid-Calder (of which his Liord-
ship is the Right Worshipful Master), and _ww._.”._HEE.
accompanied by a band of music, escorted within the
policy of Calder House, the gentlemen of the dioner
party saluting the bridal party with hearty cheers in
passing the hotel,

In the evening the event wns also celcbrated by a

ball,
EEJOICINGS AT WEST-CALDER,

On Tuesday evening, & number of the inhabitants of
the village and neighbourhood, aud the temants on
Hermand estate, met at supper in the Masons' Hall, iu
honour of the happy event.  The health of the noole
pair was proposed by Mr Wardrop, Slateheugh, the
oldest tenant, and enthusiastically responded to by the
entire company.  There waus atterwacds an exhibition
of fireworks, and o large bontire blazed in tho neig-
bourhood of Hermand House,

&

BERIOUS CHARGE OF POISONING
AGAINST A SURGEON,

AT Ashburton, on Tuesday, Charles Gordon Spragus,
a medical practitioner in that town, was brought a,
on remand before the Magistrates sitting i Potty
Sessions at the London lun, charged with feloniously
and wilfully administering certain poison, with intent
to kill and murder James Chalker, of Ashburton, iron-
monger ; Sarah Chalker, his wife ; Sarah, the wife of
the said Charles Gordon Sprague:; and Mary Jane
Pigeon, & servant, Bprague 18 son-in-law of Mr
Chalker, e

Mary Jane Pigeon said that she was in the service
of Mr Chalker. The members of the family were Mre
and Mrs Chalker, Mr and Mm Sprague, and herseif.
A rabbit and beef pie was made last Saturday for
Sunday’s dinner, Mr Sprague went away in an
omnibus on Sunday morning, and waa not prosent at
dinner. The other members of the honachold dined off
the pie and wero afterwards seized with symptoms of

ST d that he had been

T
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“REoper was Eﬁnn..ﬁ?_ _w #_.H_ﬂ.ah.ihz_.ﬁ w_u}.
.-.r.__.-l..-._ ey - i -
acting in her behalf UnAer Ber s datun

said—1I desire to say two things before your Lord
passes sentence, First, solemnly in the presenc
Almighty God asa person who values her own
she desires me te say that the guilt is hers alone ;
her father and others who have so long sufferad
unjust and cruel suspicions are wholly and absok
innocent. Next, she desires me to say that she wa
driven to this act, as has been asserted, by suy un
treatment of her mother-in-law ; she met With not
at home but tender, forbsaring love. I hope [ may
my Lord, not impreperly, that it gives e amelanc
pleasure to be made the organ of thess statem
becange, on my honour, I believe them to be triie,

The ULRRK of ARRATGNS having asked the pris
in the usual form whether she had ﬁ_.nu_.n&.:.% to say
sentence of death should not be prousunced,

The enlprit made no reply.

_n e Crikk of the Court then commanded sile
AL

e Jupek having assumed the black cap, addr
the prisoner as follows :—Constance Emilie Kent
have pleaded guilty to an indictment’ charging
with the wilful murder of your brother, Francis 5;
Kent, on the 30th June 1860. It is my duty to re
that plea which you have deliberately put forward
it 18 a satisfaction te know that it was not ple
until after hearing the advice of counsel, who w
have freed you from thisdreadful charge if you could
been freed therefrom, I can entertain no doubt,
having read the evidence in the depositions, and
siderivg it is your third confession of the crime,
your plea was the plea of an originally muilty pe
The murder was one committed under circumstan:
great deliberation and cruelty.  You appear to
allowed a feeling of jealousy — (PRISONER —
jealousy)—to work in your breast, until it ab
assumed over you the influence of the power of he
UOne.  (The Judge was here much affected.) Wh
Her Majesty, with whom alone the prerogative of o
rests, may be advised to exercise her clemency, o
ground of your yonth—(here his Lordship again {
and the pnisoner alse sobbed convulsively)— at the'
when the murder was comimitted, the fact that yo

Jervia, surgeon, sai
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carried as 8 public Act, nobody could have
it chance of carrying another Act to repeal
panse formerly the Annuity-tax wasa mere
ted by a mere private Act of
Mr Black brought in a bhill to
that, and give a excullent subatituts.
8 Lord hn.&ﬂ?ﬂa only do this, it will
t labour or research to find a substitute.
w me to introduce Mr Black’s bill again
1 promise to give his support and get the
it to give it its support—(cheers)—then [
wt happy to do everything in my power to
n. (Cheers) I will do any smount of
will undertake any investigation that he
» refers me to the city accounts. I will
& accounts to him to his heart’s content.
)} I will do anything which care and labour
' lighten his work, bat I hold that for any
ny position—sa new member of Parliament—
v and introduce b once a public bill ts repeal
ssed with the power and sanction of Her
Government, would be held to be a piece of
| ce, (Hear, hear,) I cannot, therefore,
. a8 Lordship’s offer, but I would
-~ 'n another offer in return, and mo man
B an offer in more perfect pgood faith
ake this one—that I will take any means
. ®r to promote any new or better systemn.
There is one thing that is requirved, and
| p separate ecclesinstical imposts from the
B'E (Bear, hear.). Of ail the mnlsitude of bills
w._“ ; introduced to settle the Aunnuity-tax
m,_ re were none that connected it with the
ol
Mh..l *
-
;

.._.m_.

xcept the Lord Advocate's, and he connected

govereign will and pleasure, not only
consent of the Town Uouncil, but against
nt remonstrances. It was one of the
that could have been devised, and it
to disturbances of the peace in this city,
believe will still exist in the city, Whether

I8

report be laid on the table at next ordinary meeting.

Frer PrEERTTERY OF EDINBURGH.—The Froe Pres-
bytery of Edinburgh met yesterday—Mr Aunderson,
Colinton and Cuarrie, moderator.
Affleck, M.A., and Alexander Gordon, M.A., were
licensed to preach the E.Ewwﬁ_. After disposing of
some routine business, the Presbytery adjourned, to
meet in Free Tron Church, on Thursday, 17th August,
to moderate in a call to Mr Fleming to be colleague
and successor to Mr Milroy.

MARRIAGE OF THE RIGHT HON, LORD
TORFHICHEN,

REJOICINGS AT MID-CALDEE,

In bonour of the marriage of this esteemed and
popular nobleman to Miiss Maitland, dsughter of the
late Lord Dundrennan, one of the Senators of the
College of Justice, the gentlemen of the district, the
tenantry and feuars in the Barony of Calder, and other
friends, numbering upwards of seventy, dined in the
Torphichen Arms hotel, Mid-Calder, on Tueaday—
FPeter M*Lagan, Kaq. of Pumpherston, M. P., occupied
the chair, aud Coptain Fod of Howden acted as
croupier.

Adter the usnal loyal and patriotic toasts,

The CHAIRMAN, fu proposing the tosst of the even.
ing, said—It is no ordinary cccasion on which we are
et this evening, fur in offering our congratulations to
the representative of more than one of the oldest
families in Scotland, and the descendant of the ancieat
ine of kings, both English and Scoteh, our thoughts
are cerried back into the mista of the past. He remacked
that this neble family had held the Barony of Caldar
in uninterrupted male succession for upwards of G0
years, and that their connection with the ancieat
tamily of Kirk patrick of Closeburn, rendired them blood
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relations of the pressnt Knpress of France. Ho stated
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when ssked the questivn whether we wonld | have little power, but it was their duty te urge the  THE ROAD MURDER. r
o a bill Ei__..w___._u Rastin, s me wuckd | fmatide o s Swsiion o 8 Town Cusal, |, = Bed
oe A we A presen n HOtIGn AQOFAR 8.0 wal
Ewin.ﬂnmn.ﬂn by Her Majeaty’s aﬁu;ﬂn instructed to write to the n.anqmr_“.___nn...-m.ﬁmor.un that a Tun trial of Constance Kent, for the murder sﬁﬂ

hali-brother, Francis Saville Kent, at Road Hill He 5
in the county of Wilts, on the 30th June 1RG0, 7.
slace on Friday w at the Assize Court at Salist, .
fure Mr Justice Willes, The excitewmeut w =
prevailed im the city, not only on the worning of, Ut
trinl, but for several days previously, was imm!® If
The exterior of the Court was protected by sl
barriers, which proved effectual in keeping back trid
great crowd of persons who, from au early hour idnde
worning, bad flocked about the ' precincts of the knced
in the hope of gaining adwittance, 'The Assize =
ieelf  is  exceedingly limited in  ares, affor i
accommodation for scarcely a hundred represents
of the general public. About thirty reporters, r
senting perhaps wixty of the principal newsp
in n_uumﬁ_umr.ﬂ ingdom, had travelled to Salishung £l
wake reports of the trial ; but the High Sheriff :H:j.
county, Mr Poynder, "had Eﬁr.ﬂam_ to make 9o
adequate provision for the reception or accomminlsg _mi
of so large a staff of short-hand writers, notwithst 1 ol
ing that epecial appeals were wade to him, and 93
withstanding alse that there was no reason at all 3
such provisiom was mot fortheoming, Had the ET.T#
taken its course, it is highly probable that few, 73 7
of the papers would have been able to present 1@TT
public with & full report of the proceedings. In yps
unly fourteen reporters were provided for, and ,...hnn.
who biad not tickets from the Sheriff were oblize 3
stund their chance of elbowing their way in wit!

-

public in general, About a quarter to nine o'clock .,uh
{ublic were admitted, and in a few minutes e f..ﬁ h
available space was occupied.  Special accommoda®® o

bad been provided for the Grand Jury, Magistr 3
avil other privileged parties, which included a | %
vumber of ladies, and among them the Lady ot '
High Sheriff. Among the wituessea who were preaiii® o
the more conspicaous were Rev. Mr Wagner and =t
Gresme (who were surveyed with much intereal

all), Elizabeth Gough, and Inspectors Wicher
Williameon. g ; s .
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