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INTRODUCTION:

IN the following pages will be found a report of what, in Scotland,
has certainly been the most exciting and interesting trial which has
occurred during this century. When it was first known that Miss
Madeline Smith, a young lady moving in the middle rank of life, had
been apprehended on a charge of poisoning, under circumstances
which were said to evince the most deliberate premeditation, a French-
man who had been her paramour, an incredulous world almost
scouted the idea of so strange and horrible a story being true. But
as different portions of the truth gradually oozed out, people began
to shake their heads and doubt whether the charge might not turn
out to be well founded. Every species of absurd report, too, was in
circulation, the absurdity increasing as it passed from one mouth to
another. The outline of the story, thus sketched in part from correct
information and filled in by fincy, was so strange, foul, and unna-
tural, that it is not wonderful that public excitement rose to its
highest pitch. The fact, too, that the young lady herself, and the
gentleman who had been on the eve of making her his bride, were
well known both among Edinburgh and Glasgow society, caused
additional interest in the approabhing trial. So soon as she was
served with her indictment, and the day of the trial was made known,
applica s began to pour in for seats in the Court. Judges, advo-
cates, «._ .uts, macers, officers of Court, the police, every one, from the
highest to the lowest official, who was supposed to possess any autho-
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rity or command any interest, was literally besieged by the eager
applicants. At length, on the 30th day of June, Madeline Smith was
brought to trial

On that and each succeeding day a dense crowd assembled at a
very early hour at the door of the Justiciary Court in the Parliament
Square, and as soon as it was thrown open, which was done at eight
o’clock, the portion of the Court-room assigned to the public was
immediately packed. By ten o’clock every available inch of ground
was occupied. The scene was indeed an imposing one. Curiosity
and expectation were written upon every countenance ; while the large
muster of the Faculty of Advocates, who appeared in their Court
dress, tended to increase the “pomp and circumstance” of the tri-
bunal. :

Notwithstanding that every eye was turned upon her when she
entered, she ascended the stairs leading to the bar and took her seat
with as much nonchalance and self-reliance as if she had been enter-
ing a concert-room. This calm and placid demeanour, which she
preserved throughout, caused no small amount of speculation and
dispute. While many contended that it of itself was proof of her
innocence, others who believed her guilty as hotly maintained it to
be conclusive of her guilt, and in perfect keeping with her whole
character. As the trial proceeded, and the different parts of her
“ strange sad story” were one by one disclosed, the public excite-
ment kept on increasing. But the case had so much of mystery and
wild romance in it, that one wondered whether the whole thing were
not a dream. No doubt we had heard of such tragedies occurring
in warmer climes, “ where love leads to madness, and madness to
crime ;” but in this country, at any rate, the story was without its
parallel.

But the feeling of the greater proportion of the public ran strongly
in her favour,—a fact which was afterwards clearly shewn by the
applause with which the Dean’s address was received, and with which
the Jury’s verdict of acquittal was greeted. This feeling arose partly
from the very general impression that there was a hitch in the case
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for the prosecution,—partly from the sympathy which her youth,
her appearance, and her position in society created,—and partly from
ccontempt for the conduct of the man whom she was accused of mur-"
dering. So prevalent was this latter feeling, that one frequently
heard the remark, “ Well, if she did not poison him, she ought to
have done it.”

Six days passed before the evidence for the prosecution and defence
was closed ; and on the seventh the Lord Advocate proceeded to
address the Jury. He discharged his painful duty in a manner
which reflects the greatest credit on him, both as an advocate and as
a man. His speech, which was a most masterly synthesis, so to
speak, of the evidence, and in which he exhausted almost every
theory which could be started for the defence, was delivered in that
temperate and dispassionate manner which so becomes a public
prosecutor.

But the excitement, if it were possible, became greater on the
eighth day of the trial, when the Dean of Faculty came to make his
appeal to the Jury on her behalf. Great things were expected of him,
and he did not disappoint that expectation. It is impossible that any
one reading a report of his speech can form an adequate concep-
tion of the effect it had upon those who heard him. The look, the
tone, the action—these no reporter can convey. For the time he
fairly carried everything before him ; and as, with quivering voice, he
painted the anguish and despair of the unhappy girl in her attempts to
recover those fearful letters which contained such damning evidence
of her shame—as he indignantly denounced the man who refused to
listen to those passionate appeals, and who determined to keep the
letters “ as an engine of terror and oppression”—and as he painted
with the hand of a master the horror and remorse which must for
ever haunt the Jury if they were to convict her, and her perfect
innocence should be afterwards established-—more than one of the
Jury, as well as many of the audience, were dissolved in tears.

Of the Lord Justice-Clerk’s charge to the Jury we shall say nothing
more than that, while it was characterised by great impartiality, it



was a clear, lucid exposition of the evidence on both sides, and of its
bearing on the charges in the. indictment.

The interval occupied by the Jury in considering what verdict
they should return, must, one would think, have been one of intense
agony and suspense to the prisoner; and yet, to all outward appear-
anée, she seemed the most unconcerned person in the Court. They
came back to the box after an absence of half-an-hour; and, amid
the most profound silence, their foreman read their verdict. And
then arose a burst ‘of cheering from the audience, which the officers
of Court in vain attempted to suppress.

Outside of the Court, where a crowd numbering many thousands
had assembled, a similar expression of public feeling took place on
the announcement of the result. Whether they were right or wrong
In this demonstration of joy, we express no opinion; but shall only
add, in conclusion, that the verdict has met with the approbation of
nearly the whole press throughout the kingdom.



THE

TRIAL OF MISS MADELINE SMITH.

HIGH COURT OF JUSTICIARY, EDINBURGH.

FIRST DAY.—Tugspay, June 30, 1857.

TrE Court met at half-past ten, the Lord Justice-Clerk and Lords
Handyside and Ivory on the bench. The counsel for the Crown were
the Lord Advocate, Solicitor-General, and D. M‘Kenzie, Esq., Advocate-
Depute. For the defence there appeared the Dean of Faculty, Mr
George Young, and Mr Moncrieff.

The following is the substance of the indictment :—

The indictment charged Madeline Smith, or Madeline Hamilton
Smith, with wickedly and feloniously administering arsenic, or some
other poison, with intent to murder, as also with murder, in so far as,
1st, on the 19th or 20th days of February last (Thursday or Friday), in
the house in Blythswood Square, Glasgow, occupied by James Smith,
her father, she did wickedly and feloniously administer to, or cause to be
taken by, Emile L' Angelier or Pierre Emile I’ Angelier, now deceased,
and then or lately before in the employment of W. B. Huggins & Co.,
merchants, Bothwell Street, Glasgow, as a clerk or in some other capa-
city, and then or lately before residing with David Jenkins, a joiner,
and Anne Duthie or Jenkins, his wife, in Franklin Street, Glasgow, a
quantity or quantities of arsenic, or other poison to the prosecutor
unknown, in cocoa or coffee, or some other article or articles of food, or
of drink, to the prosecutor unknown, or in some other manner to the
prosecutor unknown, with intent to murder the said Emile L’Angelier,
and that he having taken the said arsenic or other poison, or part thereof,
so administered or caused to be taken by her, he did, in consequence
thereof, and immediately or soon after taking the same, suffer severe
illness ; 2d, on the 22d or 23d February (Sunday or Monday), in the
house at Blythswood Square aforesaid, she did administer, or cause to
be taken by, the said Emile I’Angelier, 8 quantity or quantities of
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arsenic or other poison in cocoa or in coffee, or in some other article of
food or drink, or in some other manner, with intent to murder him,
and that in consequence of taking the said poison he again suffered
severe illness ; and, 3d, on the 22d or 23d March (Sunday or Monday),
in the house in Blythswood Square aforesaid, she did administer to, or
cause to be taken by, the said Emile I’ Angelier, in some other article or
articles of food or drink to the prosecutor unknown, or in some other
manner to the prosecutor unknown, a quantity or quantities of arsenic
or other poison to the prosecutor unknown, and the said Emile I’ Angelier
having taken the said arsenic or other poison, or part thereof, adminis-
tered or caused to be taken by the prisoner, he did immediately or soon
after suffer severe illness, and died on the 23d March, in consequence of
the said arsenic or other poison having been so taken by him, and was
thus murdered by the said Madeline Smith.

INvENTORY OF PAPERS, DocuMENTs, LETTERS, ENVELOPES, PRINTS, LIKE-
NESSES OR PoRTRAITS, BOOKS, AND ARTICLES, referred to in the
foregoing indictment.

A letter, on two pieces of paper, commencing, My dear Emile I do
not feel;” and an envelope, addressed “ Emile I’ Angelier Esq 10 Both-
well Street Glasgow.”

A letter, on three pieces of paper, commencing, “ My dear Emile
Many thanks for your last kind epistle ;” and an envelope, addressed
 Emile I’ Angelier Esq 10 Bothwell Street Glasgow.”

A letter, commencing, “ My dear Emile I now perform the promise ;”
and an envelope, addressed “ Emile I’ Angelier, Esq — Clark, Esq
Botanical Gardens Glasgow.” :

A letter, commencing, ¢ In the first place I do not deserve,” and end-
ing with the words, “I cannot put it into my mind that you that you
are at the bottom of all this.”

A letter, on two pieces of paper, commencing, ¢ Wednesday My dearest
own Emile Another letter so soon;” as also an envelope, addressed
“ Emile I’ Angelier Esq. No. 10 Bothwell 8treet Glasgow.” '

A letter, on two pieces of paper, commencing, ‘ dearest Miss Perry
Many, Many, kind thanks.” ) :

A Tetter, commencing, “ Monday 3d My dearest Emile How I long to
see you. It looks an age;” as also a letter, commencing, “Tuesday
Morning Beloved Emile I have dreamt all night of you;” as also an
envelope, addressed, «* Mr L’ Angelier Post Office Jersey.”

+ A letter, commencing, “Tuesday 2 o’c My own darling husband I am
afraid;” and an envelope, addressed, “ Mr L’ Angelier 10 Bothwell Street
Glasgow.” :

A letter, on two pieces of paper, dated “Tuesday 20th April /66,”
commencing, “My own my beloved Emile I wrote you Sunday night;”
(a:;ld an envelope, addressed, “ Mr L’Angelier 10 Bothwell Street,

ilasgow.”

A letter, on two pieces of paper, commencing, * dearest Mary Emile
will have told you that.”

A letter, on two pieces of paper, commencing, “ Friday My own my
beloved Emile—The thought of seeing you so soon;” and an envelope,
addressed, « Mr L’ Angelier 10 Bathwell St Glasgow.”
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A letter, on two pieces of paper, commencing, “ Wednesday Morning
5 o’c My own my beloved husband I trust to God;” and an envelope, ad-
dressed, “ Emile L'Angelier, Esq. No. 10 Bothwell Street Glasgow."”

A letter, commencing, “ My dearest and beloved Wife Mimi Since I
saw you;” and an envelope, bearing the word or name, ¢ Mimi."

A letter, commencing, “ My dear Mary—I cannot thank you enough
for writing to me in such a free and friendly style.”

A letter, commencing, “ Monday Night—My dearest Mary a thousand
thanks for your dear kind note.” '

A letter or letters, on two pieces of paper, commencing, My own my
darling husband. To-morrow night by this time;” and an envelope, ad-
dressed, ¢ Emile L' Angelier Esquire Botanical Gardens near Glasgow.”

A letter, on three pieces of paper, commencing, *“ My own my dearest
my kindest husband how I have reproached myself;” and an envelope,
addressed, “ Mr L’ Angelier 10 Bothwell Street Glasgow.”

A letter, on two pieces of paper, commencing, * Friday night— Beloved
dearly beloved husband sweet Emile;” as also a piece of paper with
writing thereon, commencing, “If dear love you could write me;” as
also an envelope, addressed, “ Mr I’ Angelier, Botanical Gardens Glasgow.”

A letter, on two pieces of paper, commencing, “ Dearest and beloved
Emile—I shall begin and answer ;” as also, a letter, commencing, “ My
sweet beloved & dearest Emile I shall begin and answer your dear long
letter ;” also, an envelope, addressed “ Mr L’ Angelier 10 Bothwell Street
Glasgow.”

A letter, commencing, “Friday evening—My beloved my ever dar-
ling Emile. I got home this evening;” as also, a letter or writing,
commencing, “Saturday morning—dearest and ever beloved I am just
going down to Helensburgh ;” as also, an envelope, bearing to be
addressed, “ Mr I’ Angelier 10 Bothwell Street, Glasgow.” .

A letter, on two pieces of paper, bearing to be dated, ¢ Tuesday
morning July 24th,” commencing, “My own Beloved Emile I hope
and trust you arrived safe home on Monday.”

A letter, on two pieces of paper, commencing, ¢ Saturday night 11 o’c
Beloved and darling husband dear Emile I have just received your
letter.”

A letter, on two pieces of paper, commencing, * dearest Mary What
a length of time since I have written you.”

A letter, on two pieces of paper, commencing, ¢ Wednesday afternoon
Beloved & ever dear Emile—All by myself so I shall write to you dear
husband ;” as also a letter, commencing, “Wednesday night 11 o’
Beloved husband—This time last night you were with me ;” also, an
envelope, addressed, “ For Mr L’Angelier at 10 Bothwell Street Glas-
gow.” :

A letter, on two %ieces of paper, commencing, “ Thursday evening—
My own dear Emile how must I thank you for your kind dear letter ;”
also, a letter, commencing with the following words, * Saturday night
half past 12 o'c My own dear Emile I must bid you adieu;” also, an
envelope, addressed, “ Mr L’ Angelier at 10 Bothwell Street Glasgow.”

A letter, on two pieces of paper, commencing, “ My own ever dear
Emile—I did not write you on Saturday, as C. H. was not ;” also, a
letter, commencing, ““ I have just got word of.”

A letter, on three pieces of paper, commencing with the following
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words, “ Tuesday morning My dear Emile—The day is cold so I shall
not go out;” also, a letter, commencing with the followmg words,
“ Wednesday My own dear little pet—I hope you are well.”

A letter, on two pieces of paper, commencing with the following
words, ‘“Sunday evening 11 o’c My very dear Emile—This has been a
long wet nasty day.”

A letter, on two pieces of paper, commencing, “ Friday night 12 o'c
—My own darling my dearest Emile—I would have written you ere
this.”

A letter, written in pencil, bearing to be addressed “ Mr L’Angelier,”
commencing, “ Beloved Emile I hope you will have this to-night.”

A letter, on two pieces of paper, commencing, “ Monday evening My
own sweet darling—1I am at home all safe ;” as also an envelope, bearing
to be addressed « Mr L’Angelier 10 Bothwell Street Glasgow.”

A letter, on two pieces of paper, commencing, ¢ Thursday evening
11 0. My very dear Emile—I do not know when this may be pos

A letter, commencing, ““ Tuesday afternoon—1I received your note my
own my ever darling and dearest Emile. I thank you much.”

A letter, on two pieces of paper, commencing, “I wish I had been
with you to nurse you ;” and also a letter or writing, commencing, “ Sun-
day evening 11 o'c—My dearest Emile—Your note of Friday pained
me. ”

A letter, on three pieces of paper, commencing, “Thursday eveng 4
past 11 o’c—My dearest love my own fond husband my sweet Emile—
I cannot resist the temptation of writing you a line.”

A letter, on two pieces of paper, commencing, “Sunday morning 1
o'c—Beloved and best of husbands;” also a letter, commencmg “ My
dear L’ Angelier, I met Mimi again to-day with Bessie.”

A letter, on two pieces of paper, oommencmg, “ Tuesday night 12 o'c
My own Beloved my darling I am longing for.”

A letter, on three pieces of paper, commencing, ¢ Thursday night 11
o'c My beloved my darling Do you for a second think.”

A letter, commencing, ¢ Thursday night 11 o’c My very dear Emile I
hope you are well this night.”

A letter, on two pieces of paper, commencing, “ Monday My beloved
my darling husband Why did I ever do anything to displease you.”

A letter, on two pieces of paper, commencing, ¢ Saturday night my
own My ever beloved Emile Your dear letter of Thursday.”

A letter, commencing, Monday evening My dear Mary how very
kind of you to remember me.”

A Jetter, commencing, “ Friday evening January 9th It is just 11 0 ¢
and no letter from you ;” also a letter, commencing, “ My own sweet one.”

A letter, on two pieces of paper, commencing, ‘ Saturday night 12 o’c
My own dear beloved Emile I can not tell you.”

A letter, commencing, “ Monday night My own beloved darling Hus-
band I have written ;” a letter, commencing, “ Tuesday My dear Emile
it is very late.”

A letter, commencing, “Friday 3 o © Afternoon—My very dear Emile
I ought ere this to have written you.”

A letter in pencil, commencing, Monday 50'c. My sweet Beloved —
I could not get this posted for you to day;” also a letter, or part of &
letter, in pencil, commencing, “P.S. I dont think I should send.”
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A letter, commencing, “5 o'c Wednesdy afternoon My dearest Emile
I have just 5 minutes to spare.”

A letter in pencil, commencing, ¢ Sunday night 4 past 11 o’'c—Emile
my own Beloved—You have just left me ;” also a letter, commencing,
“ Thursday 12 o'c My dear Emile I was so very sorry that I could not
see you to night.”

A letter, on two pieces of paper, commencing, I felt truly astonished
to have my last letter returned to me ;” also a letter, commencing, “ You
may be astonished at this sudden change.”

A letter, commencing, ¢ I attribute it to your having cold that I had
no answer to my last Note.”

A letter, on two pieces of paper, commencing, ¢ Monday night Emile
T have just had your Note.”

A letter, on two pieces of paper, commencing, “Tuesday evening 12
o’c.—Emile I have this night received your Note.”

A letter, commencing, “Saturday My dear Emile I have got my finger
cut.” '

A letter, commencing, “Wednesday dearest sweet Emile I am so sorry
to hear you are ill.”

A letter, commencing, “ Friday My dear sweet Emile I can not see
you this week.”

A letter, commencing, “ My dearest Emile I hope by this time you
are quite well.” :

A letter, commencing, ¢ dearest Emile I have just time to give you a
line.”

A copy of a letter, on three pieces of paper, commencing, “ My dear
sweet pet Mimi I feel indeed very vexed that the answer.”

A letter; commencing, “ My sweet dear pet—I am so sorry you should
be so vexed,” and an envelope, bearing the following or similar address
or words, “For my dear and ever beloved sweet little Emile.”

A letter, commencing, “ My own best loved pet. Ihope you are well.”

A letter, commencing, ““ dearest & Beloved—I hope you are well I am
very well and anxious.”

A letter in pencil, commencing, “ Dear Tom I arrived safe and feel a
deal better,” and bearing to be subscribed in pencil, ¢ Emile I’ Angelier.”

A letter, commencing, “ Edinburg Monday Dear Tom We recd your
note on Saturday,” and bearing to be subscribed ¢ Emile I’ Angelier.”

A letter in the French language, commencing, “ Mon cher Monsieur
Je viens de recevoir la votre,” and bearing to be subscribed “ Emile
Langelier.”

A letter, on two pieces of paper, commencing, *“ My dearest William
It is but fair after your kindness to me,” and an envelope, bearing to be
addressed “ William Minnoch Esqr 124 St Vincent 8t Glasgow.”

A letter, commencing, “ Bridge of Allan 20th March—Dear Mary I
should have written to you before,” and an envelope, bearing to be
addressed ¢ Miss Perry 144 Renfrew 8t Glasgow.”

A letter, commencing, “ Bridge of Allan Friday Dear William I am
happy to say I feel much better,” and bearing to be subscribed P,
Emile Langelier.”

A letter, commencing, “ Bridge of Allan Friday 20 March Dear Tom
I was sorry to hear from Thuau,” and bearing to be subscribed ¢ P,
Emile L’ Angelier,”
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A letter, commencing, “ Why my beloved did you not come to me.”

A letter, in the French language, commencing, ‘Samedi soir 6 heures.
Mon cher Monsieur,” and bearing to be subscribed “ A. Thuau.”

A phial, with a brown or other liquid therein, labelled ¢ The Draught
to be taken as directed, Mr La.ngelier.”

A bottle, labelled ¢ Cough Mixture.”

A bottle, labelled “ Camphorated Oil.”

A phial, labelled “Laudanum.”

A phial, containing a quantity of liquid, labelled ¢ A teaspoonful every
two hours in water.”

A bottle, containing a white or other powder, labelled ¢ For Cholera.

A bottle, containing a brown or other liquid, labelled ¢ A table-spoon-
ful to be taken thrice daily.”

Four packets, containing powders, and having a label attached thereto.

A bottle, containing a white or other powder.

A likeness or portrait, and a frame.

A likeness or portrait, and a leather or other case.

A phial, containing glycerine or other fluid, labelled “Glycerine and
Rose Water.”

A phial, containing a yellowish or other substance.

A book, entitled ¢ Fisher’s Sale of Poisons Registry Book.”

A glass bottle, labelled “ Pickles.”

A card, bearing the words ¢ Emile L'angelier.”

A tube, labelled “ Powder from contents of Stomach.”

A bottle, having a label attached, bearing the date and words, ¢ 27th
March 1857. Portion of prepared fluids from contents of stomach.”

A bottle, containing a liquid, and labelled “L’Angelier Portion of
prepared Fluid from stomach.”

A bottle, having a label attached, bearing the words, ¢ Contents of
small Intestine.”

A jar, containing a portion of small intestine or other substance or
substances.

A jar, having a label attached, bearing the date and words, ¢ Large
intestine 31st March 1857.”

A jar, having a label attached, bearing the date and words “31st
March 1857 Portion of Liver.”

A jar, having a piece of leather attached, bearmg the date and words,
“31st March 1857 Portion of Brain.”

A jar, containing portions of lungs and heart or other substance or
substances.

A packet, containing arsenic or other powder, bearing to be marked
¢ Murdoch’s Arsenic.”

A packet, bearing to be marked ¢ Currie’s Arsenic.”

A bottle, containing arsenic or other powder, and bearing to be
labelled “ Arsenic Poison.”

A bottle, containing arsenic or other powder, and bearing to be
labelled ¢ Arsenic Poison.”

Mr Youxa took an objection to the words “or cause to be taken,” in
the first and second charges of the indictment, on the ground that if they
were precisely equivalent to the word ¢ ‘administer” they were superfluous
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and objectionable oh that ground, and that if they meant anything diffe-
rent they were not covered by the miajor proposition of the indictment.

The Lorp ADVOCATE said the words were not material in any way.
They were substantially an interpretation or enlargement of the word
¢« administer,” and if they were objected to he would strike them out.

The words having been struck out avcordingly,

The prisoner was called upon to plead to the indietment, when she
pleaded “ Not guilty,” in a clear and firm tone of voice.

Dr Penny, an important witness from Glasgow, did not arrive till a
quarter past twelve, and, by the order of the Lord Justice-Clerk, was
called into Court.

The Lorp JusticE-CLERK, addressing Dr Penny, informed him that
he had kept the Court waiting for two hours, and inquired whether he
had not been cited for ten o’clock.

Dr Penny replied that he had been so cited, but was not aware that
it was necessary for him to be so soon.

The Lorp JusTiCE-CLERK told him that, by absenting himself, he had
been guilty of great contempt of Court, and that he had no right to
judge of the time when he would be required. His Lordship added
that, from Dr Penny’s character, they could not suppose for a moment
that this was anything else than a singular disregard of the orders of the
Court ; and he trusted that this exposure would be sufficient.

The trial then proceeded.

Mr ArcHIBALD 8MiTH, Bheriff-Substitute of Lanarkshire, was the first
witness called. He said—I know the panel. She was judicially
examined before me, and emitted a declaration on the 31st March.
Several letters and envelopes shewn to the witness were identified.
There were just four letters in all. She was examined on the charge
of murder before her declaration was emitted. The greater part of the
questions at the examination were put by me. The statements made in
the declaration were all given in answer to questions. The answers
were given clearly and distinctly. There was no appearance of hesita-
tion or reserve. There was a great appearance of frankness and candour.
The declaration is of considerable length.

Mr Georaee GRAY, clerk in the Bheriff-Clerk’s Office, Glasgow, stated
that he was present when the declaration was emitted by the prisoner.

ANN DuTtHIE or JENKINS—]I am the wife of David Jenkins, and live at
No. 11 Franklin Place, Glasgow. I knew the late Mr L’ Angelier. He
lodged in my house. He first came to me about the end of July. He -
remained in my house a lodger until his death. His usual habits were
civil; but he was in the habit of staying out at night; not very often.
He enjoyed general good health. Recollect his having an illness some-
where about the middle of February. That was not the first serious
illness he had since he came to lodge with me ; he had one eight or ten
days before. One night he wished a pass-key, as he thought he would
be out late. I went to bed, and did not hear him come in. I knocked
at his door about eight in the morning, and got no answer. I knocked
again, and was answered, “ Come in, if you please.”

The Lorb ADVOCATE here preferred a request that the Court would
allow the medical witnesses to hear that part of the evidence descriptive of
the symptoms manifested by Mr L’ Angelier before his death.

The Drax or Facurty said the proposal had taken him by surprise,
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and that, had notice been given, he might have acceded to the request,
but as the medical witnesses for the defence were not present he could not
do so.

The CouRT, seeing that both parties would not consent, refused to allow
the medical men to be present.

Ann Duthie or Jenkins continued—I went into Mr L’Angelier’s
room. He said, I have been very unwell ; look what I have vomited.”
T said I thought that was bile. It was a greenish substance. ' There
was a great deal of it. It was thick stuff, like gruel. T said, “ Why did
you not call upon me ?” He said that while on the road coming home
he was seized with a violent pain in his bowels and stomach, and when
he was taking off his clothes he thought he would have died upon the
carpet, and no human eye would have seen him. He was not able,
he said, to ring the bell. He asked me to make a little tea, and said he
would not go out. I emptied what he had vomited. I advised him to
go to a doctor, and he said he would. Told me not to make break-
fast, but to make a little tea. He took a little breakfast, and
then went to sleep until nine o’clock—about an hour. I went back to
him then. He said he was a little better, and he would go out. . Mr
Thuau, who also lodges in my house, saw him. He rose between ten

~and eleven o’clock. His place of business was 10 Bothwell Street—Messrs
Huggins’. It is two streets off.  After going out he returned- about
three in the afternoon. He said he had been at the doctor, and brought a
bottle in with him. He took the medicine, and complained of being very
thirsty. 'When he returned at three o’clock he still complained of being
thirsty, but not so much as at first. The illness made a great change in
his appearance. He looked yellow and dull to appearance. Before that
his complexion was fresh. He became dark under the eyes, and the red
of his cheeks seemed to be more broken. He complained of cold after
he came in—of being very cold. He lay down upon the sofa, and I laid
a railway rug over him. I did nothing for his feet. He never was the
same after this illness. When asked how he felt, he was accustomed to
say, “I never feel well.” I have nothing by which to remember the
date of his first illness. I think the second was about the 23d February.
On a Monday morning about four o’clock he called me. He was vomit-
ing. It was the same kindof stuff as before, in colour and otherwise.
There was not quite so much of it. He complained on this occasion
likewise of pain in the bowels and stomach, and of thirst and cold. I
did not know he was out the night before. He did not say anything
about it. I put more blankets upon him, put jars of hot water to his feet,
and made him tea. I gave him also a great many drinks—toast and
water, lemon and water, and such drinks. That was because he was
thirsty. I called again about six in the morning, and found him a
little better. He did not rise until the forenoon. I think it was
on the 23d, because he had bought a piece of meat for soup from one
Stewart on Saturday the 2lst. The date of the pass-book enables
me to remember this. Identifies the pass-book. See the piece of meat
entered on the 21st February. Recollect that this meat was sent home
on the Saturday before this second illness. Dr Thomson came to attend
him. He came on Monday. Thuau went for him. The doctor saw
I’ Angelier, and left a prescription for powders, which I got. I’Ange-
lier was about eight days in the house at that time, away from his office.
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He took one or two of the powders, but I don’t know whether he took
the rest. He said they were not doing him the good he expected. He
said that the doctor was always saying that he was getting better, but
he did not feel well. He used often to say that he did not feel that he
was getting better. Some time after this, he went to Edinburgh. I
don’t remember the date of his going. He was, I think, about eight
days at Edinburgh. Recollect his coming back ; it was, I think, a Tues-
day. Thuau told me he was coming back that‘evening, and I got in
some bread and butter for him. [Identifies I’ Angelier’s pass-book con-

taining account with Chalmers, a baker, St George’s Road.] The entry
for the bread is on the 17th March. He returned that day about half-
past ten. He was in the habit of receiving letters, but I thought they
were addressed in a gentleman’shand. There were a great many letters
in the same hand. Sometimes they came in yellow, and sometimes, I
think, in white envelopes. [Identifies some of the white envelopes ;
identifies, also, some of the yellow envelopes, but is not so sure of the
white.] He never told me whom these letters were from. Remember
seeing the photograph of a lady lying about his chamber. [Identifies the
photograph.] Isaid, “Isthat yourintended,sir?” He said, “ Perhaps, some
day.” I never thought these letters came from a lady. Mr L’ Angelier
never said anything to me about taking in these letters. Knew from Mr
L’ Angelier that he expected to be married. About the end of September
1356 he wished to engage a dining-room and bed-room. He told me
he was going to be married about the end of March, and he would
like me to take him in. I did not agree to do so. There was one time
I said it would be a bad job for him to be ill if he got married. When
he came home on the 17th March, he asked if I had any letter for him.

I said no. He seemed disappointed at not finding a letter. He stopped.
at that time until the 19th. Before he went away, he said that any
letters that came were to be given to Thuau, who would address them.
He said he was going to the Bridge of Allan. He went away about
ten o’clock in the morning. A letter came for him upon the 19th. It
was like the letters which had been in the habit of coming, and I gave
it to Mr Thuau. I don’t remember of receiving any letters on the
Friday, but there was one on the Saturday more like a lady’s hand-
writing. . I also gave this to Mr Thuau. Mr L’Angelier said he would
not be home until Wednesday night or Thursday morning next week.

He was very much disappointed at not getting a letter before he went
away; and he said “If I get a letter, perhaps I will be home to-night.”
I don’t know whether he went anywhere else before going to the Bridge
of Allan. Identifies an envelope as like the one which came on Satur-
day, but could not speak as to another which was shewn. I next saw
L’Angelier on Sunday night about eight o’clock. 'Was surprised to
see him so soon. He said the letter sent brought him home, and on his
asking when it came, I told him that it came on Saturday afternoon. Hesaid
he had walked fifteen miles, but did not say where he had come from. I

understood he had been at the Bridge of Allan. He said he intended to go
back to-morrow morning, and desired to be called early. Do not remember
whether he said he was going back to the Bridge of Allan, but I under-

stood so.. He looked much better; and, on being asked, said he

was a great deal better. He went out that night.about nine o’clock.

Before going out he said, «If you please, give me the passkey,
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for I may be late.” He told me to call him early for the first
train. - It was about half-past two in the morning, as far as I can
reffiember, when I next saw him. He did not use the pass-key in
¢oming in, but rung the bell with great violence. I rose and asked who
was there, and Mr L’Angelier answered. When I opened the door he
was standing with his arms across his stomach. He said, “ I am very
bad, I am going to have another vomiting of that bile.” The first time
I saw the vomitings I 8aid it was bile. He said, “ I never was troubled
with bile.” He said, he thought he never would have got home he was
so bad on the road.. He did not say how he had been bad. The first
thing he asked for was a little water. I filled up the tumbler, and
he tried to vomit. He wished a little tea. I went into the room. He
was half undressed, he was vomiting severely. It was the same kind of
matter as I had seen before. There was a light. The vomiting was
attended with great pain. I asked whether he had taken nothing to
disagree with his stomach; he said, “ No, I have been taking nothing
since I was at the Bridge of Allan.” He was chilly and cold, and wished a
jar of hot water to his feet, and another to his stomach. I got these for
him—three or four pairs of blankets and two mats. He got a little easier,
but about four o’clock he became worse; and on my proposing to go for
the doctor, he said he was a little better, and that I need not go. About
five o’clock he again got worse, and his bowels became bad. It had only
been vomiting up to this time. I said I would go to the nearest doctor
—one Dr Steven. He asked what kind of a.doctor he was, and told me
to go and bring him. About five o’clock I went for Dr Steven, who said he
could not come so early, but told me to give him twenty-five drops of laud-
anum, and put a mustard-blister on his stomach, and said, that if he did
not get better he would come. L’Angelier said he never took laudanum.
I gave him some warm water, and he vomited freely. About seven o’clock
he got worse. He was dark about the eyes. At L’Angelier’s request, I
went again for the doctor, and he came. When the doctor came, he
immediately ordered him mustard. Isaid to the doctor, “ Look what
he has vomited ;" the doctor said, ¢ Take it away, for it is making him
faintish.” I got the mustard, and the doctor put it on; and I think he
gave him a little morphia. When I was changing the hot water, I said
to Mr L’Angelier, “This is the worst attack you have had.” The
doctor stayed about a quarter of an hour or twenty minutes. I took
the doctor into the dining-room and asked what was wrong with him.
The doctor asked whether he was a person who tippled? I answered
he was not. I said that this was the second time he went out well, and
came in ill, and asked what could be the reason. He said that that was
a matter for after explanation. The first time I went back, L' Angelier
asked what the doctor had said. I replied, that he thought he
would get over it. IL’Angelier said, “I am far worse than the doctor
thinks.” About nine o’clock, when I drew the curtains, he looked
very ill, and I asked if there was no one he would like to see? He then
asked to see a Miss Perry in Renfield Street. I sent for her. He said
that if he could get five minutes’ sleep he thought he would be better.
These were the last words I heard him use. I came back to the room in
‘about five minutes; he was then quite quiet, and I thought he was
asleep. The doctor then returned, and I told him that he was asleep.
The doctor then went in, felt the pulse, and lifted L'Angelier’s head;
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which fell back, and ‘said he was dead. I had no reason to suspect
where he had been. I knew that there was a private correspondence
kept up, after he said he was going to be married. This made me -
not so ready to ask him where he had been. I did not ask him
where he had been, and he never told me. I had no reason to know
or suspect where he had been; but he told me he was to get mar-
ried, but I did not know to whom. Miss Perry came, but she was
too late. I sent my little boy to Mr Clark, another lodger. Mr
Clark' came, and Mr Chrystal, who keeps a grocer’s shop. Mr Ste-
venson came, but not at that time. Mr Chrystal went into the room
and shut his eyes. The body was still lying in the bed. He said he
would send to his employers; but Mr Menzies, the undertaker, came
tirst, then Miss Perry, then Mr Stevenson, and I think Mr Thuau came
too, and Dr Thomson. Stevenson is one of the young men in Huggins’
employment. ‘When he came I told him I wanted him to lock up what
belonged to L’ Angelier, and he did so. The clothes he took off at night
were laid on the sofa. He took a letter out of his pocket, and some
person—I don’t remember who—said this explained all. I saw the letter
and said, “That is the letter that came on Saturday.” Thuau and Ste-
venson, and I think Mr Kennedy, were there. I can’t say whether it
was Stevenson or Thuau who said, “ This explains all:” I think it was
Stevenson. But all this time I recognised the letter that had come to
him on the Saturday, and said so. Stevenson locked up the things. At
that time I don’t remember anything being said as to having an exami.-
nation. He was coffined the night he died, and I think they examined
the wardrobe that night. But there was no examination of his body,
till, I think, on Wednesday. Till Stevenson locked them up, everything
was left as L'Angelier died. When L'Angelier came from Bridge of
Allan the night before he died, I can’t say whether he wore a coat or
jacket; but it was closely buttoned and short, and I remember seeing a
handkerchief in it. He wore a Glengarry bonnet on his head. I did not
see him go out; he had a bonnet on when he came back, but I can’t say
if it was the same. On all three occasions, when he vomited so much,
he had always bowel complaint.

Cross-examined by the DEAN—One illness was on the 22d February ;
there was an illness before that, but I can’t say its date; it might be
eight or ten days before the illness of 22d February, but I cannot speak
to it. The first illness was a great deal worse than the second. ' I think
it was in January he first complained of ill health. He first complained
of his tongue, then a boil came out on his neck, and shortly after that
another boil. That was in January. On these illnesses I suggested that
it was bile that was the matter with him. I Wwas troubled with that
myself, and my symptoms were something the same as his, but not so
violent. On these occasions there was a good deal of purging as well as
vomiting. As to the illness of the 22d February, he dined at home on
the Sunday. On the Saturday night he said he did not intend to go out
next day. He said he was not very well. He was taking fresh herring
on the Saturday. I thought that was against him. I said I did not
think chicken good for him at that time of the year. He made a sauce
of vinegar and egg, and I said that was not good for him. He was also,
I thought, using too many vegetables. He said that when he was at
college in France he used a good many vegetables, I have no recollec.
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tion of his going out on the Sunday. I don’t remember his asking me
for the check-key. I think I would have recollected if he had done so.
I can’t bring it to my recollection whether he was out that night.
He was confined to the house eight days after that Sunday. Thuau
sometimes let him in. He was only out once, about the 23d or
24th. I don’t remember him being out oftener. Dr Thomson con-
tinued to visit him during these eight days that he was in .the
house. After his first illness, he brought home medicines with him ;
the doctor wrote a prescription, and I sent for the powders; but I
never recollect him bringing more. There were eight bottles in his
room after his death; in one there was laudanum, and in another
there was something which appeared to be rhubarb. The authorities
got the bottles away. I think Mr Murray was one of the parties who
took them, and Mr Stevenson. I don’t recollect when they got them.
It was some days after his death. I think it was more than a week after,
but I am not sure. I was in the room when they took them away. Mr
Murray put some questions to me, but I do not recollect what they were.
‘When L’ Angelier went to the Bridge of Allan, he said if there was a
letter he would be back perhaps that night. That was Thursday night.
A letter did come, and it was sent after him by Mr Thuau, but he did
not come till Saturday. I don’t remember a letter coming on Friday,
but one came on Saturday between three and four : it was re-addressed
by Mr Thuau and sent off; that would be about six o’clock, when he
came in to dinner. I think it came by the last post before dinner. He
said he was a little better when he came from Edinburgh, but I knew
a greater difference on him when he came from Bridge of Allan; he
looked very much better. When he came on Sunday evening from
Bridge of Allan, he took some tea and a slice of cold toast, but nothing
else. I did not see him go out ; I knew he was at the water-closet before
he went out ; I did not see the dress he wore when he went out. I did
not observe what he had on when he came home at two in the morning.
The gas was out in the lobby, and when he went into the bed-room he
was half undressed. He did not say that he had vomited on the way
home. He vomited a great deal the morning that he died—the chamber-
pot was quite full, and he vomited a very little after I emptied it ; he
was also purged twice—once before the doctor came, and once after.
After sending for the doctor, I gave him hot water that made him
vomit, and he was a good deal better after that ; the chamber-pot was
not emptied till after the doctor came. Before I went for the doctor he
said he would go to the water-closet, but I would not allow him, and I
said I would keep what he had vomited, and let the doctor see it.
Among the things the doctor suggested I should give him was laudanum.
There was laudanum in L’Angelier’s press, but he refused to take it,
and said he never could takeit. ¢ Besides,” he said, “it is not good, it has
been standing without a cork.” After the doctor’s visit, I told him the
doctor said he would get over it. The doctor said so to me. I had
asked him particularly, and he said he would get over it the same as
before. On the morning of his death I remember him complaining
about his throat being sore. The doctor gave him some water, and he
said it was choking him, or that it was going into his chest. I don’t
know whether his throat was sore. 'Wheu he was in bed that morning
he had his arms always out on the bed-clothes; I don’t remember his
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hands being clenched ; his right hand was clenched when he died. 1
think Miss Perry came that morning about ten. When she came in I
said, “Are you the intended?” and she said, “Oh, no, I am only a
friend.” When he asked me to send for Miss Perry, I supposed she was
his intended. I told her he was dead ; and she seemed very sorry. Her
grief was very striking ; she seemed very much overwhelmed, and cried
a great deal. I was surprised at the excess of her grief.

By the Courr—The message I sent was that Mr L' Angelier was very
bad, and that she should come as soon as convenient,

By the DEAN—TI don’t recollect if she asked to see the body, but I
took her in and shewed it to her. "When she told me she was not the
intended, I said I heard he was going to be married, and how sorry the
lady would be. When she went into the room, she kissed his forehead
several times. She was crying very much. Mr Scott, the undertaker,
was present at this time, and I think my sister also. Miss Perry said
how sorry she was for his mother. I don’t remember her saying she
knew his mother. Mr L’Angelier had two wooden writing-desks in his
room. I did not see the letters taken away ; some of the clothes I knew
about, but not the letters. I was not in the room when the officers
searched his boxes and clothes. They rung the bell, and said they
wanted to search them, and then said, ¢ That is all that is required.” I
don’t recollect any ladies calling on Mr I’Angelier ; one old lady called
with her husband, and took tea with him. Sometimes there were
messages from other ladies. When he was ill, there was a jar of mar-
malade sent, and some books and a card along with it. On the card was
¢« Mrs Overton.” About the end of August or beginning of September
he told me he had an illness. He said his bowels had been very bad,
and that he had not been in bed all night. That was the same night
there was a fire in Windsor Terrace.

Re-examined by the Lorp ApvocaTE.—Shewn a gray goat and Glen-
garry bonnet. These are his clothes. He had two or three Glengarry
caps the same as this. Shewn a small leather portmanteau. Witness
identified it as his. When I said to Miss Perry how sorry the lady
would be to whom he was to be married, she said not to say much
about it, or anything about it—I don’t recollect which. Shewn a small
morocco leather bag. Identified it as having been taken to Bridge of
Allan by Mr I’ Angelier.

By the Courr—When I ssked if he had taken anything which had
disagreed with him, I meant had he taken anything at the Bridge of
Allan which disagreed with him. I did not refer to his taking anything
that night. I said, had he taken anything when he was away that dis-
agreed with him? and he said, No; he never felt better than when he
was at the country. I did not ask him where he had been that night,
because I thought he had been visiting his intended. My husband was
from home, and only saw him once at the New-Year time. The two
letters which came on the Thursday and Saturday were re-addressed by
Mr Thuau. I gave them to him whenever they were delivered. The
second letter I took into the bed-room, and put it on the glass. I
noticed that it was very like a lady’s handwriting. Could not identify
which letter it was that came on Saturday, I paid no attention to the
one that came on Thursday. '

By the DEaN oF FacuLry—While L’ Angelier was lodging with me, I
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Was from home for six weeks, the end of August and the whole of Sep-
tember.

By the Courr—Mr Thuau had been away in Edinburgh from the
Saturday before L' Angelier’s death, and returned on the Monday.

Jaumes HEGGIE, examined by the Lorp ApvocATE—I am salesman to
Mr Chalmers, baker, 8t George’s Road. Shewn pass-book between Mr
Chalmers and L’Angelier. Under date 17th March there is an entry of
some bread and butter got for L’ Angelier on that day.

JouN StEwART, flesher, 8t George’s Road, examined by the Lorp
Apvocate—Identified his pass-book with Mr L’Angelier. On 21st
February there is an entry of 7 Ibs. of beef, which was sent to Mr
L’Angelier on that day. _

CaraERINE RoBERTSON, lodging-house keeper, Elm Row, Edinburgh,
examined by the Lorp ApvocATE—I remember about the 10th March a
gentleman coming to my house for lodgings. He was a foreigner. He
did not tell me his name, but I saw Mr L' Angelier on his portmanteau.
He came on the 10th March, and left on the 17th. He said he had
come from Glasgow, and that he was going to the Bridge of Allan. He
appeared to be in very good health, but he told me he had been an
invalid. He was in good health when he left me.

Perer PoLrock, stationer, Leith Street, Edinburgh, examined by the
Lorp ApvocATE—I knew Mr L’Angelier. I remember seeing him on
the 19th March last. He had come from Glasgow that day. He called
at my shop in Leith Street. He said he had come from Glasgow for a
letter which he expected to find at the Post Office in Edinburgh. I knew
he had been living in Mrs Robertson’s for a week before ; he told me so.
He did not find the letter. He left Edinburgh on the day I saw him,
about a quarter past four, for the Bridge of Allan.

By the DEAN—I saw him about two o’clock. He said he had come
straight from Glasgow, and for the purpose of receiving a letter. He
said there was no letter, as he told me again. I saw him first at two,
and then in about half-an-hour afterwards he returned and said there
was no letter. He left my shop about three o'clock, and said he was
going to the Bridge of Allan. This was on a Thursday.

JANE G1uLoN or BarN—I live in Bridge of Allan. Recollect of Mr
L'Angelier coming to my house on the 19th March last, between five
and six o'clock. He took lodgings. He stayed from Thursday 19th
March till Sabbath. Shewn small leather bag, and said he had a bag
like it with him. He seemed in good health while with me, and in good
spirits, He took his meals well. He left me on Sunday after the
churches went in in the afternoon, He did not tell me why he left.
He had intended to stay longer.

By the Lorp JusTicE-CLERE—The night post comes in to Stirling, I
suppose, very early in the morning +—I do not know.

CuarLes RUTHERFORD, druggist and postmaster at Bridge of Allan,
was next examined—I was postmaster at Bridge of Allan in the begin-
ning of this year. Shewn an envelope, No. 153, and asked if he
remembered the letter with that envelope coming on 22d March—I do
not recollect ; but, from the stamp, it must have come through the office
on the 22d. A gentleman named L'Angelier left his card about the
20th of March at my office. I gave that letter to him. On the 22d §—
When it was called for.
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By the DEAN oF Facorry—I know nothing about the letter except
from the postmark. The postmark is “ March 22, Bridge of Allan,” and
“QGlasgow, 21st March.” The distinguishing letter-marks shew that the
letter came with the morning mail, which left at 7, and arrived at Bridge
of Allan at 10.30. I keep a shop, and sell drugs and stationery.

‘WiLriaM FarFour—I was guard of the train that left Stirling in the
afternoon of Sunday, 22d of March. It left Stirling at half-past three
o'clock. A gentleman, apparently a foreigner, left Stirling, on his way
to Glasgow, by that train. Shewn a photograph of Mr I’Angelier, and
recognised it as the portrait of the foreigner who travelled in the train
that day. He went the length of Coatbridge, the nearest point to Glas-
gow. He asked me the way to Glasgow. I asked him if he wanted a
machine. He said no ; that he was in no hurry to get to Glasgow before
night, and asked for a place where he could get something to eat. I
shewed him a place. Mr Ross came also in the train from Stirling, and
left at Coatbridge. They went together to the inn, and I shewed them
the road. I left the train at Coatbridge. I shewed him a place to get
something to eat. He got roast-beef, and ate very heartily. He drank
porter. I stopped with him, and saw him and Mr Ross start for Glas-
gow. :

By the Deax or Facurry—There were about eight passengers of all
clagses in the train. Nobody stopped at Coatbridge except Ross and the
gentleman whom I have been told is the deceased. I am quite sure. I
never saw Ross before that day nor since. Mr Miller, the party en-
gaged for the defence, told me that his name was Ross. I never saw
any of these two persons before nor since, and I did not know their
names, nor anything about them. About four or five days after the
death of L’Angelier, I was told I was wanted by the Fiscal. I saw the
foreigner eating in Donald’s house ih Coatbridge. I saw him eating
heartily. Ross and I did not eat. Ross was here brought in, and wit
ness identified him as the man who accompanied L’Angelier.

THaomAB Ross, auctioneer, Glasgow—I recollect being in Stirling on
22d March last, and leaving by afternoon train for Glasgow. I went
to Coatbridge by train. I saw a foreign gentleman when I got out of
the train, I did not know his name. The guard introduced him to
me as a gentleman who was going to walk to Glasgow. I had nothing
to eat, but the other gentleman had some roast-beef and a small bottle
of porter. We started at 5.20, and reached Glasgow about 7.30. It
took us rather more than two hours to walk to Glasgow. It is eight
miles from Coatbridge to Glasgow. He had a Balmoral cap on his
head. [Shewn the cap}—It was one like that. [Shewn coat]—That is
not the coat he had on. He walked well, and was not tired. He was
smoking several times. We parted at top of Abercrombie Street, in
the Gallowgate. He told me he was going to the Great Western Road.
I do not know whether Franklin Place is near that.

Cross-examined—He told me he had come from Alloa that morning.
He said he had walked from Alloa to Stirling. He said it was eight
miles. He said nothing about Bridge of Allan. Our conversation was
merely on local affairs, scenery about us, and different places we
on the road. He did not eat a great deal when he dined. He told me
he had been at Stirling, and presented a cheque at the bank there either
that day or day previous, and that they would not cash it, he being a
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strangef. Abercrombie Street is-about the middle of the Gallowgaté. 1
‘was not in any house with him from Coatbridge to Glasgow. I am quite
certain of that. We were in no shop.

By the Lorp ApvooATE—We left Coatbridge twenty minutes after
five. :
‘WILLIAM STEVENSON, warehouseman, Glasgow—I am warehouseman in
the employment of Huggins & Co. The late Mr L’Angelier was in our
warehouse. He was in the department under me. He was unwell in
March last. I am aware of his being unwell one day in my absence.
He did not at that time get leave of absence. I had occasion to be away
for several days, except at morning and evening.  He got leave of absence
in the month of March. He was going to Edinburgh. I'm aware he
afterwards went to the Bridge of Allan. I did not see him between his
going to Edinburgh and then to the Bridge of Allan. I got a lettér from
him from the Bridge of Allan :—

arch 20.

M

DEAR WILLIAM,—I am happy to say I feel much better, though I fear I slept in a
damp bed, as my limbs are all sore, and scarcely able to bear me. But a day or two
will put me to rights. What a dall place this is. I went to Stirling to-day, but it
was 80 cold and Eamp, I soon hurried home again. Am I wanted? 1f so, I am ready
to come home at any time. Just drop me a line at the Post Office. You were talking
of takinf; a few days to yourself, so I shall come up whenever you like. If any letters
come, please send them to my house. I intend to be home not later than '.[{mrsday
morning.—Yours, &ec., P. EMILE L’ANGELIER.

He usually signed in that way. He was generally addressed “Emile”
in the office. I answered that letter. I found that letter in the Post
Office, Bridge of Allan, after I’ Angelier’s death. That was in the fore-
noon of Friday, 27th March. I never saw L’Angelier after he went teo
Edinburgh. He had been in our warehouse four and a-half years I
got notice of his death on Montay, 23d March, in the forenoon. Mr
Corbett, a partner in the firm, mentioned it to me. I went direct to
our place of business, and then to the French Consul’s office. I saw Mr
Thuau, a fellow-lodger of L’ Angelier’s, there. He told me Dr Thomson
was L’Angelier’s medical man. I got Dr Thomson to go to Mrs Jen-
kins’ lodgings. T saw L’Angelier’s corpse there. I heard of another
medical man having attended him—Dr Steven, and I sent for him.
He came while Dr Thomson was there; and they proposed an examina-
tion of the body. There was at that time no suspicion. I did not then
authorise them to make a post mortem examination ; but I did the next
day. 1 informed the Procurator-Fiscal on Tuesday. I was present
when the examination commenced, and saw it was L’Angelier's body.
I did not expect L’Angelier would be in Glasgow on the Sunday night.
That would have been inconsistent with his letter. His clothes were
lying on the sofa of his bedroom when I called. I examined the clothes,
and found various articles, such as pipes of tobacco, three finger-rings,
some silver, and a bunch of keys, &c.; and there was also a letter in his
vest pocket. It was a letter and an envelope. Shewn letter and enve-
lope—These are them.

Why, my beloved, did you not come to me? O beloved, are lyou il? Come to me.
Sweet one, I waited and waited for you, but you came not. I shall wait again to-
morrow night—the same hour and arrangement. Do come, sweet love, my own dear
love of a sweetheart. Come, beloved, and clasp me to your breast. Come, and we
shall be happy. A Kkiss, fond loye. Adieu, with tender embraces.—Ever believe me te
be your own dear, fond Mpa.



17

The letter was addressed “M. Emile L’Angelier, Mrs Jenkins, 11
Franklin Place, Great Western Road.” I made some remarks on that
letter, but I do not remember what they were. I remembered that that
letter explained why he was in Glasgow and not in Edinburgh. I found
a bunch of keys in his pocket. I took them with me. I gave them to
Mr T. F. Kennedy, our cashier. Iknew Mr L’Angelier had a memoran-
dum-book. I saw it on the Monday. I had it when I came from his
lodgings, but I cannot say where I got it. I got it in his lodgings, but 1
cannot tell where. Shewn a memorandum-book, and asked if that was
the book, and he replied that it was, identifying the handwriting as his.
I took it with me to the office, and put it into a parcel and sealed it up.
I saw it subsequently given up to the public authorities. 'When Murray
came I marked a label upon it, but not at that time. I marked it after-
wards, and I know the book. [The Dean here objected to the entries
being read.]

Cross-examined by the DEAN oF Facurry.—Look at that label and
read it.—‘Glasgow, 30th March 1857. Found in the desk of the
deceased Pierre L’Angelier, in the office of W. B. Huggins & Co., 10
Rothchurch Street.—J. Mackenzie, B. M‘Lauchlan, W. Anderson, J.
Stevenson.” Yousigned that?—I did. You signed that document, which
states that the book was found in his desk in Huggins’ warehouse, and you
swore just now that you got it in hislodgings?—1I put it in his desk sealed
up, and it was opened afterwards, and labelled when it was taken out.

By the Courr—Did you put that sealed parcel into L’ Angelier’s desk
after you sealed it up —1I did.

By the DEAN oF FacuLry—When you put it into his desk, was it
sealed up?—It was not. Did you take it out of his desk?—Not after it
was putin, till the officers got it. Did you take it out of his desk at any
time whatever after you put it in%—No. Do you know who took the
book out of the desk?—1I am not quite certain which of the officers it
was. Do you know at all who took it out?—I saw two officers take the
things out. What do you mean by saying on the label that this was
found in the desk?—I meant that they found it there. Is that what
you say? You say it was found? Why did you say so?—Because
they took it out. How do you know they took it out that day?—The
book was there when they came. How do you know that%—1I saw the
book. When? On the 30th March?—On the day they took it. When
was that label signed?—1I don’t remember the day. Did you read
what you signed?-—1I did. Did anybody see you find the book in
the lodgings?—I am not aware. What day was it %—On the Monday.
‘Who was present on the Monday?—Dr Bteven, Dr Thomson, Mr
Thuau, Mr Wilson, and Mrs Jenkins might be in the room. Can
you tell me whether any one of these people was aware of your having
found this book in the lodging?—I am not aware. How long,
after finding it in the lodging-house, was it before you put it
into the desk?—1I cannot tell how long. Was it the same day +—I do
not mind. 'Was it the same week %—The same week. That is all you
can say about it #—That is all. Did you carry it about in your pocket?
—1I did not, beyond taking it from the lodging to the office. But how
long a time elapsed between finding it in the lodging-house and putting
it in the desk I cannot tell ; it stood on one of the desks of the office,
and I sealed it up. You sealed it, and put it on the desk, did you ¥—I

B
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did. Did you find it there again %—1I did. How long might it be on
the desk %—1I cannot tell how long. A day ?%—It was the afternoon of
a day that I came with it to the office. Well; how long did it remain
upon that desk ? Till next day ?—1I think it remained until the Tues-
day. What Tuesday *—The next day. After L’'Angelier’s death 9—
Yes. What did you do with it on the Tuesday +—1I do not mind of
putting it into the desk, so that I cannot speak definitely about that.
You do not mind of putting it into the desk —No. From the time you
left it upon that desk, when did you next see it —I saw it several times
that afternoon ; and it was opened once or twice that afternoorn. Is
that the Tuesday?—No; the Monday. By whom was it opened +—By
Ime. ‘

By the Court.—Was it sealed -—It was sealed, and opened, and sealed

By the DeaN oF FacuLty.—Was it sealed with the office seal +—Yes.
‘Was there nothing to prevent anybody breaking the seal, opening the
book, and sealing it again +—Nothing. When did you see it next after
you saw it on the desk #—I do not mind. Did you ever see it after that
until you saw it in the hands of the officers %—1I saw it after that in the
desk. Tell me when that was?—I think it was on the Wednesday
morning, as the Fiscal requested me to bring some letters to him, and on
going into the desk for these letters on the Wednesday morning I saw it
then in the desk. The Fiscal requested you to bring over letters to him
which were in I’Angelier's desk, and you did so %—1I did so. You took
some of the letters, not all +—Not all. You saw the book then %—Yes.
‘Was it sealed -—No, it was open. Had you the key of the desk *—I
had. Where did you get the key?—In the bunch I got from his
pocket. 'Was the back of the desk in a very frail state 7—1I was aware the
lock was. Are you aware the back was?—I am not aware. Are you
aware L'Angelier had complained that some of the lads in the back
warehouse had got into his desk %—I am aware that he complained to
me. You saw the book in the desk upon Wednesday morning ; when
did you see it next?—I do not mind. Did you-ever see it again till
to-day %—VYes. When !—1I saw it repeatedly in the desk, but I cannot
say when. Did you ever see it out of the desk after that i—Yes. Where?
—1 saw it out of the desk in the Fiscal's office. Did you see it receive
this label 7—1I did. Did you ever see it before you found it in the lodg-
ing +—1I did. 'When #—When he complained of the lock of his desk not
being in good condition ; T looked at his desk, and saw a book lying like
that one. That is what you mean by saying that you saw it before +—
Yes. Did you ever see him write in this book #—1I did not. How many
times do you suppose the desk was opened between the time L’Angelier
died and the time you signed this label %—1I cannot tell. Hus it not been
a great number of times %—Frequently. And by other persons t—I was
always present, although some other persons were looking at the letters
and books.

By the Court.—Who were these people ——Mr T. F. Kennedy, our
cashier ; Mr Wilson, our invoice-clerk ; and I think Mr Miller was pre-
sent, and one of the warehouse lads.

By the DEAN oF FacuLty—Anybody else +—There may have been
some young men belonging to the works in the same apartment. Any
people who were strangers to your establishment +—No. Are you quite
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sure of that +—Not a single one. 'What do you say to Mr Miles %—He
was not in that day. Has he not been in your warehouse since
L’Angelier’s death %—Several times. I suppose he saw the letters +—1I
do not think he saw any of the letters in our place; not to my know-
ledge. What did he come for ?—He came to inquire after the death of
Mr I’Angelier. Did he not ask to see anything +—T am not aware that
he did. Did he address himself to you or to other people —I saw him
once or twice when he was in, and he addressed himself to me. Were
you not at one time under the impression that you found this book in the
desk at the warehouse, and not at the lodging —1I stated so. You stated
80 more than once, did you net, in your precognition +—1I am not aware
that I did so more than once ; I did so once,and that was my impression
at that time. How long is it since you changed your mind %It was on
the day that I wrote a note to Mr Hart, whenever I minded that I had
found the book. How long ago ?—1It is a few days ago. Did you make
any inventory or list of the things you found in 1'Angelier’s lodging #—
None. Did you make any inventory of the letters he had in his desk in
the warehouse —No. You never saw any list' of them, did you $—No.
You are not aware of any list being made of letters, or clothes, or any of
the other things that were found in his lodging-house before 30th March ¢
—No.

By the SoLiciTor-GENERAL—I have turned over the memorandum-
book, but did not attend to entries. |Shewn the book.] The entries are
all in L’'Angelier’s handwriting. he last entry is on 14th March.
All these entries, from 11th February and 14th March inclusive, are in
the handwriting of’ L’ Angelier.

Cross-examined—They are in pencil ; very faint some of them.

By the SovriciToR-GENERAL—I was accustomed to see L’Angelier
write in pencil in the course of my business.

The SoLrciTor-GENERAL then asked the witness to read the entries.
Objection having been taken to that by the Dean of Faculty, the witness
was removed.

The DEAN oF FacuLTy argued that there was no evidence whatever
of this book being a journal at all. It might be a memorandum-book ;
but there was no reason to believe that the entries were put under their
proper dates.

The Lorp ApvocaTe said they had proved that the memoranda
were in L’Angelier’s handwriting, and that they were written under
certain dates. Whether all these entries were written on the dates they
bore was another matter; but they would be able to prove that very
many of the things mentioned in that book did happen on the dates
when they were entered. That, therefore, this was most material and
weighty as evidence he thought it was impossible to deny. They had there,
in the deceased’s handwriting, and under certain dates, a mention of
circumstances which tallied with many of the events, as they would be
able to prove. He thought, if they shewed, as they could shew, that
the entries after 7th March were all entered at their proper dates, it
would go far to prove -that the other entries also represented circum-
stances which took place under their dates.

The Judges then retired to consider the point. On their return, after
the lapse of nearly a quarter of an hour, they decided that the entries
were not to be read at that stage.
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‘William Stevenson recalled—On Monday, did you see two desks brought
in?—1I did not see them on Monday. I did not examine the repositories
in Mrs Jenkins’ on the Monday at all. I saw no letters except the one
found in the vest pocket. On that day I examined his desk in my office.
I found a great many letters there. Some of them I examined that day.
I observed they were principally in the same hand. I locked the desk.
I went to the Bridge of Allan on Friday. I went to Mrs Bain’s lodgings
there. She shewed me things that had belonged to L' Angelier—a leather
portmanteau, a hat, a cigarette case, a little travelling-bag, a dressing-
case, and a rug. The portmanteau and travelling-bag were both locked.
[These articles being shewn witness, he identified them.] I think the
dressing-case was open. I don’t remember exactly. I desired Mrs Bain
to send them to Huggins' office. I found keys to open both the port-
manteau and travelling bag amongst those I got at L’ Angelier’s
lodgings. On opening the bag, I found it to contain a little leather
case for holding letters. There were several letters in it. In the
portmanteau I found clothes and a prayer-book, but no letters. I
sent the bag first to Mrs Jenkins’, along with the portmanteau. I
* gave the letters and papers in the desk to Murray, the police-officer,
on Monday. It was a paper box into which they were put. I assisted,
. or at least saw that they were put in. I sealed the box as soon as
they were put in. I did not initial the letters when they were opened
in the Fiscal’s office. I did initial several of them some days afterwards.
I went with the officer and Mrs Jenkins, The little leather-bag was not
opened in his presence. Murray took possession of it, and carried it
away. I do not think I gave him the key then. I afterwards saw it
opened in the Fiscal's office. I took the key there for that purpose. On
that Monday I saw Murray open L’Angelier's desks in Mrs Jenkins’,
and noticed that the letters found in them were similar in handwritin
to those in the desk in the warehouse. I saw Murray take away all the
letters that were in different articles at Mrs Jenking'. I saw them at
the Fiscal’s office. I did not accompany Murray there. I saw Murray
take possession both of those in the office and those in Mrs Jenkins’;
but could not say afterwards which had been found in the one place and
which in the other. [Witness having been shewn a number of letters,
declared them to be all in L'Angelier’s handwriting.] I was at the
funeral of I’ Angelier. It took place in the burying-ground of 8t David’s
Church. I was also present when the body was exhumed. The funeral
was on the Thursday. I saw the body when exhumed in the hands of
Dr Steven and Dr Corbett. That was, I think, on Tuesday the 31st.
I examined the letters that were in the small bag. I read some of them,
and marked “bag” on several. I kept the letters in their original enve-
lopes. That applies to all the letters I examined. I did not shift the
envelopes in any way. [Shewn letter commencing, “ My sweet dear pet—
I am so soiry you should be so vexed,” and with an envelope bearing
“ For my dear and ever-beloved sweet Emile."i| That was in the bag. It
is marked by me in the same way. The envelope of letter commencing
“ My own best beloved pet—I hope you are well,” was in the bag, but I
have not marked the letter; but if this is its envelope, it was there too.
The letter commencing, “ Dearest and beloved, I hope you are well, I am
very well and anxious,” I can’t speak to. Witness also spoke of other
three letters as being found in the bag. So far as I examined the docu-

-
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ments in the bag, I kept the letters in their original envelopes, and
delivered it locked to the officer. I did not shift the letters and envelopes
to my knowledge.

It being now after six o’clock, the Court adjourned till Wednesday
morning at ten.

SECOND DAY.—WEeDNESDAY, July 1.

The Court met at ten o’clock this morning, when Miss Smith was again
placed at the bar, looking quite as cool and collected as yesterday.

‘WiLLiaM STEVENSON, whose evidence was not concluded last night, was
again examined by the SoLiciTor-GENERAL. —Before the great mass of the
letters were taken possession of by Murray, I had handed some of them
to the Fiscal on Wednesday morning the 25th. I handed them personally
to Mr Young. I did not mark them, but I took a note of the dates at
the time. I have not that note with me; but I have the numbers which
I saw afterwards put on the same letters.

By the Courr—The Fiscal did not mark them when I gave them. I
took the note when the numbers were put on.

By the DEaN—TI had a note of the postmarks, and they corresponded;
I think there was one without a postmark. I have not my note of the
postmarks. ‘

The DEaN—T#t is extremely loose this sort of evidence.

The Lorp Justice-CLERK—Nothing can be looser or more singularly

+ unsatisfactory than that there should be the slightest deficiency in the
proof in such a case.

By the DEAN—Mr Wilson, Mr Young’s clerk, I think was present at
the time. To my knowledge the Sheriff was never present at any pre-
cognition, or at any other time. Mr Hart was not present. I under-
stand Mr Young is a Procurator-Fiscal. I destroyed the mnote of the
postmarks.

By the Lorp JusTicE-CLERK—I think the Fiscal knew I had taken
that note. He never told me to preserve it.

By the DEaAN—He saw it, but I don’t think he examined it.

By the Soricrror-GENERAL—On that Wednesday I think I gave the
Procurator-Fiscal seven or eight letters. [Shewn letter No. 75.] This is
one of the letters. I know it by the number, and by my initials on it.
I recognised it at the time from the postmarks, of which I had a note,
and then I put my initials on it. The word “desk” is written on it by
me; that means that I got it in the desk in the office. [Shewn letter
No. 93.] This is one of them too; it is marked ¢ desk” by me, indicating
the same thing. |Shewn No. 97, 107, and 109.] These are also letters
which I gave to the Fiscal, and they are marked by me as having been
found in the desk. I can't speak to No. 71. As to the letters I gave
up on the Wednesday, I read portions of some of them. I did not read
them when I marked them afterwards. I first communicated with the
Fiscal on this subject on Tuesday afternoon. That was after the doctors
had made their post mortem examination at that time. I entertained no
apprehension that this was to be a criminal charge; on the Wednesday
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I felt uncomfortable about it, but nothing further. My feelings at that
time of discomfort pointed to a particular quarter where he was likely to
have been.

By the DEAN—The entry in the memorandum-book as to the numbers
of the letters I made when the letters were numbered. My own num-
bers in that book are 3, 31, 45, 53, 54, and 56 ; they are six in number;
I can’t speak to No. 56. The letters which I gave to the Fiscal on the
25th were seven in number, including the letter I got in his vest pocket.
I am not aware that I have seen No. 56 since I wrote that memorandum.
The numbers they now bear I saw put on in the Fiscal’s office. I can’t
say how these particular numbers came to be put on these particular
letters. These five letters have all envelopes, and the postmark is on
the envelope only. When I checked the postmarks from the note I had
made, I believed them to be the same letters as were in the envelopes
before. I had no means of identifying the letters themselves, but only
the envelopes. There is no date in this memorandum-book enabling me
to tell the date when these numbers were put on. There is a date—
29th April 1859.

The Lorp ApvocaTE—Read the item.

‘Witness—No. 86, 100 cool shawls at 3s. 6d.—Macdonald.

By the DEaN—There is no other date on that page; on the preceding
page there is a date “22d April, signed precognition.” Before that
there is “Saturday, 18th April, eight bottles, bundle of powders, and
affirmed to their being the same as those found in Mrs Jenking.” On
the preceding page there is the following entry :—Monday, 30th March.
—Gave up L’ Angelier’s papers and letters from his desk to Murray and

.” In the immediately preceding page, before the first entry spoken
of, there are three dates—17th April, 18th April, and 22d April—and
on the page immediately before these are three dates—28th, 30th, and
31st March. The entry under 17th April is—“Was at Mr Hart’s, and
gave a second evidence.” I am not aware of the date of the last time I
was precognosced. The entry before- the 17th April is—*“Signed pre-
cognition ;” there is no date to that. I was precognosced several times ;
I have not been precognosced since I came to Edinburgh. I have seen
parties connected with the Crown yesterday, the day before, and this
morning. This morning I saw Mr Wilson and Mr Gray, of the Fiscal’s
office in Glasgow. They did not ask me about the letters. I told them
I was in a most uncomfortable position about this matter; that I had
got quite a sufficiency in the Court; and that I wanted to be done with
it. Was that in consequence of anything said by those gentlemen %—No.
It was because I felt exceedingly uncomfortable and very unwell I
saw them this morning. I don’t know whether it was this morning or
yesterday afternoon that I said so, but I said so repeatedly. As to the
entry about the six letters, I cannot say when it was made. The entry
is, “Letters 3, 31, 45, 53, 54, and 56, in desk 25th March,” and can
swear to them.

By the Court—The entry was not made on the 25th March. I can’t
say when it was made. That was the day on which I got the letters.
It appears in the book after an entry on the 24th April. I found let-
ters belonging to I'Angelier in the tourist’s bag, in the desk in the ware-
house, in a leather portmanteau at his lodgings, and also in the desk in
his lodgings, and one in his vest pocket. 1 can’t say how many letters
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there were in the desk at the warehouse. They weté numerous. Part
of them were wrapped in.two brown-paper parcels, and part were lying
loose. The two parcels were sealed with the company’s stamp. They
had been sealed by L’Angelier himself apparently. As to the seven
letters I gave to the Fiscal, I don’t know whether they were in a sealed
packet or lying loose. I could not identify any of the letters found in the
desk, except the six in the desk which I have spoken to, and the one found
in the vest pocket. I don’t know how many letters I found in the tra-
velling-bag. They were not very numerous—I should say under a
dozen. I did not count them. I read a portion of them. In the port-
manteau I have no idea how many I found. They were numerous. I
think they were partly loose and partly tied with twine or tape. I saw
them in the Fiscal's office. I presumed them to be the same, but I could
not distinguish those found in the portmanteau, nor those found in the
desk at the lodgings. I can’ttell how many of them there were. Shewn
No. 137, and, after looking at memorandum-book—This is marked as
found in the bag. Tell me what you referred to your memorandum-book
for just now? Is it by reference to this entry that you are enabled to
say now that this was one of the letters found in the bag %—Yes; and
also I marked it “ bag.” Why did you refer to this #—I was requested
to take a note of them at the time. This entry immediately follows the
other entry before spoken of. I don’t know when I wrote the word
“bag” on the letter. I have not the slightest idea of what has become
of the letter attached to the envelope. I can’t say if it contained a let-
ter. I made no inventory of the letters found in the bag, and I saw
none made. I saw a note of letters in the Fiscal's office. I am not
aware of seeing an inventory of the letters found in the bag. I madea
list of the six or seven which I have before referred to. I made no
other list. I think I saw only one desk at I’Angelier's lodgings. I
recollect I’Angelier going to Edinburgh. I never saw him after he
went there. He was not back to the warehouse, to my knowledge.
[Shewn twenty-four letters in the third inventory for the prisoner, and
asked if he ever saw them before ] Deponed—I have seen a number of
letters in that handwriting from this individual among the letters given
up, but I can’t say Isaw any one of them. Thesignatureis “M. A, P.”;
and in some the signature is Perry. I found portions of this handwriting
in all his repositories. I can’t say as to the small bag. I can’t say how
many in this handwriting I may have seen. There were a good many ; I
think not so many as in the other handwriting—not nearly so many. I
can’t give you any notion how many there were in the other handwriting.
My impression is that there would not be one-half of them in this hand-
writing. I could not say if they would be & third, but there were a
good many of them. I could not say if there were 100 in the first hand-
writing I have spoken to. There are 199 letters in the prisoner’s second
inventory. I should be inclined to say, speaking roughly, that there
were 250 to 300 of all the letters found, in all handwritings. I under-
stood that L’ Angelier corresponded with a number of parties in the
south and in France. I have seen letters addressed to ladies in France
and in England. I have heard him speak about parties in England. He
was a vain person—vain of his personal appearance—very much so. He
never spoke of himself to me as very successful among ladies. He was
of a rather mercurial disposition—changeable. His situation in Huggins’
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warehouse was packing-clerk. I am not aware what money he had when
he went to Bridge of Allan or to Edinburgh. I saw the first medical
report made by Dr Thomson. It was made upon Tuesday the 24th.
[Shewn seven medical reports, and asked to find it.]

The Jupce—You had better shew it to him.

The DEAN—It is not there ; that is the point.

‘Witness—Need I look for it then ?

The DEaAN—No ; but you saw a report ?

‘Witness—Yes ; it was on a small slip of paper. There is a report here
by Dr Steven and Dr Thomson, dated ¢ 28th March.” The report I
speak of was made on the 24th March. It was given to me, and I gave
it to Mr Young, the Fiscal. I don’t think I have seen it since. [Shewn
No. 1 of second inventory for prisoner—a portmonnaie.| This was got, 1
think, in the vest he wore when he came from the Bridge of Allan.
There were three rings in it, which I have already spoken to as having
been found on him. I did not give this up to the Fiscal with the other
things. It was found on the Monday that he died ; it was locked up in
one of his drawers. It was not taken out till all the articles of dress
were packed up a considerable time afterwards ; it was then packed up
in one of the portmanteaus. I have no note of when it was given up,
but I recollect giving some articles out of the portmanteau to Mr Miller
and Mr Forbes, agents for the prisoner. 1 am not sure whether this was
one of them. I don’t know whether it was got out of his lodgings or out
of the trunk it was sent in here. [Shewn two letters, 1 and 2 of the first
inventory for the prisoner.] These are in the handwriting of L’ Angelier.

By the Lorp JusTicE-CLERE—I was several times precognosced. At
the time of the first precognition I understood there was a criminal charge
against some one on account of the death of L'Angelier ; and it was
known I was the first person who had seen any of the articles in his
repositories. I have not the date of the first precognition. I think it
was after giving up the articles to Murray on the 30th. On none of
these occasions am I aware that the Sheriff was present during my pre-
cognition. I understood at the time that it was khown and understood
who the letters in the first handwriting were from, and I knew that the
charge was murder. The party was in custody at that time. Murray is
an officer belonging to the Fiscal. I did not see the Sheriff or the Fiscal
at the desk or repositories while I was there. The letters were put into
a bag by me, and no inventory made. Everything was given up. The
box containing the letters found in Huggins’ office was sealed up. Iam
not aware whether the bag was sealed up. The letters found in the
lodgings were put into a brown-paper parcel. I am not aware whether
it was sealed. There was another officer with Murray.

The Lorp JUSTICE-CLERK—You seem to have done all that you
thought necessary, and with much propriety, in the way of making
memoranda, though not in the way that the Fiscal would have done it.
But during any of your precognitions, were you asked to go over the
letters, and put any marks on them to enable you to say where they were
found %

‘Witness—Not when they were delivered up.  Afterwards I was re-
quested to put my initials on some of them.

The Lorp JusTICE-CLERK—I think it right to say, that I know of no
duty so urgent, so impressive, and so imperative as that of the Sheriff
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superintending and directing every step in a precognition for murder ;
and that, in the experience of myself as an old Crown officer, and of my
two brethren as Sheriffs, the course which this case seems to have taken
is unprecedented. I must say that your memoranda (addressing witness)
were not made artistically or scientifically ; but I think you have done
the best according to your judgment and experience, nor do I suppose
that there is any imputation against you.

The DeaN oF FacurLry—Oh, dear no, on the contrary.

The Lorp ApvocaTE—I think it right to say, that perhaps before the
end of the case, in some respects the observation of your Lordship will
be modified.

The Lorp Justice-CLERK—I only speak to what occurred in reference
to the examination of one witness, who apparently received all the letters
founded on to support a charge, I presume.

The Lorp ApvocATE—With regard to the first stages, unquestionably
there was a very great looseness.

The witness then left the Court, on the understanding that he was to
hold himself in readiness for being recalled.

Dr TromsoN, examined by the Lorp ApvocaTE—I am a physician in
Glasgow. I knew the late Mr L’Angelier for fully two years. He con-
sulted me professionally; the first time fully a year ago. He had a
bowel complaint. He got the better of that. Next time he consulted
me on 3d February of this year. He had a cold and cough, and a
boil at the back of his neck. He was very feverish, and the cough was
rather a dry cough. These are all the partioulars I have. I pre-
scribed for him. I saw him next about a week after the 3d February.
He was better of his cold, but I think another boil had made its
appearance on his neck. I saw him again on the 23d February.
He came to me. He was very feverish, and his tongue was furred and
had a patchy appearance, from the fur being off in various places. He
complained of nausea, and said he had been vomiting. He was prostrate,
his pulse was quick, and had the general symptom of fever. I prescribed
for him. Itook his complaint to be a bilious derangement, and prescribed
un aperient draught. He had been unwell I think for a day or
two, but he had been taken worse the night before he called on
me. It was during the night of the 22d and morning of the 23d
that he was taken worse. He was confined to the house for two or
three days afterwards. I am reading from notes I made on the 6th
April. I made them from recollection, but the dates of my visits and
the medicines were entered in my books. I visited him on the 24th
February, and on the 25th, and on the 26th, and on the 1st of March T
intended to visit him, but I met him on the Great Western Road. The
aperient draught I purchased for him on the 23d contained magnesia
and soda. On the 24th I prescribed some powders containing rhubarb,
soda, chalk of mercury, and ipecacuanha. These were the medicines
I prescribed on the 23d February. I have described his state. On
the 24th he was much in the same state. He had vomited the draught
that I had given him on the 23d, and I observed that his skin was consi-
derably jaundiced on the 24th, and from the whole symptoms I called
the disease a bilious fever. On the 25th he was rather better, and had
risen from his bed to the sofa, but he was not dressed. On the 26th he
felt considerably better and cooler, and I did not think it necessary to
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tepeat my visits till I happened to be in the neighbourhood. It did not
occur to me at the time that these symptoms arose from the action of
any irritant poison. If I had known he had taken an irritant poison,
these were the symptoms which I should have expected to follow. I
don’t think I asked him when he was seriously taken ill. I had not
seen him for some little time before, and certainly he looked very de-
jected and ill ; his colour was rather darker and jaundiced, and round
the eye the colour was rather darker than usual. I saw him again eight
or ten days after the lst March. He called on me, and I have no note
of the day. He was then much the same as on the 1st March. He said
that he was thinking of going to the country, but he did not say where.
I did not prescribe medicines for him then. About the 26th February,
I think, I told him to give up smoking ; I thought that was injurious
to his stomach. I never saw him again in life. On the morning of the
23d March, Mr Stevenson and Mr Thuau called on me, and mentioned
that Mr I’Angelier was dead, and they wished me to go and see the
body, and see if I could give any opinion as to the cause of death. They
did not know that I had not seen him alive during hislast illness. I went
to the house. The body was laid out on a stretcher lying on the table.
The skin had a slightly jaundiced hue. I made the notes from which I
read on the same day. I said it was impossible to give any decided
opinion as to the cause of death, and I requested Dr Steven to be called,
who had been in attendance. I examined the body with my hands
externally, and over the region of the liver the sound was dull—the
region seemed full ; and over the region of the heart the sound was
natural. I saw what he had vomited, and I made inquiry as to the
symptoms before death. When Dr Steven arrived, he corroborated the
landlady’s statements as far as he was concerned. There was no resolu-
tion come to on the Monday as to a post mortem examination. On the
afternoon of that day I was called on by Mr Huggins and another
gentleman, and I said the symptoms were such as might have been
produced by an irritant poison. I said it was such a case as, if it had
occurred in England, a coroner’s inquest would be held. Next morning
Mr Stevenson called again, and said that Mr Huggins requested me to
make an inspection. In consequence of that, I said I would require a
colleague, and Dr Steven was agreed on. I called on him, and he went
with me to the house, and we made the inspection on Tuesday forenoon
about twelve o’clock. 'We wrote a short report of that examination to Mr
Huggins immediately. We afterwards made an enlarged report.

‘Witness then read the Report, which was as follows :—

¢ At the request of Messrs W. B. Huggins & Co., of this city, we, the undersigned, made
a post mortem examination of the body of the late M. L' Angelier, at the house of Mrs Jen-
kins, 11 Great Western Road, on the 24th of March current, at noon, when the appear-
ances wereas follows :—The body, dressed in the grave clothes and coffined, viewed exter-
nally, presented nothing remarkable, except a tawny hue of the surface. The incision
made on opening the belly and chest revealed a considerable deposit of sub-cutaneous fat.
The heart a;ipeared large for the individual, but not so large as, in our opinion, to amount
to disease. Its surface presented, externally, some opaque patches, such as are frequently
seen on this organ without giving rise to any symptoms. Its right cavities were filled
with dark fluid blood. The lungs, the liver, and the spleen, appeared quite healthy.
The gall bladder was moderately full of bile, and contained no calculi. The stomach
and intestives, externally, presented nothing abnormal. The stomach, being tied at
both extremities, was removed from the body. Its contents, consisting of about half-a-

int of dark fluid, resembling coffee, were poured into a clean bottle, and the organ
itself was laid open along its great curvature. The mucous membrane, except for a
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slight extent at the lesser curvatare, was then seen to be deeply injected with blood, pre-
senting an appearance of dark red mottling, its substance being easily torn by scratch-
ing with the finger nail. The other organs of the abdomen were not examined. The
appearance of the mucous membrane, taken in connection with the history as related to
us by witnesses, being such as, in our opinion, jnstified a suspicion of death having
resulted from poison, we considered it proper to preserve the stomach and its contents
in a sealed bottle for further investigation by chemical analysis, should such be de-
termined on. We, however, do not imply that, in our opinion, death may not have
resulted from natural causes; as, for example, severe internal congestion, the effect of
exposure to cold after much bodily fatigue, which we understand the deceased to have
undergone. Before closing this Report, which we make at the request of the Pro-
curator -Fiscal for the county of Lanark, we beg to state that, having had no legal
authority for making the post mortem examination above detailed, we restricted our
examination to the organs in which we thought we were likely to find something to ac-
count for the death. Given under our hands at Glasgow, the 28th day of March 1857,
on soul and conscience. (Signed) HuaH THOMSON, M.D. ; JAMES STEVENS, M.D.”

I afterwards received instructions from the Procurator-Fiscal in regard to
the stomach; I was summoned to attend at his office before I wrote that
report; that was on the 27th March. The contents of the stomach, and
the stomach itself, sealed up in a bottle, were handed to Dr Penny on the
2Tth; they were in my custody till then. On the 31st I received instruc-
tions from the Procurator-Fiscal to attend at the Ramshorn Church, by
order of the Sheriff, to make an inspection of L’Angelier’s body. Dr
Steven, Dr Corbett, and Dr Penny were there. The coffin was in a vault,
and was opened in our presence, and the body taken out. I recognised it
as L’ Angelier’s body. It presented much the same appearance generally
as when we left it ; it was particularly well preserved, considering the time
that had elapsed. On that occasion we removed other parts of the body
for analysis. We drew up a report of that examination. He then read
the report as follows :—

‘ Glasgow, 3d April 1857.—By virtue of a warrant from the Sheriff of Lanark-
shire, we, the undersigned, proceeded to the post mortem examination of the body
of Pierre Emile L’Angelier, within the vault of the Ramshorn Church, on the 81st
of March ult., in presence of two friends of the deceased. The body being re-
moved from the coffin, two of our number, Drs Thomson and Steven, who examined
the body on the 24th ult., remarked that the features had lost their former pinched
appearance, and that the general surface of the skin, instead of the tawny or dingy
hue observed by them on that occasion, had become rather florid. Drs Thomson
and Steven likewise remarked that, with the exception of the upper surface of the
liver, which had assumed a purplish colour, all the internal parts were little changed
in appearance; and we allp agreed that the evidences of putrefaction were much
less marked than they usually are at such a date—the ninth day after death, and
the fifth after burial. The duodenum, along with the upper part of the small in-
testine, after both ends of the gut bad been secured by ligatures, was removed and
placed in a clean jar. A portion of the large intestine, consisting of a part of the de-
scending colon and sygmoid flexure, along with a portion of the rectum, after using
the like precaution of placing ligatures on both ends of the bowel, was removed, and
placed in the same jar with the duodenum and portion of small intestine. A portion
of the liver, being about a sixth part of that organ, was cut off and placed in another
clean jar. We then proceeded to open the head in the usual manner, and observed
nothing calling for remark beyond a greater degree of vascularity of the membranes of
the brain than ordinary. A portion of the brain was removed and placed in a fourth

_clean vessel. We then adjourned to Dr Penny’s rooms, in.the Andersonian Institution,
taking with us the vessels containing the parts of the viscera before mentioned. The
duodenum and portion of small intestine were found to measure, together, 36 inches in
length. Their contents, poured into a clean glass measure, were found to amount to four
fluid ounces, and consisted of a turbid, sanguinolent fluid, having suspended in it much
flocculent matter, which settled towards the bottom, whilst a few mucus-like masses floated
on the surface. The mucous membrane of this part of the bowels was then examined.
Its colour was decidedly redder than natural, and this redness was more marked over
several patches, portions of which, when carefully examined, were found to be corroded.
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Several small whitish and somewhat gritty particles were removed from its surface,
and, being placed in a clean piece of g%nass, were delivered to Dr Penny. A few small
ulcers, about the sixteenth of an inch in diameter, and having elevated edges, were
observed on it, at the upper part of the duodenum. On account of the failing light,
it was determined to adjourn till a quarter past eleven o'clock forenoon of the following
day—all the jars, with their contents, and the glass measure, with its contents, being
left in the custody of Dr Penny. Having again met at the time appointed, and having
received the various vessels, with their contents, at Dr Penny’s hands, in the condition
in which we had given them to him, we proceeded to complete our examination. The
portion of the largest intestine, along with the portion of the rectum measuring twenty-
six inches in length, on being laid open, was found empty. Its mucous membrane,
coated with an abundant, pale, slimy mucus, presented nothing abnormal, except in
that part lining the rectum, on which were observed two vascular patches, about the
size of a shilling. On decanting the contents of the glass measure, we observed a
number of crystals adhering to its interior, and at the bottom a notable quantity of
whitish sedimentary matter. Having now completed our examination of the various
parts, we ﬁ,l,xally handed them all over to Dr Penny. The above we attest on soul and
conscience.

The appearance of the mucous membrane of the duodenum denoted the
action of an irritant poison. The patches of vascularity in the rectum
might be also considered the effects of an irritant poison. But they were
not very characteristic of that. There were ulcers there. We could not
form any opinion as to their duration. All these substances removed
from the body were left in charge of Dr Penny. The ulcers might have
resulted from an irritant poison, but I am not aware that they are
characteristic of that. They might have been produced by any cause
which would have produced inflammation. :

By the DeaN—On 24th March the contents of the stomach were
poured into a clean bottle. The meaning of the statement that the
stomach was tied at both extremities is, that that was done before the
contents were taken out. Am sure that the entire contents were poured
into this bottle. The stomach itself was put into the same bottle. We
took nome of the intestines out of the body. 'When we put the stomach
and contents into this bottle, we secured it well with oil-skin and a cork.
We did that in the lodgings. The oil-skin was put under the cork to
make it fit the bottle, and partly to make it more secure, and over the
whole a double piece of oil-silk. 'We went to Dr Steven’s house, where
Dr Steven affixed his seal, and I took it with me, and it remained in my
possession, locked into my consulting table. On the Monday of the
deceased’s death I was shewn by Mrs Jenkins the matter which had been
vomited. It was not preserved, so far as I know. We made a short
report on the 24th to Mr Huggins. It was delivered to him. At the
time I attended Mr L’Angelier in February, there were no symptoms
that I could definitely say were not due to a bilious attack. They
were all the symptoms of a bilious attack. There was an appearance of
jaundice. I have heard of that as a symptom of irritant poison. It is
in Dr Taylor’s work on poison.

By the Lorp JusTicE-CLERK—It was in the appearance of the skin.

The DEAN—Shew me the passage in Dr Taylor's work (handing it to
witness).

Witness—I can’t find the particular passage. It is in the case of
Marshall.

The DEAN—What was the poison in the case of Marshall ¢

‘Witness—Arsenic.

The DEaN—Well, see if you can find it.

Lord HanpYsiDE—Perhaps he has made a mistake on the subject,
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and refers to Marshall as a writer on the sub3ect He is referred to in
¢ Taylor'’s Medical J unsprudence

Witness—Yes; [shewn ¢ Taylor's Medical Jurisprudence”] at page
62 Marshall is quoted—* Strangula. and jaundice have been noticed
among the secondary symptoms”—that is, under arsenic poison.

The DEan—Do you know any case in which jaundice has been
observed as a symptom of arsenic poison ?

‘Witness—That is the only case.

The DEaAN—That is not a case. Are you acquainted with Marshall's
work 7

‘Witness—No.

The DEAN—You never saw it ?

‘Witness—No ; I never saw it.

The DEaN—You were under the impression that Marshall’s was the
name of a case !

Witness—Yes ; from the manner in which I had noted it down I
made that mistake.

By the DEAN—The jaundice I saw in I’Angelier’s case was quite
consistent with the supposition that he was labouring under a bilious
attack, and could easily be accounted for in that way.

By the Lorp ApvocaTe—{Identifies jar in which the stomach and its
contents are placed.]

Dr STEVEN, examined by the Lorp ApvocaTE—I am a physician in
Glasgow, and live in Stafford Place, near to Franklin Street. Was applied
to by Mrs Jenkins early on the morning of the 23d March last. She asked
me to go to a lodger of hers who was ill. I did not know her or her
lodger. I was myself ill that morning, and was unwilling to go. It was
named to me as a severe bilious attack. I advised Mrs Jenkins to give
him hot water and drops of laudanum, and she came to me again that
morning, I think aboutseven. I went, thinking that, ashe wasa French-
man, he might not be understood. I found him in bed. He was very
much depressed. His features were pinched and his hands. He com-
plained of coldness and pain over the region of the stomach. By pinched,
I mean shrunk and cold, or inclined to become cold. He complained of
general chilliness, and his face and hands were cold to the touch. He
was physically and mentally depressed. I spoke to him. I observed
nothing very peculiar in his voice. I did mot expect a strong voice,
and it was not particularly weak. That was when I first entered
the room. But his voice became weaker. He complained that his
breathing was painful, but it did not seem hurried. I dissuaded him
from speaking. I had extra clothes put on the bed. I gave him a
little morphia to make him vomit, and he seemed to have vomited all he
could. He had a weak pulse; I felt the action of the heart correspond-
ing to it. That imported that the circulation was weaker at the
extremities. The feet were not cold. Hot bottles were put to them,
and also above his body for his hands. He was not urgently complaining
of thirst. He seemed afraid to drink large quantities in case of making
him vomit. He asked particularly for cold water, and was unwilling to
take whisky, which his landlady talked of giving him. He said he had
been vomiting and purging. I saw a utensil filled with the matter
vomited and purged ; I ordered it to be removed, and a clean vessel put
in its place that I might see what he had vomited. I did not afterwards
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see it ; I believe it was kept for some time, but I said it might be thrown
away ; that was after his death. He said, “This is the third attack ‘I
have had ; the landlady says it is the bile, but I never was subject to
bile.” These were his words. He seemed to get worse while I was there.
‘While I was sitting beside him, he several times said, ‘“ My poor mother,”
and remarked how dull he felt at being so ill, and away from friends. I
ordered a mustard poultice to the stomach ; I stayed, I suppose, about
half-an-hour. It was about seven when I got there, and I got home at
twenty minutes to eight. I applied the poultice myself. I called again
at a quarter past eleven ; his landlady met me in the lobby, and told me
he had been quite as bad as in the morning. I went into the bedroom,
and found him dead. He was lying on his right side, with his back to-
wards the light, his knees a little drawn up, one arm outside the bed-
clothes and another in. They were not much drawn up—not unnaturally
drawn up. He seemed in a comfortable position, as if he was sleeping.
About midday I was sent for again ; Dr Thomson was there when I
went. I asked him if there was anything in his previous illness, with the
symptoms I mentioned, which could account for the cause of death, but we
were entirely at a loss to account for it. I declined giving a certificate
of death unless I made an examination ; and Dr Thomson and I made
one next day. [Identifies report of that examination.] That is a true re-
port. Subsequently we made a second post mortem examination after the
body was exhumed. [Identifies that report.] The stomach and its contents
were put into a pickle-bottle on the first examination. The bottle had
been several times washed out by myself and others. It was sealed up.
The portions of the body removed on the second examination were
handed to an officer who went along with Dr Penny and myself to Dr
Penny’s laboratory. On the second post mortem examination, I noticed
that the body was remarkably well preserved. I had never attended any
case in which there had been poisoning by arsenic.

Dr PenNY, examined by the Lorp ADvocATE—I am Professor of
Chemistry in the Andersonian University, Glasgow. On 27th March
last I was communicated with by Dr Thomson. He came to the
University and delivered a bottle. It was securely closed and sealed.
I broke the seal and made an examination of the contents. They were
a stomach and a reddish-coloured fluid. I was requested to make the
examination for the purpose of ascertaining if those matters contained
poison. I commenced the analysis on the following day, the 28th.
One of the clerks of the Fiscal called with Dr Thomson, and it was done
at his request. Till I made the analysis, the jar and its contents re-
mained in the state in which I received it. [Shewn report of first
analysis, and read it as follows] : — '

I hereby certify, that on Friday the 27th of March last, Dr Hugh Thomson of Glas-
gow delivered to me, at the Andersonian Institution, a glass bottle containing a stomach
and a reddish-coloured turbid liquid, said to be the contents of the stomach. The
bottle was securely closed and duly sealed, and the seal was unbroken.

In compliance with the request of William Hart, Esq., one of the Procurators-Fiscal
for the Lower Ward of Lanarkshire, I have carefully analysed and chemically examined
the said stomach and its contents, with a view to ascertain whether they contained any
poisonous substance.

1. Contents of the Stomach.

This liquid measured eight and a-half ounces. On being allowed to repose, it
deposited a white powder, which was found on_examination to possess the external
characters and all the chemical properties peculiar to arsenious acid—that is, the
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common white arsenic of the shops. It consisted of hard, gritty, transparent, colour-
less, crystalline particles; it was soluble in boiling water, and readily dissolved in a
solution of caustic potash ; it was unchanged by sulphate of ammonium, and volatilised
when heated on platina foil. Heated in a tube, it gave a sparkling white sublimate,
which, under the microscope, was found to consist of octoedral crystals. Its aqueous
solution afforded, with ammonio-nitrate of silver, ammonio-sulphate of copper,
sulphuretted hydrogen, and bichromate of potash, the highly characteristic results that
are produced by arsenious acid. On heating a portion of it in a small tube with black-
flux, a brilliant ring of metallic arsenic was obtained with all its distinctive properties.
Heated with dilute%lydrochloric acid and a slip of copper foil, a steel-gray coating was
deposited on the copper; and this coating, by further examination, was proved to be
metallic arsenic.

Another portion of the powder, on being treated with nitric acid, yielded a substance
having the peculiar characters of arsenic acid. A small portion of the powder was also
subjected to what is commouly known as ¢ Marsh’s Process,” and metallic arsenic was
thus obtained, with all its peculiar physical and chemical properties.

These results shew, unequivocally, that the said white powder was arsenious acid—
that is, the preparation of arsenic which is usually sold in commerce, and administered
or taken as a poison, under the name of arsenic, or oxide of arsenic.

I then examined the fluid contents of the stomach. After the usual preparatory
operations, the fluid was subjected to the following processes :—

First, to a portion of the fluid Reinsch’s process was applied, and an abundant steel-
like coating was obtained on copper foil. On heating the coated copper in a'glass
tube, the peculiar odour of arsenic was distinctly perceptible, and a white crystalline
sublimate was produced, possessing the pro(ferties peculiar to arsenious acid.

Secondly, Another portion of the prepared fluid was distilled, and the distillate sub-
jected to Marsh's process. The gas produced by this process had an arsenical odour,

urned with a bluish-white flame, and gave with nitrate of silver the characteristic
reaction of arseniuretted hydrogen. On holding above the flame a slip of bibulous
paper moistened with a solution of ammonio-nitrate of silver, a yellow colour was com-
municated to the paper. A white porcelain capsule depressed upon the flame was
quickly covered with brilliant stains, which, on being tested with the appropriate re-
agents, were found to be metallic arsenic. By a modification of Marsh’s apparatus,
the gas was conducted through a heated tube, when a lustrous mirror-like deposit of
arsenic in the metallic state was collected ; and this deposit was afterwards converted
into arsenious acid. :

Thirdly, Through another }ilortion of the fluid a stream of sulphuretted hydrogen gas
was transmitted, when a bright yellow precipitate separated, having the chemical pecu-
Harities of the tri-sulphide of arsenic. It dissolved readily in ammonia and in carbonate
of ammonia; it remamed unchanged in hydrochloric acid; and it gave, on being heated
with black-flux, a brilliant ring of metallic arsenic.
 Fourthly, A fourth portion of the prepared fluid, being properly acidified with
hydrochloric acid, was distilled, and the distillate subjected to Fleitmann’s process.
For this purpose, it was boiled with zinc and a strong solution of caustic potash.
Arseniuretted hydrogen was disen%aged, and was recognised by its odour, and by its
characteristic action upon nitrate of silver.

Stomach.

1 examined in the next place the stomach itself. It was cut into small pieces, and
boiled for some time in water containing hydrochloric acid; and the solution, after
being filtered, was subjected to the same processes as those applied to the contents of
the stomach. The results in every case were precisely similar, and the presence of a
considerable quantity of arsenic was unequivocally detected.

Quantity of Arsenic.

I made, in the last place, a careful determination of the quantity of arsenic contained
in the said stomach and its contents. A stream of sul] %uretted hydrogen gas was
transmitted through a known quantity of the prepared Huids from the said matters,
until the whole of the arsenic was precipitated in the form of tri-sulphide of arsenic.
This sulphide, after being carefully purified, was collected, dried, and weighed. Its
weight corresponded to a quantity of arsenious acid (common white arsenic) in the
entire stomach and its contents, equal to eighty-two grains and seven-tenths of a grain,
or to very nearly one-fifth of an ounce. The accuracy of this result was confirmed by
converting the sulphide of arsenic into arseniate of ammonia and magnesia, and weigh-
ing the product. The quantity here stated is exclusive of the white powder first
examined.
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The purity{ of the various materials and re-agents employed in this investigation was
most scrupulously ascertained.
Conclusions.
Having caref‘ull{ considered the results of this investigation, I am clearly of opinion
that they are conclusive in shewing—
First, That the matters subjected to examination and analysis contained arsenic ;

and,
Secondly, That the quantity of arsenic found was considerably more than sufficient to
destroy life.
All this is true, on soul and conscience. .
(Signed) FREDERICK PENNY,
Professor of Chemistry.

Glasgow, April 6, 1857.

Examination resumed—How much arsenic would destroy life? It is
not easy to give a precise answer to that question ; cases are on record
in which life was destroyed by two and four grains; four or six grains
are generally regarded as sufficient to destroy life, and the amount I
determined as existing in the stomach was eighty-two grains. On the
31st March I attended the exhumation of Mr L’Angelier’s body. I
saw the coffin opened, and the portions of the body removed. These
portions were carefully preserved and submitted to a chemical analysis
by myself. They were placed in jars which I never lost sight of. I
made an analysis of the contents, and prepared the following report :—

On Tuesday, the 81st March last, I was present at a post mortem examination of the
body of Pierre Emile L’ Angelier, made by Drs Corbett, Thomson, and Steven, in a vault
of the Ramshorn Church, élasgow.

At my request, dport.ions of the following organs were removed from the body, and
properly preserved for chemical analysis and examination :—

1. Small intestine and contents.
2. Large intestine.

3. Liver.

4. Heart.

5. Lung.

6. Brain.

These articles werc taken direct to the laboratory in the Andersonian Institution, and
were there delivered to me by the parties before named. I have since made a careful
analysis and chemical examination of all the said matters, with the following results :—

1. Small Intestine and its contents.

The portion of small intestine contained a turbid and reddish-coloured liquid, which
measured four ounces. On standing for several hows in a glass vessel, this liquid
deposited numerous and well-defined octoedral crystals, which, on being subjected to
thgdusual chemical processes for the detection of arsenic, were found to be arsenious
acid.

Arsenic was also detected in the small intestine.

2. Large Intestine.
This organ yielded arsenic, but in less proportion than in the small intestine.
8. Liver, Brain, and Heart.
Arsenic was separated from the liver, heart, and brain, but in much less proportion
than from the small and large intestine.
4 Lung.
The lung gave only a slight indication of the presence of arsenic.
, Conclusions.

1. That the body of the deceased Pierre Emile L’ Angelier contained arsenic.

2. That the arsenic must have been taken by or administered to him while living.

All this is true, on soul and conscience.

(Signed)  FREDERICK PENNY,
Professor of Chemistry.

Examination continued—The actual quantity was not ascertained. The
presence of arsenic in the brain does not enable me to say when the
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arsenic was taken. I can see no physiological reason why the arsenic
should not make its appearance at the same time in the other textures of
the body.

By the Lorp JusTicE-CLERK—Purging would account for a smaller
portion of arsenic being found in the large intestine than in the small
intestine.

By the Lorp ADvocATE—When my analysis was completed, on the
11th April, I returned the portions of the body to Edinburgh. They
were delivered to Dr Christison. These were powder from contents of
stomach, fluid from contents of stomach, portions of small and large
intestines, liver, heart, lung, &c. They were in my custody till delivered
to Dr Christison. They were portions of I’Angelier’s body. I was
asked to make investigation as to arsenic at the shops of Mr Currie and
Mr Murdoch, to ascertain if the substance sold by them as arsenic really
contained that proportion. On the 18th I purchased from Mr Murdoch’s
shop 14 oz. of arsenic in the state in which it is usually sold. On the
same day I purchased from Mr Currie’s 1 oz of arsenic. I find they
contain the following proportions of arsenious acid—that is, pure white
arsenic : Mr Murdoch’s, 95.1 per cent. ; Currie’s 94.4 percent. The other
substances were inorganic matter —in Mr DMurdoch’s, carbonaceous
matter ; and in Currie’s, particles of indigo and carbonaceous matter, with
ash or inorganic matter. The arsenic bought at Iir Currie’s contained an
extremely small portion of colouring matter of indigo. The greater part
of that colouring matter, by peculiar and dexterous manipulation, could
be removed, and the arsenic would afterwards appear white to the
unassisted eye. If a sufficient portion of that arsenic were administered
to cause death, and prior to death great vomiting had taken place, I
would not have expected to find any portion of the indigo. The indigo
would shew a blue colour in solution.

By the Lorp Justice-CLErk—The quantity of indigo was so small
that it would not colour wine of any sort.

By the Lorp ApvocaTE—In regard to the arsenic purchased from Mr
Mourdoch, that was mixed with carbonaceous particles. If that had been
administered, and if the arsenic had settled down from the contents of
the stomach, as in this case, I should have expected to find carbonaceous
particles. Suppose there had been prior administration of arsenic a
month before, similar to what was purchased from Murdoch’s, I would
not have expected to have found traces of that carbonaceous matter.
Various articles were delivered to me by Mr Wilson, said to have been
found in Mr I’Angelier's lodgings; they were fifteen articles, viz., twelve
bottles, two paper packages, and a cake of chocolate. I examined them,
specially for arsenic, and to ascertain their general nature. No. 1 (a
bottle), contained a brown liquid, containing magnesia, Epsom salts,
soda, and rhubarb; No. 2, sugar and ammonia; No. 3, camphorated oil ;
No. 4, laudanum; No. 5, bottle containing colourless liquid, a very weak
solution of aconite; No. 6, bottle containing whitish powder, chalk,
sugar, and cinnamon chiefly; No. 7, olive 0il; No. 8, a brown liquid and
brown sediment, containing chalk, cinnamon, and an astringent matter ;
No. 9, four packages of powders, consisting exclusively of sulphate of
quinine; No. 10, Eau de Cologne; No. 11, camphorated chalk; No. 12,
cake of chocolate; No. 13, paper package—a dried plant; No. 22, empty
phial, labelled glycerine; No. 23, small bottle containing & resinous

C



34

eement. Witness then identified the various bottles which contained
the stomach. None of these solutions, excepting the solution of
aconite, are poisonous. It was extremely weak, and the quantity I
found was not sufficient to destroy life. There were nearly 2 ounces in
the phial, and it was more than half full; if the whole quantity taken
out had been swallowed, it would not have been sufficient to destroy life.
T cannot speak to the effects of aconite. The symptoms generally are in-
sensibility, purging, coldness, and death. There was a label on the phial
with this direction—¢ A teaspoonful every two hours.” I never heard of
prussic acid being used externally as a cosmetie; I should think it highly
dangerous to use it in that way. I am not aware of any beneficial action
that it exerts. I should say it would be very dangerous to use arsenic for a
similar purpose. If rubbed on the skin it might produce constitutional
symptoms of poisoning by arsenic; it would produce an eruption on the
skin. I have heard of its being used as a depilatory to remove hairs
from the skin, mixed, however, with other matters, lime generally,
solid. Tt is not arsenious acid that is so used; it is usually the yellow
sulphuret.

Cross-examined by the DEAN oF Facurry—In the entire stomach and
its contents there was arsenic equal to 82 7-10th grains. That was ex-
clusive of the white powder which I first examined. The white powder
that I attested after being dried weighed 5 2-10th grains, and that was
arsenious acid. I did not determine the quantity of arsenic in the lungs,
liver, brain, or heart ; I can give no notion of the quantity that might
be in these organs. In the small intestine it must have been consider-
able, because when its contents were allowed to repose, arsenious acid
crystallised out of that liquid and deposited abundantly on the sides of
the vessel. That indicated the liquid had as much arsenic as it could
hold in solution at the temperature. I can’t give any idea of the quan-
tity in the small intestine. It was decidedly appreciable. Might it be
several grains —1It would be a mere matter of guess, and I should not
like to guess in so serious a matter. If the deceased, when attacked by
symptoms of arsenical poisoning, vownited a great deal, and in large
quantities, it would depend on the mode of administration whether a
quantity would be carried off. If given with solid food, and in a solid
state, a large portion of the arsenic would be ejected from the stomach
if all that food were vomited ; but if the arsenic were stirred up with a
liquid, and thereby thrown into a state of mechanical suspension, I would
not expect that so considerable a portion should be ejected by vomiting.
By solid food I mean bread and the like. In the case of the arsenic
being taken in a fluid, I could not say what proportion might be ejected.
I should not be surprised to find that as much had been ejected as re-
mained. Judging from what I found on the examination of the body, the
dose of arsenic must have been of very unusual size. There are cases on
record in which very large quantities of arsenic have been found in the
stomach and intestines. I know this as a matter of reading. There are
examples of larger quantities being found than in the present. I think
there is a case in which two drachms were found—that is 120 grains.
That is the largest quantity which occurs to my mind at this moment as
having been found. The cases in which a very large quantity of arsenic
~was found did not turn out to be cases of intentional murder by a third
party. In the cases to which I refer, the arsenic'was taken by the party
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voluntarily, with the intention to commit suicide. It would be very
difficalt to give a large dose of arsenic in a liquid. By a large dose of
arsenic you exclude many vehicles in which arsenic might be admitted.
Nothing which I found in my investigation indicated the time when
the arsenic must have been taken. The extreme period that elapses
between the administering of this poison and the symptoms being mani-
fested is eight or ten hours in the cases on record. There are some cases
which shew themselves in less than half-an-hour. We have cases in
which death has resulted in a few hours, and cases in which death
has been delayed for two or three days. As to the arsemnic obtsined
from Currie’s shop, the greater part of the colouring matter might be
removed by dexterous manipulation. If you were to throw water on the
arsenic and agitate the two together, and after the arsenic has sabsided,
you throw off the liquor, a portion of colouring matter is thrown off;
but if you keep the vessel shaken in a particular way, you may coax the
greater part of the colouring matter away. Murdoch’s arsenic was
coloured with carbonaceous matter ; it had the odour of coal soot. I
cannot tell from examination whether the, arsenic found was administered
in one dose or in several. It would be very dangerous to use arsenic
externally in any way. There are cases in which it has been applied to
the entire or whole skin, and in which the symptoms of poisoning have
been produced—vomiting, pain, but not deatﬁ. In one case it was
rubbed on the head, I think ; but I don’t remember the details of the
case. From the remembrance of general reading, my impression is that
it produces eruption of the sound skin. If cold water were used —I
should not like to wash in such water myself. You cannot givé me any
other answer +—No, I cannot.

By the Lorp JusTicE-CLERE—There are cases in which inflammation
of the intestines has been produced by external application of arsenic.

By the DEAN—Arsenic is an irritant poison ; it is absorbed into the
blood, I presume, with great rapidity, and through the blood it reaches
all the organs in which we find it. :

By the Lorp ApvocaTE—In administering large doses of arsenic many
vehicles are excluded. Cocoa or chocolate is a vehicle in which a large
dose might be given. There is a great difference between giving rise to
suspicion and actual detection. I have found, by actual experiment, that
when thirty or forty grains of arsenic are put into a cup of warm choco-
late, a large portion of the arsenic settles down in the bottom of the cup,
and I think a person drinking sdeh poisonous choeolate would suspect
something when the gritty particles came into his mouth ; but if the
same quantity, and even a larger quantity, were boiled with the chocolate,
instead of merely being stirred or mixed, none of it settles down. I
could not separate the soot by washing from Murdoch’s arsenio; but a
very large quantity of it might be separated. Suppose a person the
subject of repeated doses of arsenic, I have no evidence on which to
form an opinion whether the last dose would be fatal more rapidly. I
delivered to Dr Christison some of the arsenic I got at Currie’s and
Murdoch’s.

By the DeaN—In case of chocolate being boiled with afsenic in it, a
larger proportion dissolves and does not sabside. That is what I find to
be the case from actual experiment. Coffee or tea could mot be made
the vehicle of a large dose of arsenic.
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By the Lorp Jusrice-CLERK—The period in which the arsenic pro-
duces its effect varies in different individuals, and according to the mode
of administration. Pain in the stomach is one of the first symptoms,
and vomiting usually accompanies the pain, but it may be very severe
before vomiting actually begins Ten, fifteen, or twenty grains might
be given in coffee.

The Lorp Justice-CLERKE—Certainly, Dr Penny, more satisfactory,
lucid, or distinct evidence I never heard.

Dr CaristisoN, examined by the Lorp ApvocaATE—Dr Penny of
Glasgow delivered to me portions of the body of L' Angelier on 10th
April. T made a chemical analysis of the subjects so delivered with the
view of ascertaining if they contained poison ; and I prepared the fol-

lowing report :—

I certify, on soul and conscience, that I received on the 11th ultimo, for chemical
examination, from the hands of Dr Frederick Penny of Glasgow, a box containi
various articles connected with the case of Pierre Emile L'Angelier, who is suppose:
]tob:alilev; died of poison. The articles, nine in number, were all duly sealed and
a 8

No. 1 was a ‘* small tube containing powder from contents of stomach.”

This powder was a coarse, gritty, white, shining, crystaliform powder, which (1)
sublimed at a gentle heat; (2) condensed in sparkling octoedral crystals; (3) was
slowly soluble in boiling distilled water ; and when so dissolved, gave (4) a sulphar-
yellow frecipitate with sulphuretted hydrogen water ; (5) a lemon-yellow precipitate
with solution of ammoniacal nitrate of silver; (6) an apple-green precipitate with
ammoniacal sulphate of copper ; and on being mixed with hydrochloric acid, and then
boiled on copper-gauze, yielded S]'I) a dark grayish-black encrustation on the gauze,
which, on being heated at a small glass tube (8), became again a bright l‘c'(l?)per-red;
and at the same time yielded a ring of white sparkling sublimate in octoedral crystals,
or forms derived from the octoedre.

The powder was therefore oxide of arsenic.

No. 2 was a *‘ bottle containing prepared thuid from contents of stomach.”

This fluid was colourless and nearly transparent. 51) A stream of sulphuretied
hydrogen threw down from it an abundant sulphur-yellow precipitate. (2) Hydro-
cg'loric acid being added to a portion of it, copper-gauze was subjected to a boiling
heat in the mixture ; upon which, in a few seconds, the ganze became encrusted with
a grayish-black coat. (8) This gauze, when washed, dried, and heated in a glass
tube, was restored to its original bright co;me -red appearance; and at the same time
a ring of sparkling crystals was obtained, the form of which was the regular octoedre,
or some form derived from it. . .

The fluid prepared from the contents of the stomach therefore contained oxide ar
arsenio, and in considerable quantity. ey

No. 4 was a ** bottle containing portion of contents of small intestine.

This was a turbid opaque dirty-gray liquid, holding much insoluble matter in
suspension ; and white glittering particles were seen on the bottom of the bottle.

he contents were poured out 80 as to leave the powder behind. . Hydrochlode acid
Leing added to the portion poured off, the mixture was boiled for a litile, and copper-
gauze was subjected to its action at a boiling tem . In a few seconds the ganze
was encrusted with a grayish-black film, which was proved to be arsenic in the same

way us in the experiments previously described.
'the powder :ﬁ cleaned %y washi’;g it with cold distilled water, aed was found to be
oxide of arsenio by the tests to which the powder from the contents of the stomach was

subj . . N
v contents of the small intestine therefore contained o?l:_le of arsenic.
‘0 ipot ¢ § taini rtion of liver.
Vo 7 was a common gallipot * jar containing po o oa

comtents, being about four ounces of a liver, were s ) cation pro-
in 1863 by Dr Penny of the process of Reinsch for detecting arsemic in ::
The liver having been cut into small pieces, and boiled in orgdndhm
fled water in a glass flask, to which a distilling ;ﬁ;ﬂw glass was con-
the whole texture was gradually reduced to a fine and 2 disuled
*atned, which was collected in divided portions. These liquors were e

wly olear, The two first portions obtained did not contain any arsemc. the
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gave faint traces of it, the fifth and sixth portions, when segarately subjected to the
action of copper gauze, ﬁga.ve characteristically the usual dark-gray encrustation; and
this again was driven off as usual by heat and a small glass tube, and yielded in each
case a white, sparkling ring of crystals, which were regular octoedres, or forms derived
from the octoedre.

The liver therefore contained oxide of arsenic,

Having obtained unequivocal proof of the presence of arsenic in the contents of the
stomach, in the contents of the small intestine, and in the liver, it does not appear to be
necessary to examine the other articles delivered to me by Dr Penny. These are—
3. Prepared fluid from the textures of stomach; 5. Portions of the small intestine;
6. Portion of the large intestine ; 8, Portions of the heart and lungs; 9. Portion of

the brain.
(Signed)  R. CHRIsTISON, M.D., &e.

The fluid from the stomach appeared to indicate a considerable quantity in
the system—more than sufficient to destroy life. I have had great expe-
rience in regard to poisons, and published a work on the subject. At
pages 301 and 303 1 state the usual effects of poisoning by arsenic. If
I found all these effects in a case, it would lead me to suspect the pre-
sence of arsenic or some other active poison. I have not seen Dr Thom-
son and Dr Steven’s reports on the post mortem examination of the body.
Supposing a person had taken a small dose of arsenic on the 19th Feb-
ruary, and again on the 22d February, and again on the 22d March, the
symptoms I would expect to find would be variable. Sometimes they
pass off quickly, and sometimes continue for weeks or months. When
they continue, they are indigestion, loss of strength, emaciation, some-
times diarrheea, lassitude of the limbs. If there appeared erosions with
elevated edges in the intestines, I should have been led to suspect the
existence of some affection of the intestines previous to the final attack.
My opinion would depend considerably on the accuracy of the reporter.

The Lorp ADVOCATE read the description of the post mortem examina-
tion of the body, and asked—Was this what witness would have expected
to find after the administration of arsenic? Witness deponed that it
would be very natural to expect such appearances from arsenic. I would
have thought them the natural result of arsenic if I had known it had
been administered.

By the Lorp ApvocATE—If you had been consulted in a case of
this kind,—that on the 18th or 19th of February a person having gone
out in good health returns, is attacked during the night with great
pain in the bowels, severe vomiting of a green viscous fluid, accom-
panied by intense thirst and purging,—and after the lapse of two or
three days and partial recovery the patient is again seized with the
same symptoms, though in a somewhat modified form,—that after the
second attack he had continued affected with great lassitude, change of
colour, low pulse, and, after going from home for ten days or a fortnight,
had again returned and been attacked the same night with these symp-
toms in an aggravated form,—that he died within eight or ten hours of
his return to his house, and that on a post mortem examination the results
were found of which you are aware in this case,—I wish you to give me
your opinion as a man of science and skill what conclusion you would
draw as to the cause of the previous illnesses and death %—1I could have
no doubt that the cause of his death was poisoning with arsenic, and such
being the case, I should have entertained a strong suspicion in regard to
his previous illnesses, although his death would have prevented me from
taking the means of satisfying my mind on the subject by a careful exa-
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mination of all the circumstances. The symptoms are consistent with
what you would expect if continuous poisoning were taking place }—
They are those which have occurred in parallel cases of the admini-
stration of doses singly insufficient to cause death. Shewn reports of
examination of the portions of the body, arsenic, &o., and read them
as follows :—

Edinburgh, May 26, 1857.

I certify that, since the delivery of my first report on the case of Pierre Emile
L’Angelier, I have examined

No. 6, being a portion of the great intestine, by the same process employed in the
instance of the liver, and that I o%taincd from it unequivocal evidence of the existence
of arsenic; and

No. 8 also, being a portion of the brain. This was dried up, and amounted to about
u quarter of an ounce only. I obtained from it, by the same process, traces of arsenic,
but not satisfactory evidence. That result might have been owing to the small quantity
of material [ had to anaiyse.

I further certify that on Gth May Dr Penny put into my hands two small paper
packets, duly sealed, one supposed to be arsenic mixed with soot, the other arsenic
mixed with indigo, according to the directions of the Act for the sale of arsenic.

The one marked * Murdoch’s arsenic " I found to contain soot. Judging from the
depth of colour I infer that it contains the due proportion of soot.

he other, marked ¢ Currie’s arsenic,” and supposed to contain indigo, does mnot
coutain the indigo directed to be used in the Act for the sale of arsenic. It may contain
alittle of the colouring matter of indigo. But when the whole colouring matter is
detached, it does not give the peculiar reactions of indigo, neither-does it impart a blue
colour to the arsenic as good indigo does characteristically; for the colour is a pale
grayish black. The colouring matter in this artiele is also imperfectly mixed. It may
be easily removed, in a great measure, by washing the powder with cold water; which
is not to be accomplished easily, or so perfectly, when good indigo is used. The pro-
portion of the admixture amounts to a 36th part. This is a little less than the propor-
tion which the Act directs—viz., a 32d—when indigo is used.

All this I certify on soul and conscience.

(Signed) R. CHRISTISON.

By the DEaN—My attention was not directed to colouring matter in
the arsenic. I got only one article in which it might have been found,
if my attention had been directed to it—viz., the small intestine ; the
others had been subjected to previous analysis. I was not asked to
attend to colouring matter. I did not see it, and I did not search for
it. Supposing soot or indigo to have been administered with the arsenic,
I think it might have been found in the intestines by casual examina-
tion. T can’t say it would have been found ; many circumstances go to
the possibility of its being found. Many of the component parts of soot
are insoluble ; and it might have been partially removed by frequent
vomiting. It is very difficult to remove soot from arsenic entirely.
Indigo would have been found more easily from the peculiarity of the
colour, and the chemical ingredients being so precise. Cwrrie’s arsenic
is not coloured with true indigo ; it is waste indigo, or what has been
used for the purposes of the dyer. I don’t know how it is prepared. I
did not analyse the colouring matter of Currie’s arsenic. I ascertained
that it was not the indigo directed by the Act to be used, and I ascer-
tained the quantity. I separated the colouring matter from the indigo,
and subjected it to the action of sulphuric acid. Charcoal is one of the
chief constituents of good indigo, and necessarily of waste indigo. The
chief constituent of soot is charcoal also. I was informed by Dr Penny
of the quantity he found in the stomach—more than eighty grains.
There was also a white powder found in addition. If there was great
vomiting and purging, the quantity of arsenic administered must have
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been much greater than was found jn his stomach and intestines. Much
would depend on whether means were taken to facilitate vomiting. If
hot and cold water were freely given, that would facilitate the discharge
of the poison. It is impossible to say the proportion ejected ; I think it
would be reasonable to suppose that as much would be vomited as
remained ; it might, without any extravagant supposition, be taken at
four or five times as much. There was nothing in the symptoms men-
tioned in the last illness in this case inconsistent with death being pro-
duced by a single dose of arsenic. The ordinary symptoms in a case of
this kind are not unlike the symptoms of malignant cholera. I think
all the symptoms in this case might have occurred from malignant
cholera. If there were a sense of choking and soreness of the throat,
I think these are more symptoms of arsenic; I don’t think they have
occurred in cholera. I think the ulcers in the duodenum might indicate
the previous existence of inflammation of the duodenum, called duo-
denitis. It might be a disease which would present the outward
symptoms of bowel complaint or cholera. The ordinary time that
elapses between the administration of arsenic and death is from eighteen
hours to two and a-half days. The exceptions to this are numerous :
some of them are very anomalous as to the shortness of the interval.
The shortest are two or two and a-half hours; these have been ascer-
tained ; but it is not always possible to ascertain when it is administered.
The time between which the poison is administered and the manifestation
of the gymptoms is from half an hour to an hour. I had a case lately
in which it was five hours. There are also cases in which it was seven
and even ten hours. It does not appear that the size of the dose affects
this ; it does not depend on the amount taken, within certain bounds of
course; but I speak of the case as arsenic is usually administered. There
are a good many cases of large doses. I think the dose in this case must
have been double, probably more than double, the quantity found in the
stomach. A dose of 220 grains may be considered a large dose. I can’t
say if, in cases of as large a dose as this, they were intentionally adminis-
tered ; in the greater proportion of cases of suicide, the dose is generally
found to be large. That is easily accounted for by the desire of the
party to make certain of death.

The DEaAN—In a case of murder no such large quantity would be
used ? Tt is in cases of suicide that double-shotted pistols are used and
large doses given.

‘Witness—But murder, even by injuries, and also by poison, is very
often detected by the size of the dose. In all cases of poisoning by
arsenic, there is always more used than is necessary. I cannot recollect
how much has been used, but I know very well that what is found in
the stomach in undoubted cases of poisoning by others has been con-
siderably larger than what is necessary to occasion death, because the
very fact of poison being found in the stomach at all, as in the case of
arsenic, shews that more has been administered than is necessary, as it
is not what is found in the stomach that causes death, but what disap-
pears from the stomach.

The DEAN—But do you know any case in which so great a dose as
the present was administered %

Witness—I cannot recollect at the present moment. In cases of
charges of murder by arsenic, it is scarcely possible to get any informa-
tion as to the actual quantity used,
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The DEAN—You have information here in this charge of murder ?

‘Witness—You have information as to what was in the stomach.

The DEAN—AnNd you are enabled to draw an inference ?

Witness—Of course, my inference is drawn by a sort of probability,
but that is not an inference on which I am entitled to found any positive
statement.

The DEAN—Well, let me put this question. Did you ever know of
any person murdered by arsenic having eighty-eight grains of it found in
his stomach and intestines ?

Witness—I don’t recollect at the present moment.

The DEAN—Or anything approaching to it ?

‘Witness—I don’t recollect, but I would not rely on my recollection
as to a negative answer.

The DEAN—You are not, at all events, able to give me an example
the other way ?

Witness—Not at present. As far as my own observation goes, I can
say that I never met with eighty grains in the stomach of a person who
had been poisoned by arsenic. I can’t say what is the largest quantity
I have found.

The DEAN—If a person designs to poison another, the use of a very
large quantity of arsenic, greatly exceeding what is necessary, is a thing
to be avoided ?

Witness—It is a great error. [Examination continued.] In some
articles of food it is easy to administer a large quantity of arsenic, and
in others it is difficult to do so. It is very rare for persons to take
meals after arsenic has been administered ; but there is a case of a girl
who took arsenic at eleven o’clock forenoon, and at two o’clock she made
a pretty good dinner. It was a French case; and the words as trans-
lated are that she made a very good dinner, though it was observed that
she was uneasy previously. The author who notices that case notices it
as a very extraordinary one. She died in thirteen or fourteen hours
after the administration. It was a rapid case.

By the Lorp ApvocATE—The amount of matter vomited is sometimes
very little; and sometimes very large doses have been thrown off by
vomiting. There is one case in which half-an-ounce was taken and no
vomiting ensued. I think chocolate and cocoa would be a vehicle in
which a considerable dose might be given. Active exercise would hasten
the effects of arsenic; a long walk would do so. Exercise accelerates the
action of all poisons except narcotic poisons. That a man should take
poison at Bridge of Allan, come to Coatbridge, walk eight miles to Glas-
gow, and reach Glasgow in good health and spirits, I should think very
unlikely. Cases of protraction for five hours have occurred in persons who
had gone to sleep after taking it. From half-an-hour to an hour is the
usual time between administration and the symptoms manifesting them-
selves. In my analysis the colouring matter of the arsenic might have
been there. The administration of previous doses predisposes the system
to the effects of poison, and makes the action of the poison more rapid
and violent. If the individual had recovered entirely, this would not be
so much the case; but if he still laboured under derangement of the
stomach, I should look for very violent effects.

AmapEE THUAU, examined through an interpreter—I am a clerk in
Glasgow, and lodged with Mrs Jenkins in March last. I knew Mr
L’ Angelier, who also lived there. We took our meals together in the
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same room. Being shewn a photograph, witness identified it as one seen
in L’Angelier's room. It was the portrait of his intended. I am not
sure whether L’ Angelier ever told me her name. I did hear it, I do not
know exactly from whom, but I think it was from the French Consul.
T was in the habit of speaking with L'Angelier about her. We also
spoke about the correspondence. I knew in the end of December last
that he was to marry a young lady. I knew of some letters, but read
none of them. In one of the letters about which Mr L'Angelier spoke

"to me, the lady claimed back some of her letters. This is a pretty long

time ago. Remember the French transport Newve, at the Broomielaw.
Remembers going with Mr I’ Angelier aboard. I do not remember when
exactly. I think that on the way there he delivered a letter, but I do
not know the name of the street. I know Blythswood Square in Glas-
gow, and it was in a street close by, When Mr L’Angelier got to the
house, he made a slight noise on the bars of the window.. Witness was
waiting at a short distance. I walked on while L’Angelier delivered
the letter. It is the second window from the cormer. I have since
shewn that window to a police officer. L’Angelier was sometimes in the
habit of going out at night. I knew where he went on these occasions—
to his intended’s house. Recollect one morning finding that L’Angelier
had been out, and very ill in the night. I asked whether he had seen
the lady; he said that he saw her. I also asked if he had been unwell
after seeing her. He said that he was unwell in her presence. Irecollect
a second illness of L’Angelier. Do not think L’Angelier was out the
night before that. I did not ask him any questions. 1’Angelier insisted
to go for a doctor—for his own doctor. I went to lodge at Mrs Jenkins’
at the end of December, and all that I have said about L’Angelier took
place after I went to lodge there. On the occasion of his two illnesses,
he was ill at night and vomited. I don’t remember if he said anything
on the occasion of his illness about the letters. I went for Dr Thomson
at L’'Angelier's request. I did so on the second occasion. I think I
remember I’ Angelier’s coming home from Edinburgh. I recollect getting
a letter from I’Angelier. Identify 131 as the letter :—

MY DEAR SIR,—I have just received yours of Saturday. I thank you for your
attention. I intend to come to sleep in Glasgow to-morrow, so I beg of you to detain

my letters after this evening. I feel a little better, but it does not go on as I would

lilgel; I have no letter from Mr Mitchell ; I want very much to know what he wanted
with me.

Monday, Eleven o'clock.
The date is Monday, eleven o’clock, and the address is to Mr L’Ange-
lier, at Mrs Jenking’, Great Western Road. March 16th is the date
of the postmark. Recollect L’Angelier going to Stirling. Before
going he left instructions about his letters. [Shewn a letter ; identified
the same as the instructions in question.] The instructions were only
for one day—two days perhaps. Two letters came when he was
away ; one he sent to Stirling, and the other to Bridge of Allan.
[Shewn an envelope, but could not identify it as like that of one
of the letters which came. Shewn envelope in which he sent the
letter to Stirling, and identifies it. Shewn another envelope, and
identifies it as that in which he sent the letter to Bridge of Allan. |
Would not know the letter I sent to Bridge of Allan if I saw it. In
conversing with I’ Angelier about the lady, does not think her name was
mentioned. The correspondence was carried on against the wish of the
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family. The house where L’Angelier delivered the letter was the house
where she lived. Left town on the Saturday before I’ Angelier died, and
did not expect him to return so soon from the Bridge of Allan. A
gentleman called upon L’Angelier, and I think his name was Mitchell.
I wrote to L’ Angelier to say this gentleman had called.

By the Dean—1I saw L’Angelier take laudanum. T saw him take it
several times. I once told him that he took too much. L’Angelier said
that he could not sleep ; and that he took it because he could not sleep.
Do not know when this was. L’Angelier once said to me that he had

taken much laudanum. He told me that the morning after he had

taken it. I have seen I’Angelier take laudanum four or five times.

By the Lorp JUsTIcE-CLERK.—I mean by saying that I’ Angelier took
much laudanum, that he did so towards the end when suffering a good
deal.

AvucusTE VAUVERT DE MEAN, examined by the Lorp ApvocaTE—I am
chancellor to the French consulate at Glasgow. I was acquainted with
the late Mr L’Angelier. I was acquainted with him for about three
years. I know Miss Smith. I was acquainted with her family. I
knew that in 1856 there was a correspondence going on between I’ Ange-

lier and Miss Smith. I’Angelier confided to me this circumstance.

Mr Smith had a house at Row, and I lived at Helensburgh. IL’Ange-
lier stayed & night or two with me. When he asked my advice,
I told him that he ought to go to Miss Smith’s family, and tell them
of his attachment. I told him that was the most gentlemanly course.
He said that Mr Smith was opposed to it, and he did not think it
was necessary to apply to him ; and that Miss Smith had spoken to her
father, and that he was opposed to it. That is more than a year ago.

i
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I am aware, from what L' Angelier said, that there was a correspondence |

going on between them. I remember that I’ Angelier came to my office
a few weeks before his death, and he spoke about Miss Smith. I said
that Miss Smith was to be married to some gentleman ; and when I men-
tioned the publiec rumour, he said that it was not true ; but if it was to
come true, he had documents in his possession that would be sufficient
to forbid the banns. I don’t recollect whether he said that Mr Smith
had written to him on the subject of her reported marriage. I did
not see him after that time. I thought that, having been received
by Mr Bmith in his house, I was not at liberty to speak to Mr
Smith; but after L’ Angelier’s death I thought it was my duty to men-
tion the fact of the correspondence having been carried on between
L’Angelier and his daughter, in order that he should take steps to
exonerate his daughter in case of anything coming out. I knew that
he had letters from Miss Smith in his possession. I called on Mr
Smith in the evening of the death of Mr L’Angelier, and told him
that Mr IL’Angelier had in his possession a great number of letters
from his daughter, and that it was high time to let him know this,
that they might not fall into the hands of strangers; I said numbers
of people might go to his lodgings and read them. I went to Mr
Huggins; he was not in, but I saw two gentlemen, and told them
what I had been told to ask; they said they were not at liberty to
give the letters without Mr Huggins' consent. I then asked them to
keep them sealed up till they were disposed of. I think that was on the
Tuesday after his death. I went back to Mr Smith next day. Shortly

, i
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after I saw Mr Smith, I went, in consequence of rumours, to Miss
Smith’s house, and saw her in presence of her mother. I apprised her
of the death of I’ Angelier. She asked me if it was of my own will that
I came to tell her; and I told her it was not so, but that I came at the
special request of her father. I asked if she had seen L’Angelier on
Sunday night; she told me that she did not see him. I asked her to put
me in a position to contradict the statements which were being made
as to her relation with I Angelier. I asked her if she had seen L’ Ange-
lier on Sunday evening or Sunday night, and she told me she did not
see him. T observed to her that Mr L’Angelier had come from the
Bridge of Allan to Glasgow on a special appointment with her, by a
letter written to him. Miss Smith told me that she was not aware that
L’ Angelier was at Bridge of Allan before he came to Glasgow, and that
she did not give him an appointment for Sunday, as she wrote to him
on Friday evening giving him the appointment for the following day—
for the Saturday. She said to me that she expected him on Saturday,
but that he did not come, and that she had not seen him on Sunday. I
put the question to her perhaps five or six different times, and in different
ways. I told her that my conviction at the moment was that she must
have seen him on Sunday; that he had come on purpose from Bridge of
Allan on a special invitation by her to see her; and I did not think it
likely, admitting that he had committed suicide, that he had committed
suicide without knowing why she asked him to come to Glasgow.
The Lorp JusTice-CLERK—Did you know of this letter yourself ?
‘Witness—I heard that there was such a letter. I said to Miss Smith
that the best advice that a friend could give to her in the circumstances,
was to tell the truth about it, because the case was a very grave ons,
and would lead to an inquiry on the part of the authorities ; and that if
she did not say the truth in these circumstances, perhaps it would be
ascertained by a servant, or a policeman, or somebody passing the house,
who had seen I’Angelier; that it would be ascertained that he had been
in the house, and that this would cause a very strong suspicion as to the
motive that could have led her to conceal the truth. Miss Smith then
got up from her chair and told me, ¢ I swear to you, Mr Mean, that I
have not seen L’Angelier,” not on that Sunday only, but not for three
weeks, or for six weeks, I am not sure which.
The Lorp JusTicE-CLERK—And the mother was present ?
‘Witness—The mother was present. This question I repeated to Miss
Smith five or six times, as I thought it of great importance, and her
answer was always the same. I asked her in regard to the letter by
which L’Angelier was invited to come to see her—how it was that,
being engaged to be married to another gentleman, she could have car-
ried on a clandestine correspondence with a former sweetheart? She
told me that she did it in order to get back her letters.
The Lorp ApvocATE—Did you ask her whether she was. in the habit
of meeting L’ Angelier?

" Witness—Yes. I asked if it was true that L’'Angelier was in the
habit of having appointments with her in her house; and she told me
that 1’ Angelier had never entered into that house, meaning the Blyths-
wood Square house, as I understood. I asked her how, then, she had her
appointments to meet with him. She told me that I’ Angelier used to
come to a street at the corner of the house (Main Street), and that he
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had a signal by knocking at the window with his stick, and that she
used to talk with him,

The Lorp ApvocaTE—Did she speak about the former correspondence
with him at all ?

Witness—I asked her if it was true she had signed letters in I’ Ange-
lier’s name, and she told me that she had done so.

The Lorp JusTICE-CLERE—Do you mean thatsheadded his name tohers!?

Witness—I meant whether she signed her letters with L’Angeliers
name, and she said, Yes.

The Lorp ApvocaTE—Did she say why she did so ?

‘Witness—1I did not ask her.

By Mr Youne—I went in 1855 to live in Helensburgh. Mr L’ Angelier
visited me then, and once he came on a Saturday to my lodgings there,
and on Sunday we went on the Luss Road. I went up to my room, and
I’ Angelier not coming in for his dinner, I called for him out of temper,
and asked why he did not come in, and was keeping me from my dinner.
I then found that he was ill, and was vomiting down the staircase. He |
once complained to me of being bilious. This was a yearago. He com-
plained of once having had cholera. Last year he came to my office, and |
told me that he had had a violent attack of cholera; but I don’t know
whether that was a year or two years ago. I think it was a journey he |,
was to have made that led him to speak of having had the cholera. I don’t |
recollect whether he was unwell at the time. Tknow that when I’ Angelier
came to my house he always had a bottle of laudanum in his bag; but I
don’t know if he usedit. I onece heard him speak of arsenic; it must have
been in the winter of 1854. Tt was on a Sunday ; but I don’t recollect how
the conversation arose ; it lasted about half-an-hour. Its purport washow
much arsenic a person could take without being injured by it. He main-
tained that it was possible to do it by taking small quantities; but T
don’t know what led to the eonversation. I would be afraid to make
any statement as to the purpose for which he said it was to be taken.
T have seen something about it in a French dictionary on chemistry and
other subjects. I am afraid of making a mistake—confounding this book
with others I have read. L’Angelier stated to me that he had once been |
jilted by an English lady, a rich person, and he szid that on account of
that deception, he was almost mad for a fortnight, and. ran about, get-
ting food from a farmer in the country. He was easily excited ; when
he had any cause of grief he was affected very much.

By the Lorp JusticE-CLERK—After my marriage I had little inter-
course with I’Angelier. I thought that he might be led to take some
harsh steps in vegard to Miss Smith, and as I had some young ladies in
my house I did not think it was proper to have the same intercourse
with him as when I was a bachelor.

The Lorp ADvOCATE—What do you mean by  harsh steps ?”

Witness—I was afraid of an elopement with Miss Smith. By harsh
I mean rash. This wasafter I’ Angelier had given me his full confidence
as to what he would do in the event of Miss Smith’s father not consent-
ing to the marriage with his daughter.

The Lorp Jusrice-CLErk—Did you understand that Miss Smith had
engaged herself to him ?

‘Witness—I understood so, from what he said.

The Lorp JUsTICE-CLERK—When you used the expression, * You
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thought it right to go to Mr Smith about the letters, in order that he
might take steps to vindicate his daughter’s honour, or prevent it from
being disparaged,” did you relate to him her engagement, and apparent
breach of engagement? Had you in view that the letters might contain
an engagement which she was breaking, or that she had made a clandes-
tine engagement %

Witness—I thought that these letters were love-letters, and that it
would be much better that they should be in Mr Smith’s hands than in
the hands of strangers.

The Lorp ADVoCATE—What, were L’Angelier’s usual character and
habits ?

The Lorp JusTicE-CLERK—Was he a steady fellow ?

Witness—My opinion of I’ Angelier’s character at the moment of his
death was, that he was a most regular young man in his conduct,
religious, and, in fact, that he was most exemplary in all his conduct.
The only objection which I heard made to him was that he was vain and
a boaster—boasting of grand persons whom he knew. For example,
when he spoke of Miss Smith, he would say, “I shall forbid Madeline to
do such a thing, or such another thing. She shall not dance with such
a one or such another.”

The Lorp JusticE-CLERK—Did he boast of any success with
females ?

‘Witness—Never.

The Lorp Justice-CLERE—Did he seem jealous of Miss Smith pay-
ing attentions to others ?

Witness—No ; of others paying attentions to Miss Smith.

The Lorp JusricE-CLERK—It was not on account of any levity in
his character that you discouraged him visiting you after your marriage ?

Witness—No ; I thought that his society might be fit for a bachelor,
but not for a married man.

The DeaN—Do you understand the word “ levity "}

‘Witness—Yes ; lightness, irregularity.

The Lorp Justice-CLERE—How long was it since you had seen
him when he’came to you a short time before his death ¥ Had there been
a long cessation of intercourse ?

‘Witness—Yes, there had been a long cessation.

The Lorp ADVOCATE — [Shewing witness a daguerreotype of
L’Aungelier]—Is that like I’ Angelier ?

Witness—Yes ; it is a good likeness.

The Lorp JusticE-CLERE—About what age was he ?

Witness—Between twenty-eight and thirty, I think.

The Lorp Justice-CLERK—Did he bring recommendations to you,
or did you get acquainted with him accidentally ?

Witness—TI think I got accidentally acquainted with him in a house
in Glasgow ; but I do not recollect.

The Court adjourned shortly after six o'clock till the following day.
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THIRD DAY —THURrspAY, July 2.

The Court met at ten o'clock this morning for the further hearing of
the case. So far as it has gone, the evidence appears to have had any-
thing but a disheartening effect upon the prisoner, for she seemed to be
more enlivened in appearance to-day than ever.

The Lord Justice-Clerk, Lord Ivory, and Lord Handyside, as for-
merly, occupied the bench.

CuarLes O'NEmLL, civil-engineer and architect, Glasgow, examined
by the SoLiciToR-GENERAL—I was employed by the public authorities
to make a plan of the house No. 7 Blythswood Square, which was occu-
pied by Mr James Smith, the father of the panel. [Shewn plan.] This
is the plan which I made, and it is an accurate one. The house is at
the corner of Blythswood Square and Main Street, entering from Blyths-
wood Square. It consists of two floors—a street floor and a sunk floor.
The lobby, as you go in, runs along the side wall of the house to the
left-hand side; there are no rooms to that side. On the right-hand side
there is ‘first the drawing-room, then the dining-room, then a space
occupied by the stairs entering from Main Street to the houses above,
but which are no portion of Mr Smith’s house. The passage takes a
turn a little to the right there, and becomes narrower than the lobby.
After it turns, there is a small pantry facing the lobby, and beyond that
there are three bed-rooms. Down stairs there is an area-door to Blyths-
wood Square, and a door at the back of the house, leading into an
inner area which opens into a lane. Going in at the front area-door,
on the left-hand there is a small bed-room, and to the right is the
kitchen. Beyond the bed-room, to the left, there is a closet and wine-
cellar. Beyond the kitchen, to the right, there is another bed-room,
with two windows looking to Main Street. That is marked, “No. 5,
Madeline’s bed-room.” The lower sill of these windows is about eighteen
inches below Main Street, and there are iron gratings and stanchions
over them. The glass of the windows is about six inches from the street,
so that a person standing in the street and putting their arm through
the railings can easily touch the windows; and anything let fall inside
the railings would fall on the level of the sill of the window. Amny-
thing so let fall could be picked up by a person opening the window.
‘Where the passage passes that room there are stairs, then a pantry, and
beyond that a bed-room, marked on the plan “C. H. 7.” That is the
room nearest to the back-door. On the right-hand side of the passage
there, there is no accommodation in Mr Smith’s house. It belongs to
other houses. The height of the room No. 5, from the floor to the sill
of the window, is about three or four feet. It is just an ordinary win-
dow. The lane at the back of the house leads from Main Street, and
opens into Main Street, so that a person has no difficulty in getting
from Main Street to the door of the back area. The house next to the
lane in Main Street is occupied by Mr Minnoch and Mr Douglas.
That is acommon stair.

By Mr Young—The door in Main Street is the door of the common
stair leading to the houses above; that is, the door leading to Mr
Minnoch’s house. The plan shews six windows altogether in the sunk
floor ; three look into the area in front, to Blythswood Square, two to ‘

|
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Main Btreet, and one into the area behind. I can’t say whether all of
these windows are stanchioned outside with iron bars ; those in Main
Street are. I took no note as to the other windows. The sill of the
windows in the bed-room No. 5 is three ot four feet above the floor ; I
did not measure. There are eight steps leading up to the front door of
the house ; I can’t say how many lead down to the area ; it is an area
of about six feet deep. I did not measure the distance between the sill
of the window and Main Street. Main Street inclines towards the lane;
it is lower towards the lane; it declines towards the lane. I did not
try the gradient ; there is a fall of about six feet between Blythswood
Square and the lane ; that is, in a distance of about ninety-eight feet.
There is a wall between the back area and the lane. I did not measure
its height.

The Lorp JusTICE-CLERE—You might have as well not made & plan
at all, sir.

By the Sovrictror-GENERAL—I was asked to make a ground-plan of
each floor.

The prisoner's declaration was then read as follows. It was dated the
31st March :—*“ My name is Madeline Smith. I am a native of Glas-
gow ; twenty-one years of age, and I reside with my father, James
Smith, architect, at No. 7 Blythswood Square, Glasgow. For about the
last two years I have been acquainted with P. Emile I’Angelier, who
was in the employment of W. B. Huggins & Co., in Bothwell Street,
and who lodged at 11 Franklin Place. He recently paid his addresses
to me, and I have met with him on a variety of occasions. I learned
about his death on the afternoon of Monday the 23d March current,
from mamma, to whom it had been mentioned by a lady, named Miss
Perry, a friend of Mr I’Angelier. I had not seen Mr I’Angelier for
about three weeks before his death, and the last time I saw him was on
a night about half-past ten o’clock. On that occasion he tapped at my
bed-room window, which is on the ground floor, and fronts Main Street.
I talked to him from the window, which is stanchioned outside, and I
did not go out to him, nor did he come in to me. This occasion, which,
as already said, was about three weeks before his death, was the last
time I saw him, He was in the habit of writing notes to me, and I
was in the habit of replying to him by notes. The last note I wrote to
him was on the Friday before his death—viz., Friday the 20th March
current. I now see and identify that note and the relative envelope,
and they are each marked No. 1. In consequence of that note I ex-
pected him to visit me on Saturday night the 21st current, at my bed-
room window, in the same way as formerly mentioned; but he did not come,
and sent no notice. There was no tapping 2t my window on said Satur-
day night, or on the following night, being Sunday. I went to bed on Sun-
day night about eleven o’clock, and remained in bed till the usual time of
getting up next morning, being eight or nine o’clock. In the course of
my meetings with Mr L’Angelier, he and I had arranged to get married,
and we had at one time proposed September last as the time the mar-
riage was to take f)la.ce, and subsequently the present month of March
was spoken of It was proposed that we should reside in furnished
lodgings ; but. we had not made any definite arrangement as to time or
otherwise. He was very unwell for some time, and had gone to the
Bridge of Allan for his health, and he complained of sickness; but I have
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no idea what was the cause of it. I remember giving him some cocoa
from my window one night, some time ago; but I cannot specify the
time particularly. He took the cup in his hand and barely tasted the
contents, and I gave him no bread to it. I was taking some cocoa
myself at the time, and had prepared it myself. It was between ten
and eleven P.M. when I gave it to him. I am now shewn a note or
letter and envelope which are marked respectively No. 2, and I recog-
nise them as a note and envelope which I wrote to Mr L’Angelier, and
sent to the post. As I had attributed his sickness to want of food, I
proposed, as stated in the note, to give him a loaf of bread, but I said
that merely in a joke, and, in point of fact, 1 never gave him any bread.
I have bought arsenic on various occasions. The last I bought was
a sixpenceworth, which I bought in Currie the apothecary’s, in Sauchie-
hall Street ; and, prior to that, I bought other two quantities of arsenic,
for which I paid sixpence each—one of these in Currie’s, and the other
in Murdoch the apothecary’s shop, in Sauchiehall Street. I used it
all as a cosmetic, and applied it to my face, neck, and arms, diluted with
water. The arsenic I got in Cwrrie’s shop I got there on Wednesday
the 18th March, and I used it all on one occasion, having put it all in
the basin where I was to wash myself. I had been advised to the use of
arsenic in the way I have mentioned by a young lady, the daughter
of an actress, and I had also seen the use of it recommended in the
newspapers. The young lady’s name was Giubilei, and 1 had met her
at school at Clapton, near London. I did not wish any of my father’s
family to be aware that I was using arsenic, and therefore never men-
tioned it to any of them; and I dop’t suppose they or any of the ser-
vants ever noticed any of it in the basin. When I bought the arsenic in
Murdoch’s, I am not sure whether I was asked or not what it was for;
but I think I said it was for a gardener to kill rats or destroy vermin
about flowers, and I only said this because I did not wish them to know
that I was going to use it as a cosmetic. I don’t remember whether I
was asked as to the use I was going to make of the arsenic on the other
two occasions, but I likely made the same statement about it as I had
done in Murdoch’s; and on all the three occasions, as required in the
shops, I signed my name to a book in which the sales were entered. On
the first occasion I was accompanied by Mary, a daughter of Dr Buchanan
of Dumbarton. For several years past Mr Minnoch, of the firm of
William Houldsworth and Co., has been coming a good deal about my
father’s house, and about a month ago Mr Minnoch made a proposal of
marriage to me, and I gave him my hand in token of acceptance, but no
time for the marriage has yet been fixed ; and my object in writing the note,
No 1, before mentioned, was to have a meeting with Mr L’Angelier to
tell him that I was engaged in marriage to Mr Minnoch. I am now
shewn two notes and an envelope bearing the Glasgow postmark of 23d
January, which are respectively marked No. 3, and I recognise these as
in my handwriting, and they were written and sent by me to Mr
L’Angelier. On the occasion that I gave Mr L’Angelier the cocoa, as
formerly mentioned, I think that I used it must have been known to the
servants and members of my father’s family, as the package containing
the cocoa was lying on the mantelpiece in my room; but no one of the
family used it except myself, as they did not seem to like it. The water
which I used I got hot from the servants. On the night of the 18th,
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when I used the arsenic last, I was going to a dinmer-party at Mr
Minnoch’s house. I never administered, or caused to be administered, to
Mr L’Angelier arsenic or anything injurious. And this I declare to be
truth, (Signed) MADELINE SMITH.”

Miss MarY BuUcHANAN, examined by the SoLicrTOR-GENERAL—Dr
Buchanan of Dumbarton is my father. I am acquainted with Miss
Smith. One day last spring I went into a chemist’s shop in Sauchiehall
Street with her ; it was Currie’s shop. I don’t remember if she told me
what she was goingin for. I heard her ask for arsenic. She was told
by the shopman that she must sign her name to a book. He did not ask
her what she wanted with it. I asked her that in the hearing of the
shopman, and she said it was to kill rats. She got the arsenic. I am.
not sure, but I think she got sixpenceworth. She brought it away with
her. When I asked what she was going to do with it, and when she
said, to kill rats, the shopman suggested phosphorus, but she said she had
tried that before, and was unsuccessful ; but she said that the family was
going to the Bridge of Allan, and there was no danger in leaving it lying
about in the town-house, as it would be put down in the cellars. I think
I had no further conversation with her about it. I think she asked
sixpenceworth. I think she asked the shopman something about what
was a dose, and he said such a quantity as she named would kill a great
many people. She turned to me and said she only wanted it for rats. I
said nothing more. Leaving the shop, I laughed at the idea of a young
lady buying arsenic ; she said nothing, but laughed too. That wason the
6th March. I knew that she was going that day to Bridge of Allan. I
was at school with Miss Smith at Cglapton, near London ; she came after
I was there two years, and I think she was there a year along with me.
I have been acquainted with her ever since. I have frequently seen her
write, and am well acquainted with her handwriting. Ihave been shewa
by the Procurator-Fiscal a number of letters, and I examined them care-
fully with the view of ascertaining if they were in her handwriting, and
I came to the conclusion that they were hers. I marked the letters with
my initials. I think it was in the autumn of 1852 or 1863 that Miss
Smith came to school at Clapton ; it must have been 1853, I think. Her
full name is Madeline Hamilton Smith. In the course of last spring she
wrote to me, telling me she was engaged to be married ; that was in the
very end of February. She said she was engaged to Mr Minnoch. She
afterwards spoke to me on the subject on the 6th and 31st March. On
both these occasions she spoke of herself as engaged to be married to Mr
Minnoch, and of the marriage as likely to take place in June. She spoke
of no doubt or difficulty about it at all.

Cross-examined by Mr Youne—I stay at Dumbarton, but I had come
up to Glasgow on the 6th. I visited Mr Smith’s house at Row, and
when I came to Glasgow I called at Blythswood Square. I called there
on the 6th of March. Miss Madeline was not in when I called, but she
came in before I left. 'We went out together. She said she wished to
talk to me of her marriage. I had no time to wait, and she then eaid
she would walk so far on the way home. 'We went out together, and
went along the street. There had been an old promise at school that
whichever of us was engaged to be married first should ask the other to
be bridesmaid. We went to Sauchiehall Street, and along that street.

D
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Currie’s shop is in that street. "When we came to it she said, “ Oh, just
stop a minute, I want to go into this shop ; will you go with me?” and
we went into the shop together. I think there were two young men
behind the counter. 'We both went forward to the counter. Miss Smith
asked for arsenic, and the shopman said, “ You must sign your name.”
She said, “ Oh, I'll sign anything you like.” She signed, “ M. Smith,”
and asked if that would do. Before this I remember Miss Smith asking
the shopman how arsenic was sold. She said, “ How do you sell arsenic?” .
and I think she said, “ Would sixpenceworth be a large quantity ?” I
did not sign the book. Everything was done very openly. She paid for |
it. When we were at school at Clapton, I remember, whether in a les- |
son, or when reading in the evening, I forget, that an account was given
of Styrian peasants taking arsenic to give them breath to climb steep
hills, and about their having a peculiar plumpness and rosiness of com-
plexion. I think it was in the course of reading in the evenings. I
cannot remember who the governess was. I remember a Miss Giubilei.
She was a pupil-teacher. She gave her services as a teacher of music in
exchange for being taught other things herself. She was there I think
at the time of the reading. I suppose Miss Smith was there. I don’t
remember, but we were always obliged to be present at these readings,
and so I should think Miss Smith was there. The rest of Miss Smith’s
family went to Bridge of Allan on the 6th March, the day I called.

By the Lorp JusTICE-CLERE—]I met Miss Smith by appointment on
that day at half-past one; she had written to me at Dumbarton. Ou
the 31st I was with her from about three to half-past four in her own
house. I had been visiting in Glasgow at that time for a week or two.
I was staying with Mr Dickson, Woodside Terrace. Nothing particular
passed between us on the 31lst. She talked of her marriage ; but she
did not begin about it, I asked her. This was on a Monday ; so that it
was on the 30th, not the 31st, that I saw her.

. The Lorp JusTicE-CLERK suggested that, to save time, junior counsel

on each side should retire to have the letters which witness had been
shewn identified by her. This was accordingly done, and witness retired
along with her father, who had accompanied her into Court. While
giving her evidence Miss Buchanan was much affected.

AvucusTA GIusILEI or W ALCOT, examined by Mr MAcKENzZIE—I was a
pupil-teacher at a school at Clapton, at which Miss Smith was, in the
year 1852. I never advised her to use arsenic as a cosmetic, or to apply
it to her face, neck, or arms, mixed with water, nor to use it in any way.
I had no conversation with her, that I recollect of, about the use of
arsenic. I.believe I had no conversation with her about the use of cos-
metics in their external application to the skin. I recollect one evening,
in the course of reading, it was mentioned that Swiss mountaineers took
arsenic to improve their breathing in ascending hills, and that those who
took it were remarkable for plumpness, and a general appearance of good
health. I helieve I had no conversation with Miss Smith about this
passage. My maiden name was Augusta Giubilei.

‘WiLLiam MURRAY, a young boy, examined by the Lorp ApvocaTE—I
was servant with Mr Smith in Blythswood Square. I went to his service
at the November term. I slept in the room on the right hand side going
in at the area door, looking into Blythswood Square. Miss Smith slept in
the room next the kitchen, on the right hand side. That room has two
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windows to Main Street. There were in the house besides me a cook
and housemaid, Charlotte M‘Lean and Christina Haggart ; they slept in
' the room at the other end of the passage from the kitchen, close by the
back-door. Miss Madeline sent me to an apothecary about four months
ago. I never heard of Mr L’ Angelier’s death till I was examined by the
Procurator-Fiscal. I recollect Miss Madeline being missed from home
one morning; it would be six weeks or two months before that that she
asked me to go to the apothecary’s. I was told to get prussic acid. She
gave me a line with “a small phial of prussic acid” written on it. I
took it to the apothecary’s. He did not give me the prussic acid. I
went back and told Miss Smith so ; she said, “ Very well, never mind.”
She said she wanted it for her hands. I can’t recollect whether I gave
her back the line. I don’t remember if I got it back from the man in
the shop. I did not know Mr I’ Angelier by sight. I have posted letters
for Miss Smith. I have observed some letters with an address like
L’ Angelier, but I could not make out what it was. It was my duty to
lock the area gate at night ; sometimes I forgot to do it. I remember
Sunday, 22d March. I went to bed at ten, or thereabouts. I slept very
oundly. I heard no noise before the morning. Miss Smith had not
one to her room before I went to bed. The day that she was missing
iwas on the Thursday after the 22d of March. I heard about ten o’clock
that she had gone away; Mrs Smith told me. She came back that night.
:On the 22d March Christina Haggart was ill. She kept her bed till
about six o’clock that evening. I parted from her on the stair after
coming down from worship, and went into the kitchen. Miss Smith did
not tell me what shop to go to for the prussic acid. I went into Dr
Yeaman’s surgery, in Sauchiehall Street.

By the DEAN—It was the nearest shop. It was at the corner of
Cambridge Street. Miss Smith did not tell me to go to any particular
shop. It was at her bed-room door she gave me the line. She called to
me. I wasin the kitchen. She spoke quite loud. I don’t know that
anybody heard her. The servants were in the kitchen. They could
hear her if they were listening. She said she wanted a small phial of
prussic acid, and she told me to take carve of it, for it was poison. The
shopman asked who it was for, and I told him. He said to tell her that
she could not get it without a physician’s line, and that it was very rank
poison. I had been once or twice in the shop. They knew where T
came from. Last winter, Mr and Mrs Smith, Mr John Smith, Miss
Bessie Smith, Miss Janet, and Miss Madeline Smith, were members of the
family living in Blythswood Square. Miss Madeline is the eldest, Bessie
the second, and Janet the youngest. Miss Janet looks like a girl of
thirteen. Miss Janet always slept with Miss Madeline—in the same
room and in the same bed. I had no charge of the back-door. I had
charge of the area gate and the upper front-door, not of the area door.
I believe the cook, Charlotte M‘Lean, generally locked the back-door
and the front area door. On the evening of Sunday the 22d March, all
the family and servants were at prayers. Miss Madeline was there also.
Nine o’clock is the usual hour for prayers, and they were about the usual
hour that night. When I came down stairs I went into the kitchen and
stopped about five minutes, and then went to bed. I waited at breakfast

. next morning as usual. Miss Smith was there just as usual. At this
| time a young man named Mackenzie was visiting Christina Haggart ; she
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is married to him now. Miss Smith and Miss Janet sometimes got hot
water before going to bed. They got it from the kitchen in a jug, not in
a kettle. I did not see Mackenzie visiting Christina that Sunday night. -
There are two windows in the kitchen, one in my room, two in Miss
Smith’s room, and one in the housemaid’s room; they are all secured
with iron stanchions; I am not sure about the housemaid’s, but all the
others have.

By the Lorp ApvocaTE—There are two windows in Miss Madeline’s
room ; they look to Main Btreet; the sill of one of the windows of her
bed-room is a little below the street, nearly flush with the pavement.
T heard no noise in the house on the night of the 22d. I heard nobody
go out or come in. The key of the area gate was sometimes kept in my
room, and sometimes in the kitchen; there were two keys, one of them
hung on a nail in the kitchen; very seldom both were in the kitchen.
The key of the front area door was hanging near my room; the key of
the back gate was taken charge of by the housemaid; any person could .
have got it. There is a gate and a door opening to the lane. I spoke
of the key of the gate. The key of the door is generally left in the door,
and also the key of the front door.

By the DEaN—There is no gate at the back; it is a wooden door.
There is a wall about ten feet high; there is broken glass on the top of
it. There are two keys for the area gate.

GEORGE YEAMAN, examined by the Lorp ADvocATE—I am & medical
man in Glasgow, and have a laboratory in Sauchiehall Street. I re-
member hearing of Mr I’ Angelier’s death. On hearing of it I recollected
the circumstance of a paper containing writing having been presented
to me by my assistant, on which was written the words, ¢« Half-an-ounce
of prussic acid.” I have no means of saying with any degree of cer-
tainty how long that would be before I’Angelier’s death. I should say
it would be from four to eight weeks. I went into the shop when the
line was brought to me. I saw a boy, who said he came from Miss
Smith, Blythswood Square. I asked whether he knew what he wanted,
and he said he thought it was poison. I then said that if Miss Smith
would call herself, I would see whether or not she should have it. I
did not give it to him. Miss Smith did not come, so far as I saw or
heard of.

James STEwWART—I heard of Miss Smith being apprehended. I was
then in the service of Dr Yeaman. I recollect a boy coming to the shop
for prussicacid. To the best of my recollection, it was six or eight weeks
before I heard of Miss Smith’s apprehension.

Cross-examined—1I knew the boy. He had been at the laboratory
before.

Miss Buchanan recalled—I have had shewn to me a number of letters
marked with my initials. I satisfied myself they are in Miss Smith’s
handwriting. Mr Moncrieff (one of the counsel for the prisoner) shewed
me a number of letters and envelopes, and I satisfied myself they were
in Miss Smith’s handwriting, excepting some envelopes. I have initialed
a sheet of paper containing the numbers of these letters. With the
exception of some envelopes, all the documents are in Miss Smith’s
~ handwriting.

The sheet of paper containing the numbers was here handed in.
Grorae MuRrDOCH, examined by the Loep ApvocATE—I am partner
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in the firm of Murdoch Brothers, druggists, Sauchiehall Street. We
keep a registry book of the poisons sold by us. [Shewn book.] This is
the register that I keep. In it is entered all the arsenic which we sell
by retail. Under date 21st February we have an entry here—¢ Feb-
ruary 21—Miss Smith, 7 Blythswood Square, 6d. worth of arsenic for
garden and country-house.—M. H. 8mith.” This is also initialed by
me. I recollect that purchase being made. It was made by Miss Smith
herself. As far as I remember, she wasalone. .I was engaged in one of
the back rooms when our assistant called my attention to a lady who
wished to purchase 6d. worth of arsenic. I went forward and saw Miss
Smith ; she recognised me, and bowed. I named the form that was
required in the sale of it, and requested to know for what purpose it
was needed, and she answered, ‘ For the garden and country-house.”
I was aware Mr Smith had a country-house on the Gareloch, and I
directed my assistant to put up the arsenic. 'While he did so, I made the
entry in the book, which Miss Smith signed, and I signed it as a witness.
I don’t remember seeing the parcel made up ; but the usual mode is to
put it in a double parcel. It was common white arsenic, mixed with
soot in the proportion required by the Act. I saw her again some three
days after ; she called and inquired if arsenic should not be white. I
said it required to be sold mixed with something else. She did not pur-
chase any more on that occasion. Some time afterwards my assistant
delivered to Dr Penny some arsenic from the same bottle. I was there
v]?)hen my assistant Dickie gave it. [Shewn phial labelled and signed by
ickie.

By I\]h Youxa—My shop is about three or four minutes’ walk from
Blythswood Square. - Miss Smith and her family were in the habit of
dealing in my shop. Miss Smith got 14 oz of arsenic for the 6d. I
don’t remember if she paid it. I have seen an entry in the journal of
sales on that day to Mr Smith—* Two dozen soda water, 6d. worth of
arsenic, send and charge,” with a mark that the arsenic was sent. The
journal is kept daily, and the entry is posted into the day-book and ledger
in Mr Smith’s account—all in the regular course of our book-keeping.
I understood the quantity of soot used in the arsenic was an ounce to
the pound. That is more soot than the statute requires, but that was
the proportion we used. I don’t recollect the date that Dr Penny got
arsenic from the same jar.

By the Lorp .ApvocaTE—I can’t say with certainty if Miss Smith
paid for the arsenic. My impression when first called on to speak in
reference to this matter was that it had been paid, but on seeing this
entry I felt certain in my own mind that it had not been paid.

By Mr Youne—As soon as I saw thisentry in the book, I communi-
cated the fact to the Fiscal.

JaMes DickiE, examined by the Lorp ADvVoCATE—I was assistant to
Mr Murdoch last February. I knew Miss Smith at that time by sight.
I recollect her coming to purchase arsenic. She said she wanted to
send it to the gardener at the country-house. I can’t recollect if she
mentioned the purpose. She got it. [Shewn phial] This contains
arsenic from our shop prepared in the same manner as that furnished to
Miss Smith. The arsenic sold to her was duly registered in the registry-
book, and signed by Miss Smith. I can’t recollect if it was paid for at
the time ; it was entered in the account-book as unpaid; the account
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has not been rendered ; she took the arsenic with her. I delivered
some arsenic to Professor Penny on the 18th April; it was from the
same bottle as that from which the arsenic Miss Smith got was taken.

Cross-examined by Mr Youne—I have been six years in Mr Mur-
doch’s employment. The Smiths dealt in .the shop, and on the 2lst
February Mr Smith had an account standing in our books. I made the
entry about the arsenic at the time ; I entered it first in the scroll-book
at the counter as unpaid ; and though I have no recollection on the
subject, that satisfies me it was not paid. The entry was entered
up in the other books. There is some soda water entered on the same
day for Mr Smith. I have no recollection of Miss Smith giving the
order for it.

GroreeE HALIBURTON, examined by the Lorp ApvocaTE—I am as-
sistant to Mr Currie, druggist, Sauchiehall Street. I keep the registry-
book for the sale of poison. No. 186 is it. It is published by Fisher to
be used by chemists. On 6th March 1857 I see an entry with reference
to the sale of arsenic. It is “ March 6th, Miss Smith, 7 Blythswood
Square, to kill rats.” It has “ M. H. Smith” and my own signature. I
know the prisoner. On that occasion she came with another lady. She
asked for 6d. worth of arsenic. I asked what to do, and she told me it
was to kill rats. I said we were very unfond of selling arsenic for that
purpose, in consequence of its dangerous properties. I recommended to
her a phosphorus paste we sold, which would do as well. She said she
had tried that, and it failed. She said the rats were in the house in
Blythswood Square. She told me that, in consequence of the family
going from home that day, she would be careful to see it put down. I
gave her it. It was mixed with indigo. I recognise phial No. 212,
and its contents. It contained arsenic compounded in the same manner
as in our shop. Miss Smith paid for it, and took it away. There is an
entry on the 18th March. It is as follows :—¢ Miss Smith, 7 Blyths-
wood Square, 1 ounce arsenic to kill rats.” The same signatures as
before are attached. She said that in consequence of finding seven or
eight large rats lying dead, she had come for more. Mr Currie came
forward and made an objection, and said he never gave it to parties
other than those he knew, or of respectability. I said she had got it
before, and he allowed me to do so now. It was from the same bottle
as before. There was a lady, whom I took to be her sister, with her.
I never heard of arsenic in the same state as this used as a cosmetic.
There is a preparation of arsenic— ¢ Fowler’s solution "—taken inter-
nally. There is a preparation of arsenic used as a depilatory. That is
the yellow sulphuret of arsenic. She paid for her arsenic this time.

Cross-examined by Mr Younc—Both purchases were made quite
openly. The young lady came into the shop and left with her. They
spoke together at the counter when I was putting it up. While I was
putting it up, the young lady said she always thought arsenic was white,
and I said we had to colour it according to Act of Parliament. I never
saw the young lady before. She was a grown-up young lady. She was
different from the young lady who was with her on the first occasion.
I mixed the arsenic myself with indigo. I put in the proper quantity
ordered by the Act of Parliament.

By the Corrr—The yellow sulphuret is quite different from what
she bought. It is used as a depilatory, because it so affects the skin as

/
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to bring otit the roots of hair. That is an opposite operation on the skin
from anything cosmetic. So far as I know, that will confirm my belief
that any preparation of arsenic for cosmetic uses is extremely dangerous.
It is not what we sell for a cosmetic. There are four grains of arsenic
in an ounce of fluid for “Fowler’s solution.”

By the Lorp ApvocATE—Miss Smith said on the first occasion that
rats were to be killed in the Blythswood Square house; and she spoke
of these rats on the second occasion.

JouN CuRRIE, chemist and druggist, Sauchiehall Street, Glasgow,
examined by the Lorp ApvocaTE—I do not identify the prisoner at the
bar. A lady of the name of Smith was in my shop on the 18th March
last. [Shewn book.] This is mine. I see an entry of one ounce of arsenic,
signed “M. H. Smith,” and “G. Haliburton,” my assistant. She said she
had got arsenic before, and wanted more. She preferred arsenic to any
other poison. I said we never sold it without signing the name in the
book. She said she would do so. From her respectable appearance I
gave it to her, having no suspicion. I gave her one ounce, the same
colour as that sold to Dr Penny. She said the rats were in Blythswood
Square. She said it had answered very well before. She paid for it.
There was a young lady with her. I had no suspicion at the time, and
did not take much note who was present.

WirLiam CampsiE, gardener at Rowaleyn, parish of Row, examined—
I am in the service of Mr Smith at Rowaleyn. I am gardener there.
T have been in his service since 1855. I never got arsenic or poison from
Miss Smith. I cannot recollect whether I had any conversation with
her on the subject of poison for rats. I never used arsenic for that
purpose. :

Cross-examined by Mr YouNne—We were very much troubled with
rats. I have used paste for their destruction. The paste was made of
phosphorus, or something of that sort. It was effectual. I got quit
of the rats about that time.

RoBerT OLIPHANT, stationer, Helensburgh, examined by the Lorp
ADvocATE—I know the prisoner. She used to deal with my shop for
envelopes and note-paper. I have seen her handwriting. I was shewn
a variety of letters by the Procurator-Fiscal. They were in Miss
Smith’s handwriting. I recognised some of the envelopes as having
come from my shop. They were initialed, stamped with a die. The
initial stamp was “ M. H. 8.” They were stamped for her by me. No.
1 to 73 inclusive of the letters were then handed to witness. I see No.
67. That is one of the envelopes I refer to as stamped by me for her.

The Courr instructed the witness to go into the next room and exa-
mine all the letters handed to him, and marked by him as on his own
paper and enclosed in his initialed envelopes. The witness accordingly
left for that purpose.

WiLLiam HARPER MINNOCH examined by the SoLICITOR-GENERAL—I
am a merchant in Glasgow—a partner in the firm of John Houldsworth
and Co. I live in Main Street, next door to the house of Mr Smith. I
have been intimately acquainted with the family for four years. In the
course of last winter I paid my addresses to Miss Smith. I ultimately made
proposals to her. I made them on the 12th of March. She accepted me.
The time of the marriage was.fixed on that day. I had previously to
that asked her about marriage. That was on the 28th of January.
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I asked her personally. My attentions to her before that were such as
to make her aware that I designed marriage. She accepted me on the
28th of January, and then she and I arranged it more particularly on the
12th of March. From the 28th of January to the end of March there was
nothing to suggest to my mind a doubt as to the engagement continuing.
I had no idea that she was engaged to any other. I was not aware of
any attachment or peculiar intimacy between her and any other man.
The marriage was fixed to be in June. 'When the marriage was fixed in
March, it was to take place on the 18th of June. In the course of last
season, I made Miss Smith the present of a necklace. It was before the
28th. Miss Smith went with her family, on the 6th March, to Bridge of
Allan. After leaving T received a letter from Miss Smith. [Shewn No.
133.] That is the letter. It is dated Monday. After Miss Smith came
home from the Bridge of Allan, she, along with her father and mother,
dined in my house on the 19th March. I met her at Mr Middleton’s on
the evening of the 25th March. I was not aware that there was
anything wrong at that time. I called at her father’s house on Thurs-
day the 26th. She was not in the house then. She was amissing. In
consequence of that I went down to Rowaleyn in company with her
brother, John Smith, to look for her. We went by train to Greenock,
and afterwards by steamboat to Row. We found her on board the
steamer a little after two o’clock. - She said she was going to Rowaleyn.
We went on to Rowaleyn with her. "'When we arrived, we ordered a
carriage in order that we might return to Glasgow. I had no conversa-
tion with Miss Smith after reaching Glasgow that night. I saw her
again on the Saturday following. I had heard by that time a rumour of
something being wrong. She told me on Saturday that she had written
a letter to I’Angelier, and also that she had written some previously.

By the Courr—She did not say when she wrote them.

By the SoLicrror-GeNErAL—She did not make any further statement
at that time. I saw her again on the Sunday. Wehad no conversation
on that occasion. I saw her on the Monday and Tuesday following. On
Tuesday morning I called and saw Miss Smith, and she alluded to the
report that L’'Angelier had been poisoned, and she remarked that she
had been in the habit of using arsenic, as she had learned at school that
it was good for the complexion. That was all that she said. ‘

By the Courr—Before that I had heard a rumour that L’Angelier .
had been poisoned.

By the SoLiciTor-GENERAL—She said nothing further, and that was
the last time I saw her. Before she made those statements to me, I was
not aware that she was acquainted with L'Angelier. I was not ac-
quainted with him myself.

Cross-examined by the DEAN oF FAcuLTY—On the evening of the 19th
February I was at the opera. I wasaccompanied by my sister and Miss
Smith. I went to the opera from my own house, but I called at Mr
Smith’s as we passed. We went to the opera about half-past seven, We
returned home about eleven o’clock. Miss Smith returned with me. I
stopped the cab at her door, and she went into her own house. I did
not observe who came to the door on that occasion. On the 26th March
it was I that suggested the probability of Miss Smith having gone to
Row. T did so, because I knew that her father had a house there, in
which a servant was living; and, in consequence of that, I and her
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brother went down to her. When we met her in the steamboat, I asked
her why she had left her house, and her friends in such distress at her
absence. She made no reply. She requested me not to ask her among so
many people. I renewed mry inquiry afterwards at Rowaleyn. She said
she felt distressed that her papa and mamma should be so much annoyed
at what she had done. Before I left Glasgow, Mr Smith told me that
Miss Smith had left the house that morning, and that there had been
some old love affair. I understood that what she said at Rowaleyn re-
ferred to that old love affair. She gave me no further explanation there.
She asked me not to press it, and said she would tell me all again. We
were about three quarters of an hour at Row. I carried her back to her
father’s house, and left her there. On the 31st of March, she introduced
the subject of I’Angelier’s death into our conversation. That was about
half-past nine in the morning. I called to inquire for Mrs Smith. I
had heard that she was unwell. My meeting with her was accidental. I
have told all that passed between us on that occasion. On the 28th I
reminded her of the promise she had made to me at Row, that she
would tell me further of the reason of her going away. I heard nothing
of the name of I’ Angelier before that time. 8he did not mention his
name, but called him a Frenchman. I did not know who that French-
man was, I called at Mr Smith’s on the evening of the 25th March
before I went to Middleton’s, and did not see Mr Smith. I understood
that he was unwell and confined to bed.

By the Court—I took her to Mr Middleton’s.

By the Deax or Facurry—Mr Middleton is a minister of the United
Presbyterian Church. -

Mrs CrARK, wife of Peter Clark, Curator of the Royal Botanic Garden,
Glasgow, examined by the Soricrror-GENERAL—The late Mr L’ Angelier
lived with us two years. He went from my house to Mrs Jenking
Franklin Place. I was very intimately acquainted with him when he
lived in my house. I formed a very good impression of his character. He
seemed very steady and temperate ; he never was late out while he lived
in my house. I was led to believe that he attended church regularly ; I
was told so by himself, and by others who saw him ; he attended St
Jude’s Episcopal Chapel (Mr Miles’). His general health was good. He
occasionally visited my house after he went to Mrs Jenkins’. I observed
that a month or two before his death his health became affected. He
has spoken to me about a lady. I don’t exactly remember when he did
8o ; it was while he lived in my house ; I think in the first year that he
lived with me. He told me her name; it was Miss Smith. He spoke of
her by her first name, “Madeline,” and by “Mimi.” He gave me to under-
stand that there was a mutual attachment between him and this lady.
He said they corresponded by letter. He said they were in the way of
meeting. He told me of an interruption to the correspondence. I don’t
remember when that was; it was while he lived in my house. He said
the intimacy was afterwards resumed. I understood that it was inter-
rupted because of Miss Smith’s father’s displeasure. I understood from
him that the correspondence subsisted while he was living with Mrs
Jenkins. He told me that Miss Smith and he were to be married, but
he did not say when the marriage was to be. I last saw him on the 5th
or 6th of March. He called at my house. He did not speak of Miss
Smith that day. He left my house about the beginning of July 1856,
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and went to Mrs Jenkins'. Shortly before his death, he spoke of a second
interruption to his intimacy with Miss Smith ; it was within two months
of his death. He told me that he was afraid they would not get their
end accomplished, as Miss Smith’s father was putting stronger obstacles
in the way than ever. He said nothing furtherat that time. He after-
wards spoke on the subject, and said something to the same effect. He
spoke of no coolness between Miss Smith and himself. Last time he was
at the Botanical Gardens he got some silver-fish. That was about the
5th or 6th of March.

Cross-examined by Mr Younc—He came to my house first in May
1854. He complained of the climate not agreeing with him. He did
not say particularly how it disagreed with him. He said that he was
occasionally troubled with symptoms approaching to diarrheea. I under-
stood from himself that on one occasion when he visited Helensburgh he
had been attacked with something like cholera. He had gone to visit
M. De Mean there. He told me he was not in the practice of
taking a cholera medicine, but that he took it at that time. I saw
the cholera medicine in his room. It was so labelled. I understood from
him that he was not acquainted with Miss Smith’s family. I understood
his correspondence with her was clandestine. 'When he said he was to
be married to her, he said his intention was to have the banns secretly
proclaimed ; I mean by that, unknown to her parents; and that he in-
tended on the Monday following to have a carriage ready, and to drive
to chapel and be married. He did not say that he arranged with any
particular person to marry them, nor did he mention the chapel.

By the SoriciTor-GENERAL—He had a very great horror of taking
medicine, and did not take it while in my house.

Tromas FLEMING KENNEDY, examined by the Lorp ADpvocaTE—I am
cashier to Huggins & Co., Glasgow. I knew L’Angelier for about four
years and a-half, during which he was in Huggins & Co.’s employment.
He was in the habit of coming frequently to my house ; he was a well-
behaved, well-principled, religious young man. I had a great regard for
him. I had the means of judging of his character and conduct. He
enjoyed general good health while in our warehouse., I never thought
him very strong. He was not off duty from bad health till latterly. I
think his health first became affected in February. I am not sure if he
was ill in January ; but in February he was laid up for a week. He got
better, and came back again to the warehouse; then he got worse, and on
the 9th March he got leave of absence. I think it was on the morning
of the 23d February he came into my room and said, “ I am ill, very ill,
and have been ill the night before.” I asked what was the matter with
him; and I ordered him to go home. He said he had fallen down on
his bed-room floor at night before going to bed, and felt so ill that he
could not call for assistance. He did not say what he had been doing,
nor where he had been the day before. I must have seen him on the
21st (Saturday). He was confined to the house from the 23d February
to Sunday, 1st March. He spoke before his death of an attachment to
Miss Smith, Blythswood Square. He said very little; and I knew
nothing further than that there was an intimacy till shortly before his
death. He came to me one morning and asked what he should do about
the correspondence. I advised him strongly to give back the letters, but
he said he would not. That would be about a fortnight before the 23d
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of February. He said that she wrote that a coolness had arisen, and
asking back her letters; I understood she had written that there was a
coolness on the part of both of them. He said he would never allow her
to marry another man as long as he lived. I said it was very foolish.
He said he knew it was, that it was infatuation. He said, ¢ Tom, she
will be the death of me.” That was about the last conversation I had
with him. The last time I saw him was on the 9th March, when he
left to go to Edinburgh. I knew his handwriting well. [Shewn 145 of
inventory.] That is a letter in the deceased’s handwriting addressed to
me.
' . Bridge of Allan, Friday 20th March.

DEAR ToM—I was sorry to hear trom Thuau that you were laid up. I hope by this
time you are better. Arc yon well enough to come here to-morrow ? there is a train at
12.30, 4.15, and 6.15. I think it would do you good. Plenty of lodgings to be had
here. If you come it is of no use writing, as the latest post arriving is 10 A.M., but as
the walk to the train is short I shall be on the look-out. I am two doors from the inn,
Union Street.

I am getting short of tin, bring with you please two or_three %ounds, or if not send
them. I was in Stirling to-day, but it was very cold, so I came back again. I have I
fear slept in damp sheets, for all my timbers are quite sore. I weary by mvself here,
and I long to be back again. The place is worth seeing, but as dull as a chimney can.

Yours very sincerely, P. EMILE L’ANGELIER.

[Shewn 127 of inventory.] That is a letter from L’Angelier to myself.

DEAR ToM—1I arrived safe and feel a deal better ; it is much warmer than Glasgow,
the wind is south, I never saw finer weather.

I inclose youm a P. O. order, which please get cashed for me. Pens and ink, also
wafers, are very scarce, and not to be had at present.

In expectation of seeing you on Saturday George M‘Caul bought a bottle of pickles
warranted free from copper. I shall be at the arffval of the train leaving Glasgow at
4.15 p. m. Drop a line if you are coming, or else you will have no dinner. Yours &ec.

EMILE L’ANGELIER.

There is a P.8. in another hand, by a gentleman named M‘Caul, a
friend of mine and L’Angelier.

If you come dine with me 4 Forth St at 7 p. m. letting me know by letter to-morrow
night—if M*¢ comes bring him too, but above all things bring me a box of small
VictoTn;t segars from the late MacKillop, paying for same. Yours G. M‘C.

ursday.
The postmark is Edinburgh, March 13. There is another postmark,
-Glasgow.- [Shewn 129 of inventory.] That also is in L’Angelier's
handwriting.
Edinburg, Monday.

DEAR TomM—We reed your note on Saturday, and were very sorry to hear you were
unwell and unable to come. In one respect it was lucky, as it poured all Saturday
afternoon.

I hear at Bridge of Allan it is very cold and snow. I think I will start for there
to-morrow. I don't feel so well as I did, but I think it is the want of sleep. I think
the P. O. people beautifully ignorant not to know a man’s name from a woman’s. I
shall write to Oxford about it.

I suppose I am not wanted yet. If I should be let me know please. Don’t send any
more letters to P. O. here after 10 a.m. to-morrow.

Excuse haste, and believe me your sincere friend, P. EMILE LANGELIER.

I received this letter in course of post. That bears the Glasgow and
Edinburgh postmark of 16th March. [Shewn No. 177—a pocket-book.]
That is in L’Angelier’s writing ; my attention was called to the entries
by the Fiscal. The entries are in I’Angelier’s writing, excepting one
on the 14th March, the last entry in his book. I am not sure that it is
not his, but I am not sure that it is. I was asked to dine with Mr
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M<Caul in one of the letters I got from L’Angelier, and the entry of the
14th March relates to that dinner.

By the DEAN—I never saw that book in I’Angelier's possession.

By the Lorp ApvocaTeE—No. 119 is in L’Angelier's handwriting—
this is a copy taken by a machine. [Shewn No. 25.] Thisis in his hand-
writing too, both envelope and letter.

By the Deax—The envelope bears nothing but “ Mimi.” The docu-
ment is not signed.

By the Lorp ApvocATE—No. 7 is in L’Angelier's handwriting too.
It bears date “10 Bothwell Street, 19th July 1855.” I have seen
letters in a female hand coming for I’Angelier. I knew from him that
they came from Miss Smith.

The Lorp JusticE-CLERK—In No. 7 it looks as if the date did not
belong to the letter, and had been commenced for some other purpose.

By the Lorp ApvocatTE—I don’t know where L’Angelier put the
letters he received from Miss Smith. After his death, Mr Stevenson
gave me a bunch of keys belonging to I’Angelier. I knew there were
documents in his desk. 'We had gone through them on the Monday of his
death to endeavour to find his mother’s address. I think we read one or
two of L’ Angelier’s letters. Stevenson locked them up and gave me the
key. I saw them locked up. There was nothing in the letters which
induced us to take any step as to his death. On the Tuesday we again
looked over them more particularly. I did not read them with atten-
tion. They were again locked up, and I got the key. On the day the
Fiscal sent for the letters I gave them up)and saw them sealed and
initialed. They were all givem up.

By the DEAN—In February I’Angelier first told me of Miss Smith’s
desire to break off her engagement with him; I can’t say the exact day.
I think that was the only occasion he said so; the conversation took
place in the country-house. I’Angelier came to me between ten and
eleven A.M. crying; he said he had received a letter from Miss Smith
that morning asking back her letters, and wishing the correspondence
to cease, and he said that a coolness had arisen; I said, “You ought to
give up the letters, and be done with it;” I made the remark that the
lady was not worthy of him. He said he would not give up the letters;
he said so distinctly, determinedly; he said he was determined to keep
them, but he threatened at the same time to shew them to her father.
I told him he was very foolish, and that he had much better give them
up. He said, “No, I won’t; she shall never marry another man as lon,
as I live.” He also said, “Tom, it is an infatuation ; she’ll be the death
of me.” He was exceedingly excited during the whole time. I heard
him say on one occasion, I don’t recollect when, “I wish I was six feet
under the ground.” This was before the time I am speaking of. I took
no notice of that statement; I never supposed that anything was wrong
with him. I paid no attention to it. His first serious illness, so far as
I remember, was in February; but I think he was slightly complaining
in January some time. I don’t remember what his illness then was.
I have heard him say on one or two occasions that he was subject to
attacks of bowel-complaint. Two occasions I recollect of, but I can’t
say when—months previous to his death. I don’t remember his saying
that he had a bad attack of cholera in Belgium. I know he visited a
place called Badgemore Castle, It was last siunmer or the summer be-
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fore. I don’t recollect his saying that he had an illness there. I don’t
remember the day the letters were taken from the desk in the ware-
house by the authorities. They were put in a large paper box; all the
letters were put in. Stevenson was present. When we read the letters
in the desk we put them in again. Those which we read were lying
open in the desk. They may have had an india-rubber band round
them. I don’t remember if they were all in envelopes. The letters we
read—only one or two—were taken out of envelopes. I read onlyabout
three. I don’t know how many Stevenson read. He was there about
the same time as I was. Our object was to discover the address of his
raother. We did not find it. His mother’s address was got otherwise.
Since that, I have written to his friends acquainting them with his death.
There was no inventory of the letters made, I believe.

By the Lorp ADvocATE—Nobody had access to the desk. I had the
keys on Monday and Tuesday. On Wednesday, I think, I gave them
to Stevenson. When I got the keys first, I locked them up in a drawer
in my room. When the letters went away they were, I think, in the
same state as when I found them. I think we were careful to replace
those read in their envelopes, I can’t recollect what letters we read.
I did not see any letters expressing a coolness on the part of Miss Smith.
Those we read were old—of date 1855. IL’Angelier's mother lives in
Jersey.

Byythe Dean—While I had the keys no one had access to the letters.
I saw them packed in a box and sealed up. .

Robert Oliphant having been recalled, was examined by the Lorp
ADVocATE—I have looked at the letters, and made a note of the result
of my inspection of them.

By the DEan—1I did not get a die made for Miss Smith. The die
might suit any person’s name with these initials. I had the letters;
they are moveable. It is the same as if they had been printed.

JouN MURRrAY, examined by Mr MACKENZIE—I am a Sherifi-officer
in Glasgow. I got a warrant on the 30th March to go to the office of
Hugging & Co. Bernard M‘Lauchlin accompanied me. I saw Mr Ste-
venson and Mr Kennedy. I told Stevenson my object in calling. He
opened the desk, and I took a quantity of letters and papers, and the
other contents from it. I put them into a box, which was then sealed
up in the presence of Mr Stevenson, and I left it with instructions to
send it to the Procurator-Fiscal's office. It was initialed by Mr Steven-
son and Mr Kennedy in my presence. I saw it afterwards in the
Fiscal’s office ; it was still sealed. I broke the seal on the following day
in the presence of the Procurator-Fiscal and Mr Stevenson. The box
and its contents were handed over to Mr Wilson, assistant in the Fiscal’s
office. I did not mark the letters at that time, or distinguish them in
any way. Two days afterwards I marked them. I got them from Mr
Wilson to mark. I found a portfolio in the desk, and a cake of cocoa,
which I marked particularly. I don’t remember seeing a memorandum-
book in the desk, but I observed it in the box when it was opened.
[Identifies memorandum-book, No. 177, and part of the cake of cocoa.]
After I had sealed the box in Huggins' I went to L' Angelier'’s lodgings.
M‘Lauchlin and Stevenson accompanied me. Mrs Jenkins pointed out
his room and his repositories. When she left the room we made a
thorough search. Mr Stevenson produced the keys, and we opened
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the repositories. I found letters in a portmanteau, and also in a
desk. We did not open the tourist's bag. I took possession of all
the letters. M‘Lauchlin carried them from the lodgings, wrapped up
in brown paper. I accompanied him. It was Jate in the evening, and
he took them to his lodgings by my directions. Next morning they
were brought to the Fiscal's office. The parcel was not sealed in Mrs
Jenkins’. I got them from M‘Lauchlin next morning, and locked them
in a drawer till we marked them. After they were marked they were
handed over to Mr Wilson. [Shewn No. 1.] This was found in the desk
in deceased’s lodgings. No. 3 was also found in the desk. Nos. 5, 7, 9,
13, 15, 17, 21, 23, 25, 41, 71, 77,79, 81, 85, 87, and 89, I found in a
small tourist’s bag in the lodgings ; it was locked. T delivered it to Mr
Wilson. I found also in the lodgings a number of bottles ; M‘Lauchlin
took them away to his lodgings, and next morning brought them to me,
and I locked them up in a drawer along with the letters. They were
handed to Mr Wilson on the lst April, and Dr Penny got some of
them. [Witness identified the bottles.] I went to the house 7 Blyths-
wood Square on the 31st March, and searched the prisoner’s bed-room ;
I found two bottles. I also found photograph (180) in that bed-room.
I found it in a trunk which was not locked. I went through the drug-
gists and surgeons in Glasgow to inquire as to the sale of arsenic in
December, January, February, and March last. I found some of them
kept no arsenic at all ; others kept it, but did not sell it. From the
registers of those who sold it I copied the entries. I ascertained that
from December to March no person of the name of L' Angelier

The Dean—Stop, stop. [Witness withdrawn.] This may be useful
and important investigation for the Crown to make ; but it surely is not
to be contended that a policeman is to speak to the registers of the sale
of arsenic in all the shops in Glasgow.

The Lorp ADVoCATE—We only wish to prove that I’ Angelier’s name
is not in these registers as a purchaser of arsenic.

The Courr decided that the question was competent ; it was simply
to prove that L’ Angelier’s name was not found in the registers ; it did
not prove that he had not bought arsenic under another name, or in
some other place.

‘Witness recalled—I found in none of the registers arsenic as having
been sold to I’Angelier. I extended my inquiries to Coatbridge, and
along the road between Glasgow.and Coatbridge, and also at Stirling and
Bridge of Allan ; and I found no such entry anywhere.

Cross-examined by Mr Youne—I can’t say how many shops I went to
in Glasgow. I kept anote of all the places I visited. In that note there
are forty-seven druggists’ shops mentioned. I went to other shops; we
went to those which we saw in our way, but which were not in the
Glasgow Directory. I made that note at the time. I made the visits
some days prior to the 16th May. It took several days. This list was
not the list I carried about with me. I made it up from another list.
I examined the statutory register in each shop where a register was kept.
I did not find a register in every. place where arsenic was sold. I
remember four shops where this was the case. I did not visit the shops
of any drysalters or any manufacturing chemists. I made the examina-
tion of the deceased’s lodgings on Monday, 30th March. It was com-
menced a little after five o'clock in the afternoon, and we were engaged
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in it till eight o’clock. I think I examined all the repositories pointed
out by Mrs Jenkins as belonging to the deceased. We examined the
press, the wardrobe, a portmanteau, and a desk, and found things there.
We took no note of the things we found in each of these places ; but I
kept them all separate—the “letters found in the portmanteau in one
parcel, and those found in the desk in another. The parcels were not
labelled. I marked on one of them ‘ trunk,” signifying the letters there
were found in the portmanteau. I knew, of course, that the other
letters were found in the desk. M‘Lauchlin took them to his lodgings,
and brought them to the office about 9.30 next morning. There were so
many things that it took us some time to mark them. We began to do
so four or five days afterwards ; we were not continuously at them ; it
took us for eight or ten days. 1 put “desk, lodgings,” “lodgings,” and
“ trunk ”—these were our marks. M‘auchlin was with me when I
marked them ; and when I did so, I handed them to him, and he put on
his initials. They were given to the Fiscal when I had finished mark-
ing them ; that would be two or three weeks after.

The Lorp Justice-CLERK—And during all that period no person
examined the letters to see what information could be collected from
them ?

‘Witness—None.

The Lorp Justice-CLERK—That was an expeditious way of pressing on
a precognition in such a case.

By Mr Youne—I labelled the bottles on the lst April in my own
room, assisted by MLauchlin. There is nothing on the labels to shew
when they were attached. The date “30th March” on them is the date
they were found. We made the search of the desk in Huggins' before
going to the lodgings on the 30th March. The letters were sealed with
Huggins’ office-seal. I have no doubt the letters I got two days after-
wards from Mr Wilson to mark were those found in the desk. The
handwriting in the letters was the same as that in the letters found in
the desk. I can’t say if they were all one handwriting. Taking the
letters from the desk and putting them into the box, I noticed them to
be in a large, legible hand; and I identified them again when Mr Wilson
handed over the box to me.

Re-examined by Mr MackENzIE—The two bundles taken by M‘Lauchlin
to his lodgings were in the same state next morning when brought to
the office, and they were carefully locked up till given to Mr Wilson.
M<Lauchlin signed all the labels along with me.

By Mr Youna—TI handed the photogra.ph I found in Miss Smith’s bed-
room to the Fiscal, and I saw it in his office. I found more letters than I
spoke to in the lodgings. I can’t say how many I found in the lodgings,
or in the desk at Huggins. I saw a number of letters found in the
lodgings put into a box in Mr Young’s room. The letters found at
Huggins’ were also put into a box in the same room. I never saw any
list or inventory made out. All the bottles which I found I handed to
the Fiscal. I found in the press in Mrs Jenkins' house eight bottles. I
found a package of powders. I counted these things, and retained them
in my memory.

‘BERNARD M‘LAUCHLIN, examined by Mr MACKENZIE—I am an assistant,
to Murray, Sheriff-officer. I remember going to Huggins’ on the 30th
March, and taking possession of a number of letters which were in a desk.



64

They were put into a box, which was sealed. I was present when it
was opened in the Fiscal’s chambers. I did not see the contents then. I
went with Murray the same evening to Mrs Jenkins’ house, and took

possession of various letters, a travelling-bag, and eight bottles. The
letters were parcelled up in two parcels, and I took them to my own .

house, and next morning I took them to Murray in the same state that
they were in the night before—I had never opened them—and he locked
them up. I saw them marked afterwards. I was particularly careful
that the letters were put into the proper envelopes. The bottles were
taken to my house that evening, and delivered up next day to Murray.
They were afterwards given to Wilson in the same state. I took posses-
sion at Mrs Jenking, on the 13th April, of a top-coat, and on the 14th, of
a Balmoral bonnet. [Identifies coat and cap.] I went with Mr Thuau
to No. 7 Blythswood Square. He pointed out a window in Main Street
—one of the windows of Miss Smith’s bed-room. In that room we found
two bottles and a photograph. I accompanied Mary Tweedale from
Terrace Street, St Vincent Street, to Blythswood Square. At No. 4
Terrace Street I shewed Tweedale my watch—it wanted five minutes to
four. We went to Blythswood Square, and when we arrived there it
was exactly four. We walked at a leisurely pace. Terrace Street is on
the other side of Sauchiehall Street.

By Mr Youna—The letters found in Mrs Jenkins' I took to my own
room ; they were not put in a drawer ; they were left open. My wife
was in that room. I could not say precisely when we marked them.
‘We marked the bottles on the 1lst April, and the letters found in the
lodgings might be all marked a week after that ; I daresay we began to
mark them about the 3d April. I believe they were all marked within
a fortnight, but I am not sure. I may have omitted to mark some, but
not to my knowledge ; I was asked afterwards to mark some which I had
omitted. They had Murray's initials. Murray brought them to me in
his own office.

By Mr MackeNziE—]I was in the room with the letters all night, and
I am satisfied nobody touched them till they were delivered up to Mur-
ray. The letters I omitted to mark were found in the lodgings, We
visited druggists’ shops, and made inquiries as to the sale of arsenic, as
to the register only ; also on the road to Coatbridge, and at Baillieston,
Bridge of Allan, and 8tirling ; but we found no entries of sale of arsenic
to any person of the name of L’ Angelier.

By Mr Youna—Every shop or house we went in is marked in the list.

By Mr MackeNziE—The houses are the houses of doctors who have
shops elsewhers ; we went to these shops too,

The Lorp JusTICE-CLERE—You say you are an assistant to Murray ?

‘Witness—Yes.

The Lorp JusTicE-CLERK—Are you appointed and paid by Murray?

Witness—Yes.

The Lorp JUsTICE-CLERK—Then you go about and assist Murray
without any legal authority or character at all? I don’t imply that you
are not a better officer than Murray, but in reality you are not appointed
by the Sheriff?

‘Witness—No. .

The Lorp JusTICE-CLERK—Are you named in any warrant for search ?

Witness—Not that I am aware of,
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The Lorp Justice-CLErE—Do you execute these warrants yourself
without Murray?

- 'Witness—1I have always Murray or some other officer with me.

The Lorp JusrticE-CLERK—This system is perfectly new to me.

WiLniaM WiLsoN, examined by Mr MAckenziE—I am assistant to
the Fiscal in Glasgow. I remember a box being brought to the Fiscal's
office. I saw it first in Mr Hart's and Murray’s hands. I took
possession of its contents, and kept them for two or three days after-
wards, and returned them to Murray, with one or two exceptions, to
mark and label according to the place in which he had found them. He
returned them with his own end M‘Lauchlin’s initials. I went over
them, and marked the envelopes with reference to each other. With
one exception they remained in my custody till they were so marked.
The exception is No. 103. I took particular care in going over them
to mark the letter with reference to the envelope in which it was
found.

By the Lorp JustiCE-CLERE—I labelled them after Murray had
initialed them.

By Mr MackenziE—On Wednesday the 25th March, Mr Stevenson
brought me seven letters, which I identify. No. 71 is not one of
the seven given to me by Stevenson. I believe No. 75 is one of them.
No. 103 I know was got either from Stevenson, or Murray, or M‘Lauch-
lin. The tourist’s bag was opened on the afternoon of the 31st March.
They were marked by Mr Hart and myself. Nos. 113 and 125 I believe
were found in the tourist's bag. The letters found in the lodgings I
afterwards marked, the letters and envelopes relatively to each other.
Murray also brought the bottles found in the lodgings, a cake of cocoa,
and two bottles found in the prisoner’s bed-room. They were handed to
Dr Penny for examination.

Cross-examined by the DEAN—I am a clerk in the office of Messrs
Hart and Young. I hold no official appointment. I kept the box with
the letfers two or three days before giving them over to Murray. They
were locked up. I kept them because the officers were actively engaged
, in prosecuting inquiries into this case. I took no note of the time they
were out of my hands; but I think it would not be more than one or
two days. I might give them away on the Friday, and they would be
returned on the Saturday or Monday. I cannot say how long they were
in Murray’s possession ; the steps in the case were so numerous and com-
plicated that I can’t recollect. It is not impossible that they might have
them for a fortnight, but I think they only had them two or three days.
A fter they were returned by Murray and M‘Lauchlin, one letter was sent
to Edinburgh on the 6th April; the others were examined by Mr Young
and myself and when examined, those which were considered relevant
to the inquiry were selected by Mr Young and myself. Those marked
by me were done partly in the office and partly in my house. I believe
Mr Young did the same. The selected letters were reported to-the Crown,
and sent to Edinburgh, and the rest were kept in a lockfast place in Mr
Young’s room. The letters sent to Edinburgh were not returned. They
were principal letters. Copies were made of many of the letters, but I
cannot say whether the selected letters were copied in our office. I can’t
say whether they were copied in the office or taken home by the clerks,
I can’t say whether the Procmator—chal lodged any of the letters in the

i
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Sheriff-Clerk’s hands. There are none of the letters, to my knowledge,
still in the Procurator-Fiscal’s office. Mr Young took charge of the later
part of the inquiry. |Shewn documents in the third inventory for the
prisoner.] These were found in the deceased’s lodgings; but I can’t say
whether they were only got out of the Procurator-Fiscal's office last
Monday, on the application of the prisoner’s agents. I don’t know
whether there are letters still in the Fiscal's office in Glasgow. Mr
Young must answer that. I know that applications have been made
within the last two months, on the part of the prisoner, for access to
these letters, and the Crown desired us to refuse these requests. I know,
also, that several packages were given to the prisoner’s agents a few days
before the indictment was served.

By Mr Mackenzie—I believe it was by order of Crown counsel that
the letters were sent to Edinburgh. I can’t say if they were returned
to copy, but I know they were copied. There were 198 envelopes, some
containing four and some eight pages, and so difficult to decipher thatl
had to use a magnifying lens. About the beginning of June, instructions
were sent to give the prisoner’s agents full access to all the documents
not libelled on; and the prisoner’s agents immediately applied for them.

In reply to the Lorp JusTicE-CLERK, witness stated that the Procurator-
Fiscal had possession of the documents,

The Lorp Justice-CLERK observed thai the Sheriff Clerk is the party
under whose warrant these things are recovered, and he is responsible for
their custody, and ought to have an inventory of them made immediately.
The Procurator-Fiscal ought not to have possession of them. He thought
after what he had said lately at Stirling on this subject, that such a thing
would have been put an end to.

The DeAN oF FacurLty having applied for the warrant issued for re-
covery of the documents,

The Lorp Apvocate said he had been anxious that every facility
should be given for the defence, but the prisoner had chosen to run her
letters, and the case had to be prepared in a very short time. He ven-
tured to say, however, that more facilities had been given for the defence
in this case than he had ever known in any other. He had even desired
that a private copy, made for his own use, should be given to the other’
side, before the indictment was served. They had given them a manu-
seript copy some days before the indictment was served, not only of
the correspondence founded on, but of all the documents, but he did
not think it his duty to allow access to the original manuscripts before
the indictment was served.

The DEAN oF Facurry said he was not attributing any discourtesy to
his learned friend, but he complained most seriously of the conduct of
his subordinates, in consequence of which they had not had thestime they
ought properly to prepare for this trial ; and even down to this moment
they had not the slightest satisfaction or certainty that they had got all
the documents which had been recovered in this case.

The Lorp Jusrice-CLERE—You could applv to the Court for the re-
covery of any documents that may remain.

The Court then adjourned till next morning.
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FOURTH DAY.—Fgipay, July 3.

Precisely at three minutes after ten the prisoner appeared at the bar,
accompanied by one of the female warders of the prisvn and the police
constables as before. Hardly a perceptible tracd of additional anxiety
could be seen on her countenance. In the course of a few minutes.
subsequently the Lord Justice-Clerk took his seat on the bench, accom-
panied as before by Lords Ivory and Handyside. ,

The Court-room was crowded to excess, a number of ladies being
scattered through the hall and galleries.

The DEax oF Facurry rose, and, addressing the Lord Justice-Clerk,
said—Before the diet is again called, or the proceedings resumed, I wish
to bring under the notice of the Court an occurrence of a very unusual
form and kind. There has been put into my hands this morning a
printed letter, which appears to be in the course of circulation, and
which I will take the liberty of reading. [The letter, which was read,
was dated from the Scotch Thistle office, High Street, Edinburgh, 30th
June, and intimated that a full report would be given of the trial, and of
wll the letters between the prisoner and L’ Angelier. The circular was signed
“Jas, Cunningham.”] After reading this eircular, the Dean said—Your
Lordship is of course aware that up to this moment the number of letters
which have been put in evidence is extremely small, but that the number
of letters which have been produced in this case is very large indeed ; and
your Lordship is also aware that a very considerable number of these
letters have been printed for the use of counsel on both sides. I am
further informed that the letters which are printed, and which amount
to upwards of 100, are in the course of heing set in type in this news-
paper office, with a view to their being published to-morrow. It remains
quite doubtful up to this moment how many of these letters may be used
in evidence. They are truly of the most highly confidential character,
and quite unfit for publication; and I am sure I may say of my learned
friend, the Lord Advocate, that he will not use one of them that is not
essential to his case. Now, in these circumstances, it appears to me that
the proposed publication is a gross breach of public decorum, and at the
same time a most improper misuse of materials which, somehow or other,
I do not know how, have found their way into the hands of this printer.
I am very much disposed to Jeave this matter in the hands of your Lord-
ship, but I must at the same time take the liberty of urging that some
proceedings should be taken for the purpose of preventing this proposed
publication. .

The Lorp Apvocate said—If the circular to which my learned friend
refers had fallen into my hands, I should have taken precisely the course
which he has done. How these letters should have got into the hands of
any person unconnected with the prosecution or defence, I am unable to
say. I know that the strictest orders have been given that no copies of
the letters printed by the Crown, and communicated by them to the
lefence, should be given to any person whatever. I have every reason
to think that these orders have been most carefully obeyed. I, however,
thoroughly agree with my learned friend as to the extremely gross impro-
priety of the proposed publication, and I am perfectly ready to co-operate
with him in any proceedings which may be necessary. .



68

The Lorp Justice-Crerk—The thing to be done is to order the imme-
diate attendance of James Cummingham, to explain how he obtained
possession of a copy of these letters; because the communication of
documents of such & character, or indeed of any documents not produced
in evidence, is a mest improper proceeding, and a gross contempt of
Court. Let an order, therefore, be made out, ordering the immediate
attendance in court of James Cunningham.

The examination of witnesses was then proceeded with.

Mr Witriam HART, examined by the SoLiciTorR-GENERAL—I am Joint
Procurator-Fiscal at Glasgow. Mr Young is my colleague. I first heard
of L’ Angelier’s death about the end of the same week in which it hap-
pened. It happened on Monday, 23d March. Mr Young first men-
tioned it to me and Mr Wilson.

The Lorp JusTicE-CLERK—Were not letters brought to your office en
Wednerday the 25th? Witness—1I believe 8o ; but I was absent at that
time unwell. )

By SoLicrTor-GENERAL—It was after I came back when I first heard
of it through Mr Young. At that time no criminal information had been
lodged at my office. I saw one letter in particular brought to the office.
There may have been others. It was No. 149 of the indictment. An
investigationl was going on at the time in regard to the death of L’Ange-
lier. It was certainly not being conducted in the expectation that a
criminal charge should result out of it. I read a quantity of letters in
the course of the investigation, which had been brought to the office by
Murray and Stevenson, This was not in the course of that week, but of
the following week. I ultimately made a criminal charge on Tuesday,
the 31st March, against the panel, and got a warrant for her apprehen-
sion, which was executed the same day, when she was examined. Before
making the criminal charge, several witnesses had been examined in re-
gard to the death. The precognition was generally as to the death. The
Procurator-¥iscal had instructions to examine into sudden deaths when
there was anything peculiar in them. - In the course of this investigation
I had a number of letters read which came from L’Angelier’s reposi-
tories ; they were generally in envelopes, and I was particularly careful
to restore the letters to their proper envelopes.

Cross-examined by Mr Youxc—There was also a warrant obtained on
the 30th March. I believe it is at Glasgow. I think it could be got
without difficulty. It was an application setting forth that the death of
L’ Angelier was suspected to have been from poison, and craving a war-
rant to get the exhumation of the body, and to take possession of certain
letters and documents in the repositories of the deceased.

The Lorp Jusrice-CLERK—Desire the witness to get this.

By Mr Youse—[Shewn a copy.] It is a correct copy. I may mention
that the application was to Mr Young, my colleague, and he kfnows
better about it than I do; but I know of it generally. I am not sthreif
the precognition before the 31st of March was taken before the Shieriff
‘Was it reported to the Sheriffi—I can scarcely say that. Not that]you
know of?—1I was not aware of it before the 31st, excopt that I knew {that
witnesses were in attendance, and were examined verbally; at least hey
were in the office, but I am not aware that they were examined i
presence of the Sheriff. 'Was any precognition taken by the Sheri
the 30th March?—There was; they were not written precognitions} ;
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witnesses were examined verbally in the Sherifffs presence om the 31st;
but I think their evidence was not written down. What Sheriff was
that?—Sheriff Smith. I think this was both before and after the pris
soner’s declaration. I know that witnesses were in attendance at the
time the prisoner was under examination, both before and after. When
was the prisoner committed for trial? on thé 31st?—No; she was
committed for further examination. Was any written precognition taken.
before the Sheriff at all’—A great deal. Sheriff Smith and Sheriff Bell
took a great interest in the matter, as well as Sir Archibald Alison. [A
copy of the petition and warrant shewn and identified. The warrant was
read. It was dated Glasgow, 30th March, and stated that the Sheriff,
having ¢onsidered the foregoing petition, granted warrant for the exhu~
mation of the body of the deceased, and authorised Drs Steven and
Thomson, along with Drs Corbett and Penny, to examine it and report
on it. Dr Penny was also authorised to make an analysis, and to report;
and further authority was given to make a search, as craved.] What does
the search refer to? is it to the words in the petition to search, as far as
necessary, the repositories and lodgings of the deceased %—I cannot per-
feetly vouch for that. I should say that the last words in this copy are
inaccurate. I should say that all the doeuments were to be obtained.
By Sovicrror-GEneRaL—This application made no mention of any
charge against any person, or of any criminal charge at all. Did you
make any selection of the letters which have been used and libelled on
in this indictment %—DMade only a comparatively small selection. Those
that have been used were printed for the use of the prosecution. A large
portion of them were copied in manuscript in my office. I am not sure
if they were all copied there. I think some of them were copied in the
Crown Agent’s office, Edinburgh, but a large portion were copied in my
office ; and I may mention that a large portion were actually copied by
Mr Young himself, to prevent them, as much as possible, getting into
improper hands. Was that a usual eourse for a Procurator-Fiscal to take?
—It was not ; and the reason for it was to prevent the letters getting into
improper hands. Was that because Mr Young and you thought they were
of a delicate description —Certainly ; unusually so. The letters were
extremely difficult to decipher. That undoubtedly made the transcribing
of them a necessarily slow and difficult’ process. They were in such a
state originally that they could not be used by counsel on either side.
Copies were sent as well as the originals. I could scarcely state if I for-
warded the originals to Edinburgh without copies ; and if there were any,
they must have been very few. Suppose the letters had been handed-
over without copies, it must have occupied a long time to have made them
available. A copy of these letters was handed to one of the prisoner’s
agents, in my own presence, in the Crown Agent's office, Edinburgh, but
1 cannot say when, except that it was same days before the indietment,
The giving copies of the documents in print to the prisoner’s agent must
bave saved a great deal of labour to the defence. I have held the office of
Proourator-Fiscal for eleven years; and have been in connexion with the
office for thirty-six years, in Mr Salmon’s time ; and in all my experience
I have never known any case in which the same facilities were given to
the defence as in this. In regard to the letters which have been libelled
on, did you forward them to the Crown Office at any time —No;.I think
i mot, Do you recollect of getting instructiona from the Crown Office to
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have these letters copied I—Certainly. When I got those instructions to
have these letters copied, the Crown counsel had not seen the originals.
We set at once to have them copied. If you will allow me, I would cor-
rect an answer I gave to the question as to whether the original letters were
first sent to the Crown counsel. I think they were first sent to the Crown
counsel, and then they were sent back with instructions to have them
copied. The letters were so difficult to decipher, that they could not be
easily read. They were all copied in the office by the clerks and by Mr
Young, and assistance was got from the Sheriff-Clerk’s office. Did you
find much pressure from the Crown Office in regard to despatch in having
these letters copied #—Yes, they were rather exacting in their demands,
and we could not keep pace with them ; and we got unusual instructions
in consequence, telling us to use all despatch in having them copied at
the expense of the Crown, and to employ parties beyond our office.
When they were copied, they were sent to the Crown Office ; and that
copy was communicated by the Crown Office to the agents for the defence.
I am not sure when that was, but a receipt was taken for it. I think
this was before the indictment was served. I am sure it was, though I
cannot speak as to the date ; but I have no doubt Mr Young can, as ke
got the receipt. We also got instructions in regard to the letters not
forwarded, telling us to make them accessible to the opposite party. |
can scarcely mention the date of that ; but I think it was before the
serving of the indictment. It was got by Mr Young, and I think he
should be able to speak to it. Did the opposite party come to examine
these documents %—Yes, Mr Forbes came. But did not copy them, I
presume ?—I think not. Mr Forbes borrowed some of them, and Mr
Young got the receipt for them. I cannot say how many he got. ‘

Cross-examined by Mr Youne—Four clerks connected with our office |
were employed in copying these letters along with Mr Young, and I think
five in the Sheriff-Clerk’s office were also employed, making ten in all.
The letters were distributed among these various clerks for the purpose.
Were they allowed to take them home %—They were not allowed to take
them home ; but I learned that one or two had taken theirs home to |
copy in the evening. I am speaking of the letters which were not
libelled upon. Those which were forwarded were copied by our own
olerks and Mr Young. Some of them were given out to the clerks in the
Sheriff-Clerk’s office. It was three or four weeks after the 31st March -
before we commenced to copy the letters not libelled upon. I think it
was in the month of June that access to the non-printed letters was given
to the prisoner’s agents. 1 cannot give the date more nearly. It is not
the printed documents that I refer to. It was several days before the
indictment was served that access was given. From the 31st of March
until that time these letters had been exclusively in the hands of the Pro-
curator-Fiscal in Glasgow and the Crown agent in Edinburgh.

The Lorp JusticE-CLERE—TI suppose fuller communication was neve
given by the Crown to the agents for the defence.

By Mr Youne—Several applications for access to the letters were m
during both April and May from the prisoner's agents. No informatio
a8 to what was contained in these letters was allowed to them until Jun

Mr Tavior Youxe—I am one of the Procurators-Fiscal in Glasgo
The first information I got about the case of L’Angelier’s death was o
Tuesday, the 31st of March, I understood that a post mortem examinatio
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had taken place by Drs Thomson and Steven. Mr Hart was away from
home at that time. There was nothing done on the Tuesday; but next
morning Mr Kennedy called round, and said that a post mortem examina-
tion had been ordered, for the purpose of letting his friends know of what
he had died. He said that there was some love affair in the concern, and
that there were some letters in Messrs Hugging' counting-house, which I
think he said he had not read. I said it might be material to send round
and see some of those letters, that we might see about the case. Mr
Stevenson brought six or seven letters. They were handed to me and
our assistant, Mr Wilson. We read them; made Mr Stevenson mark
them with his initials; and they were afterwards carefully laid aside.
After that we ordered inquiries to be made, by sending to his landlady,
and at Drs Steven and Thomson. The first thing to find out was what
L’Angelier had died of. We ordered the stomach to be examined, and
referred to Dr Penny to report to us. After we had learned from him
that poison was contained in it, we thought it proper to make an applica-
tion to have the body exhumed ; and as there was reason to think he had
died of the effects of poison, to apply to the Sheriff for a warrant to make
a search at the druggists’ shops. It was on the Monday following, the
30th, that we came to the conclusion that the death bad been caused by
poison. Ultimately a great number of letters were brought from L’An-
gelier’s repositories to our office. We copied a number of them. I
perused the whole of them. They were, on a rough calculation, about
300 in number, but in reality there were about 500, owing to more than
one being often placed under the same envelope. It took ten days before
I could read them. I made a selection of them, with the view of report-
ing the case to the Crown. The utmost care was taken to put the letters
into their proper envelopes. We found that-this course interrupted the
business very much. -

ANprREW MURRAY—I am a writer to the Signet in Edinburgh, and was
employed by the Crown Agent to look over some letters, said to have
been written by the prisoner, with a view of taking a correct copy of
them. I took the originals and read from them to my clerk. We did
80, letter by letter. I then took the copy into my hands, and he read
the originals. As we proceeded, we marked each letter so compared.
The proof, as corrected, was then read by the clerk, and a new copy, pre-
pared and compared faithfully with the proof, was signed with my initials.
I found it a very difficult procedure. The letters were very difficult to
decipher. It took four days to the letters, and an additional day to the

roofs.
g By the CourTr—Those which we thus finally corrected are now in the
clerk’s hands. Each letter was put up with its own printed copy. I
marked each letter, and put the corresponding marks upon the printed
copies. [Shewn letters No. 1 and 2.] These are my initials and num-
bers, and they are the same throughout the whole.

ALExANDER SoUTER HUNTER—I am a clerk. I went over the docu-
ments with Mr Murray. [Identified the initials.] We took every means
to insure accuracy.

Rowranp Hinn Macponanp—I am comptroller of the sorting office in
the Post Office of Glasgow. I have been shewn a variety of letters apd
envelopes, with the view of reporting on the postmarks. [Witness was
here shewn three letters, the dates and places of posting of which he
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certified. In order to save time, he then withdrew with the junior eounsel
on each side, in order to examine the whole of the letters.]

GEORGE M‘CAur—1I was acquainted with the deceased. He dined with
me in Edinburgh on the Saturday previous to his death. I recollect his
writing a note to Mr Kennedy, of Huggins & Co., Glasgow, and my put-
ting a postscript to that letter. He seemed very well, but said he had
been unwell before. He talked of going to the Bridge of Allan. He did
not say anything to me about expecting a letter. He said nothing about |
baving had an illness, or two illnesses, before that. He spoke only of
his recent illness. '

By Mr Youne—I saw L’Angelier for tho last time on Monday, 16th
March, the Monday after the Saturday on which he dined with me. It
was after dinner. He said he had been dining with Colonel Fraser at
Portobello. .

By the Lorp ApvooaTeE—I saw him on the evening of the Thursday
before the Saturday. That was the first time.

By the Courr—L’Angelier was a good-looking man, pleasant enough.
I never saw him in the company of ladies. )

Roserr MoNTEITH—I am a packer in the employment of Huggins and
Co. I knew L’Angelier. He has asked me to address letters for him.
I addressed one to Miss C. Haggart, Rowaleyn, Row. I wrote the same
address for him afterwards. I addressed ten or a dozen so. I bave once
written an address to the same person in Blythswood Square. Her name
was Miss C. Haggart, Blythswood Square.

By Mr Youna—The reason he gave was, he did not want his hand-
writing to be known.

RoBERT SINCLAIR—I am in the employment of Huggins & Co. Did
L’Angelier ever ask you to address a letter for him to a person of the
name of Haggart?—Yes; he did so twice. The full address I put was,
“Miss C. Haggart, care of Mr James Smith, India Street, Glasgow.”
This would be a little more than twelve months before his death.

Cross-examined by Mr Youxe—What was his reason for asking you to
address them %—He said it was to prevent his handwriting being known.

JaNer M‘DoveaLL—I am postmistress at Row. I remember, in the
course of the years 1855 and 1856, letters coming here addressed to Miss
Bruce, to be called for. I did not take any account of the number, but
I should say there were seven or eight in the course of the year. One of
Mr Smith’s servants got these letters. I think it was Jane Lindsay that
got them. I know, at least, it was one of the servants of Mr Smith of
Rowaleyn. There was no person of the name of Miss Bruce at Row.

CaTHERINE M‘Doxarp—I have a lodging-house at the Bridge of Allan.
1 remember Mr Smith and his family coming to me last spring. They
came on the 6th March. Miss Madeline Smith was with them. They
stayed till the 17th, when they left for Glasgow.

RoserT TELFER CORBEIT, examined by the Lorp Apvocart—I am a
physician in Glasgow, and senior surgeon in the Infirmary. I was
called to assist at the post mortem examination of the body of L'Angelier,
and concurred in the report made on that occasion. So far as you
could judge without analysis, what was the general conclusion formed
by you from the appearance of the body ?—That the deceased had
died from the effects of irritant poison. Was there anything in the
appearance of the body from which you could judge as to the time
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when the poison was admijnistered —I may mention that the morbid
appearances presented were of two different kinds—one shewing the
result of recent acticn, and the other the result of action at a period
antecedent to that. Will you describe the last of these two appearances?
—-Several small ulcers, each about the sixteenth of an inch in diameter,
with elevated edge, on the upper part of the duodenum. Would such
ulcers have been characteristic of the effect of irritant poison at the dis-
tance of a month ?—They might ; but it is impossible to fix any date.
Were they such as an irritant poison, administered a month before, would
have produced ?—1I think they were. They were of longer standing than
immediately antecedent to death. In other respects had the body the
external appearance,in colour and otherwise, of death produced by arsenic?
—In the duodenum and intestines it had. Will you describe the appear-
ances you think characteristic of arsenical poisoning —They are inflam-
mation and ulceration ; the ulceration being the effect of the inflamma-
tion. Jaundice is an occasional symptom of death by arsenic; I mean by
that, the yellow tinge of the skin. Jaundice is not a necessary symptom
of the presence of arsenic. It is not a common symptom ; but it is an
occasional symptom. Extreme thirst is one of the symptoms of poisoning
by arsenic, and a symptom which shews itself very early. Would yousay
that extreme thirst was characteristic of British cholera3—Not in its
earlier stages. What is the usual time a dose of arsenic takes to exhibit
its effects 7—From half-an-hour to an hour. That is the average time.
Longer periods have been known, but are very unusual. Do they vary
acocording to quantity —It depends more on the mode in which the poison
hasg been administered than its quantity, and on the state of the stomach.
If a person had been made the subject of repeated doses, would it be more
likely to operate quickly or the reverse %—The irritability of the stomach
would make it more likely to operate quickly. Have you known, from
reading, whether cases of murder have frequently occurred where large
quantities of arsenic were found in the stomach %—I have read of such
cases ; but none have come within my personal experience. How much
arsenic has been found on those occasions ?—1I cannot speak as to quan-
tity. I can refer to cases in which details were not given, but where the
quantity was said to be large.

By the DEAN oF Facurry—What do you mean by large —Well, large
is a very general term. That is the reason I put the question ; would
twenty grains be a large dose —It would certainly be a large dose. I
mean a large dose to be administered. Are you aware of homicidal cases
by arsenic where so large a dose was given as twenty grains %—I cannot
refer to any case just now. When you spoke of jaundice as a mark of
arsenical poisoning, am I right in supposing you meant only the symp-
toms of jaundice, which consists of yellowness of the skin #—Yes. Not
that which is exhibited by the eye —I mean the conjunctiva too. Can
you tell me any case of arsenical poisoning in which the jaundice symp-
tom was seen §—I cannot condescend upon a particular case. I have not
met with any case personally. Upon what authority do you state that
it is a known symptom #—Upon the authority of Dr Taylor, in his work
on Jurisprudence. Dr Taylor, in his work, refers to another authority—
to Marshall. But I wish you very particularly to condeseend upon an
authority for the statement you have made; I will give you any book
you like to name, and I ask you to point out your suthority t—I know

,
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that it is a symptom. Not except from reading?—No. Well, if yow
can point out to me nothing more than that single line in Taylor's book,
I entreat you to give it me.—I am not aware that it is mentioned in any
authority but in the article in that book, but I would require to read it
over. But surely, Dr Corbett, when you came here to swear, as a man
of skill, that jaundice is a symptom of arsenical poisoning, you are pre-
pared to give us a better answer than that. Do you know that there is
a life depending on this inquiry #—1I do. Have you no better answer to
give me ¥—Nothing, but that I know jaundice to be a secondary symptom
from arsenical poisoning from my reading. Is there any reading you
can condescend upon except what you have pointed out +—No other.
Could such ulcers as you have described just now as appearing on the
upper part of the duodenum be produced by other causes than arsenical
poisonings ¥—They might. By what- ¢ther causes?—I have never met
with them myself, in any other instance, on that part of the duodenum,
except in this case. But I believe it is quite within the range of possi-
bility that such ulcers might arise from some enteric fever. Would
they arise in the case of inflammation of the upper portion of the intes-
tines #—They might. Before this, have you made examinations in cases
of arsenical poisoning +—Only once before. That was a case recorded in
the Glasgow Medical Journal for 1856. I do not remember the name of
the person. Who was conjoined with you —Dr John Crawford, of the
Andersonian Institute. Dr Penny wasalso engaged to make the analysis
in the same case.

By the Lorp ApvocaTE—You know, from your reading and study, that
jaundice is an occasional symptom of arsenical poisoning %—Appearances
of jaundice are a symptom. Are you speaking about the appearances
during life to be found in a person who, immediately after swallowing
food, had been seized with severe painand intense thirst? You would not
think, because he had a yellow colour, that that might not be the effect
of arsenical poisoning —That might or it might not be. Would the ap-
pearance of jaundice lead you to suppose it was not #—The appearance of
Jaundice would not sway me very materially one way or other. Have
you made a great many post moriem examinations—Yes; but only one in
which death was produced by arsenic.

Professor PENNY of Glasgow, who was examined on Wednesday, was
again put in the witness box, and examined by the Lorp Apvocare—I
understand you have made some examinations in reference to the effect
of the colouring matter in the arsenic you purchased from the two drug-
gists in Glasgow ¥—I have. Would you be kind enough to state the
result -—Some of the areenic I purchased at Murdoch’s, which was mixed
with soot, I gave to a dog, and I had no difficulty in detecting the soot
in the stomach of that dog after death. I administered arsenic, coloured
by myself, to another dog, and had no difficulty in detecting the indigo
in that case by chemical tests. I administered to another dog a portion
of the arsenic sold by Currie, which, it will be remembered, was mixed
with indigo. After death I detected black particles in the stomach of
that dog, but I could not undertake to identify the arsenic found with
the arsenic given; I mean I found carbonaceous particles, but that I
could not undertake to say that these particles were of themselves suffi-
cient to identify any of the particular description of poison administered
But, as I administered it myself, it must have been the same—at least, l{
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know of no other source. I could detect no arsenic in the brains of the
dogs. I found solid arsenic in the stomach as well as in the texture of
the stomach. These are the results I obtained.

By the Courr—Is it the fact that there is less arsenic found in the
brains of animals than in the brains of human beings #—I am not aware.
In the oue case I detected blue colouring matter of indigo, and in the
other carbonaceous particles.

By the DEaN oF Facurry—Did you make yourself acquainted with the
nature of the colouring matter of Currie’s arsenic before administering it
to the dog%—I did. Did the black particles you gave correspond to the
constituents of the colouring matter -—They have a close resemblance to -
them, both in physical appearance and in chemical properties. Were they
not, in physical appearance and chemical properties,identical %—They were.

CHrisTINA HagearT or M‘KENzIE, wife of Duncan M‘Kenzie, joiner,
examined by the SoricIToR-GENERAL—Since the end of March last I
was married to Duncan M‘Kenzie. I was servant in the family
of Mr Smith, Miss Smith’s father, in Glasgow. I was two years
with him, and I left last Whitsunday. The family consisted of
Mr and Mrs Smith and five children—Miss Madeline Smith, Miss
Bessie Smith, and Miss Janet. Miss Bessie was a grown-up young
lady, about two years younger than Miss Smith. Miss Janet was about
twelve or thirteen years of age. The eldest son was John. He was about
sixteen or seventeen, and the youngest son, Mr James, was two or three
years younger. He was till the end of March last at school in Edin-
burgh. Mr Smith has a house at Rowaleyn, near Row. They lived there
a good part of the year while I was with them. They went about May,
and came back about November. The first winter I lived with them they
lived in India Street. That was the winter before last. Last winter they
lived in No. 7 Blythswood Square. When they were living in India
Street, Miss Smith pointed out a French gentleman to me. I did not
know his name. She never spoke of him to me by his name. I did not
know his name until after I was taken to the County Buildings. When
she pointed him out to you, did she tell you anything about him ?—She
told me he was a friend of hers. Where was he when she pointed him
out ?—He was walking on the street, and we were in the drawing-room.
We saw him from the window. He was just passing along the street.
[Shewn a photograph portrait of L’ Angelier, No. 180.] That is a likeness
of the gentleman pointed out to me. Did you ever see him come to the
house in India Street —Yes. Did he come into the house I—He did. 1
was asked by Miss Smith to open the gate for him. It was the back gate
she asked me to open. ‘I did so. This was during the day. I think the
family were all in church at the time, except her youngest sister. 1t was
on a Sunday. He went into the laundry. I did not shew him into the
laundry. It was Miss Smith who did so. She went in with him. The
door was then shut. He remained there about half-an-hour, 1 think.
He came back to the house on other occasions. Thesc were at night.
I don’t remember how often he did so. I don’t think it would be more
than three or four times at most. At what hour of the night did he
come }—About ten o’'clock. Was that after the family had retired $—
No ; before they had retired to their rooms. Would the family be at
home at that time —So far as I remember, they would. Did he always

| 80 to the laundry ¥—No ; he generally stood at the back gate after that.
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Did he not come into the house at all %-—Not to my knowledge. Do you
believe that he did not 7—1I believe he did not. Did Miss Smith go out
to him —Yes. How do yeu know it was the same gentleman ?—I saw
him at the gate. De you mean by opening the gate that you just set
- it open, and then kept it so?—I opened it both when he was there and
when he was not there. On some occasions when I went to open the
gate T found the gentleman standing at it, and on others he was not.
Did Miss Smith, on those occasions when you opened the gate, go out to
him %—1I did not see her, but I think she did. You reached the back-
gate by the back-door of her house?—Yes. And left it also open 3—I
did. Was there any person in the laundry at the time %—No ; the
back-door being a good piece away from the laundry. Might Miss
Smith and the gentleman have gone into the Jaundry without you know-
ing it %—They might. During that season, when living in India Street,
did you ever point out this gentleman to Duncan M‘Kenzie, your present
husbaind ?—Yes. Did you mention his name to Duncan M‘Kenzie —I
said he was a friend of Miss Smith’s. But did you mention his name?
—1I don’t remember. Try and recollect whether you said his name was
L’ Angelier, or some such name %—I don’t remember. Did you ever
speak to that gentleman during that season %—Yes. Did he make you a
present -—Yes. That was during the season you were living in India
Street +—Yes. What was the present {—Hoe gave me a dress. Did he say
what he gave you it for 7—He did not. When the family were living at
Rowaleyn, did you ever see that gentleman there or in the neighbourhood %
—Not that I mind of. Were there ever letters addressed to you, but in-
tended’ for Miss Smith, while you lived in India Street?—Yes. Did
Miss Smith tell you that they would be so addressed —Yes ; she did.
Did she say from whom they were to come ?—She said they were from
her friend. Did you understand who she meant by that #—1I thought
she meant I’Angelier. How many letters came in that way $—1I cannot
tell ; a good many came to India Street. I gave them all to Miss
Smith, Did any letters come to Rowaleyn addressed in the same way ?
—7Yes. How many %—Very few ; but I don't remember how many. Did
you ever get any letters addressed to Miss Bruce while living there 9—F
called for them at the Post-office. And got them %—Yes. Whe desired
you to call for them %—Miss Smith. Did you give these letters to Miss
Smith —1I did. Did Miss Smith ever give you letters addressed to a&
gentleman to post %—Yes. What was the name #—I cannot pronounce
the name. Was the same name on them all +—On some of them. Was
it a name like L'Angelier #—1I think it was L’Angelier. I posted letters
for her to that name when we were in India Street and Blythswood
Square, and also during the two summers while we were at Rowaleyn.
Did you ever deliver any letters for her with that address —Yes. Where
did you deliver them 9—In Franklin Place; Glasgow. Did you deliver
more than one letter so addressed 1—Only one. ,

By the Lorp JusticE-CLERE—When you say delivered, do you me
you saw the gentleman, or that you left the letter at the house }—1I lgft
it at the house.

By the SoLicrTor-GENERAL~—In the Blythswood Square house, is thfre
a back-door leading through a small entrance to the back gate, and the:
into the lane }—Yes. '

The Courr then retired for a fow minutes, On their return, the Lo
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Justice-Crerk asked if Mr Cunningham, from the Scotch Thistle office,
was present, or if there was any communication from him in answer to
the summons of Mr Munro #—No answer being made, his Lordship then
asked if there were any reporter present from the Z'histle office, and stated
that it would be as well to give notice to Mr Cunningham that if no
appearance were made for him, it would be visited as contumacy and con-
tempt of Court.

.Mrs M‘Kenzie was then re-examined—Did Miss Smith at one time ask
you to do/anything to that back gate in Blythswood Square house?
—Yes ; she asked me to open it. Can you tell me when that was? How
long it wa3 before Miss Smith was apprehended 7—It was a good long
time before that. Was it a week or a month ?—I think it was more
than a month. I don’t think it was two months. Do you think it was
approaching to that %—I cannot say. What time of the day was it she -
asked you?!—It was at night. How late was it —I think it was past
ten. How much past ten?—I don’t recollect. Where was she when
she asked you?—In her own room. Her room was down stairs on
the same floor with the kitchen. In what room did you sleep *—I slept
in the back room, next to the back door. The cook slept there with me.
Her name was Charlotte M‘Lean. I was in Miss Smith’s room when she
told me, and Charlotte M‘Lean was in the kitchen. When I opened the
back gate into the lane, I did not see any person there. I came away
and left it open, and returned into the house. Did you leave the back
door of the house open —Yes ; I left it open also. And where did you
got—1I went into the kitchen. Before going into the kitchen, did you
see Miss Smith %—I met her in the passage. , In what direction was she
going —Towards the back door. Did you hear any other footsteps than
those of Miss Smith —I heard footsteps coming through the gate. Did
you hear when Miss Smith went out —No. How long did you remain
in the kitchen 7—1I don’t remember the time. Was it a few minutes, or
longer —It was longer; it would be half-an-hour at least. I think it -
might be an hour, but I could not say. Charlotte M‘Lean was with me
in the kitchen during &ll the time. What is your usual time of going to
bed %—Ten or eleven o’clock. Was it past that time ?—Yes. Did you
remain longer in the kitchen than usual %—1I think I did. What made
you do so —Miss Smith asked me to stay in the kitchen. When did
she tell you that ?—When she was speaking to me in the bed-room. She
asked me if I would open the back door, and stay in the kitchen a little.
Did she say why?%—She said she was to see a friend. Did she say
wherei—She did not. While you stayed in the kitchen, did you
know where Miss Smith was?%—No. Did you not know that she was in
your bed-room —I did not know it. I had no doubt that she was there,
but I did not know it of my own knowledge. 'What made you leave the
kitchen at last —We left when we heard Miss Smith going to her own
room. That is, the cook and you left %—Yes. How did you know when
Misg Smith went to her room #—We heard the door of her room shut.
Did you hear the deor of your room open?—No. Did you hear the
back-door of the house shut?—No. Did you find it shut when you
went to your bed-room %—I am not aware. The kitchen is at the front
of the house, and my bed-room is at the back of the house. There is
also o front area, with an area gate and a low door +—Yes. Where was
the key of the area kept?—It was sometimes in the kitchen and
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sometimes in the boy’s room. Did you ever hear, before Miss Smith
was apprehended, that she was going to be married —I did. Who told
you of it 7—Mrs Smith, her mother. Can you say when she told you
that1—I can’t remember the time ; I think it must have been a good
while before the apprehension of Miss Smith. Did you, in consequence
of that communication, ask Miss Smith any question —Yes ; I asked her
what she was to do with her other friend. She told me then, or some
time shortly afterwards, timt she had given him up. Did she say any-
thing about her letters 7—1 asked if she had got them back, and she said,
% No; and that shedid not care.” Did you at any time refuse to receive
letters for her %—Yes ; that was in India Strees. Was it after you had
received some there$—It was. What did Miss Smith say #—1I do not
remember. When you were in Blythswood Square, did you also refuse to
 receive letters for her 7—Yes. What did she say then %—I don’t remember
of her passing any remark. Did she ever say anythingabout the window 1—
She received lettersin at the window. Was that after you refused to receive
them for her %—1t was in consequence of that. Did you ever see L’ Ange-
lier in MainStreet, close to the house %—Yes. Was that atnight!—Yes; he
was walking aloug. Did he seem to be just passing, or was he loitering
about the place %—He was walking backward and forward. That was
about the beginning of last winter. Could Miss Smith have passed at
night, when you were in bed, from her own bed-room to the kitchen wigh-
out being heard by you ?—Yes. Could she have passed up-stairs from
her own bed-room without being heard by you #—She could.  The stair
leading up to the dining-room door is very near her bed-room door, is
it not %—Yes. Did you ever see any rats about the house in Blythswood
Square ?—No. You were 1ot troubled with them —No. Do you re-
member Sunday, the 22d March 7—Yes, I was unwell that day. 1 kept
my bed in consequence. What time did you get up %—Between four and
five in the afterncon. I saw Duncan M‘Kenzie, my present husband,
that same evening. He came between seven and eight o'clock. There
was family worship in the house that evening, at the usual hour—nine
o'clock. I was present at it ; Miss Smith was also present at it with the
rest of the family. Duncan M‘Kenzie remained in the house while we
were up at worship. He remained in my room. He was there when we
came down again. 1 left Miss Smith in the dining-room when I came
down stairs. I did not see her again that evening. I went to bed about
ten o'clock, or a little after it. The cook slept with me as usual that
night. When did M‘Kenzie leave %—I think it would be near ten
o'clock. Did you hear anything in the course of the night in the house ?
—1I did not. Were you aware of any strangers being present in the
house —I was not. Do you remember of Miss Smith leaving home un-
expectedly in the course of that week I—Yes. Do you recollect the day ?
—1I think it was the Thursday after the Sunday I have been speaking
about. Do you remember if on the Wednesday evening Miss Smith was
out at an evening party 1—She was out on some evening, but I cannot
say if it was Wednesday. Can you say if she was at home on that Wed-
nesday evening at the usual time —1 cannot say. On that Thursday,
at what time was it discovered that Miss Smith was not at home —I
think it would be about eight o'clock in the morning. Was there a key
to the back gate into the lane —Yes. Had you charge of it?—Yes.

‘What sort of a gate was it I—It is a large wooden gate. How high is the

back wall #—1It is & high wall ; it may be twelve feet high,
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By the Lorp JusticE-CLERK—Is the large wooden gate a gate for tak-
ing in coals ? Is it big enough for a cart to come through ?—No ; it is a
big door in the wall.

By the Soriciror-GeNERAL—But the key of the back-door of the
house, who had charge of that %—It always stood in the inside of the
door. The back gate was usually snibbed ; it was sometimes locked.
Then a person from the inside could open the back-door by the key which
stood in the door, and then open the back gate by unsnibbing it %—VYes,
Where was the key of the front door up-stairs kept #—I did not lock it.
I think it stood in the lock. I had charge of cleaning out Miss Smith’s
bed-room. Did you ever observe during the months of February or
March last that the water in Miss Smith’s basin was coloured peculiarly
black or peculiarly blue —No. - You saw nothing unusual of that sort?
—1I did not.

Cross-examined by the DeaN oF FacuLty—When the family left India
Street, where did they go to?—They went to Rowaleyn. When was that?
—In April or May of 1856. How long was it before their going to Rowa-
leyn that you became aware of the correspondence you have spoken oft—
It would be some weeks. After you had received some of these letters,
you declined to take in any more; what was the cause of that?—Her
mother found fault with me for doing it, and forbade it. When did the
family come back from Rowaleyn?—In November last. Can you tell me
how long after they came back that ghe occurrences of that evening when
you opened the back gate and Charlotte M‘Lean and you stayed together
in the kitchen, took place?—I cannot tell exactly; it would be a good
while. Would it be weeks or months?—1 cannot say. I remember the
family going to the Bridge of Allan. How long before that was it that
this visit was paid?—It must have been a good long time before that.
Would it be half-way between the return of the family from Rowaleyn
and their going to the Bridge of Allan?—I cannot say. T cannot tell
which it might be nearest. Can you tell us when it was that Mrs Smith
mentioned to you that her daughter was going to get married—I don’t
remember the time. How long was it before the death of the French
gentleman?—I cannot tell you. Was it before they went to the Bridge
of Allan?—Yes. I suppose you have no donbt that the interview be-
tween Miss Smith and her visitor took place in your bed-room on that
night?—1I do not know for certain. Could it have taken place anywhere
else?—It might have been in the lobby. It might either have been
there or in my room. Miss Smith’s youngest sister slept with her at
that time. She would be in bed by that time. My present husband was
frequently in the house at that time—several times in the course of a
week. T remember the circumstances of the night of Sunday the 22d
March very well, and of all that happened. 1 saw Duncan M¢‘Kenzie
away. He went out by the back-door. I saw him to the outer gate, and
think I snibbed it after him. I have no reason to suppose I left the inner
door open that night, but believe I locked it as usual. I had left Miss
Smith in the dining-room along with the family after prayers. I did
not see her again that night. She gave me no reason to suppose she had
a meeting that night. I do not know that Miss Smith and her youngest
sister went to bed that night at the same time. The back-door makes a
.noise  when opened if locked. The lock makes a considerable noise when
it is turned, The door is close to my bed-room, I don’t know & lady of
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the name of Miss Perry. She might have been a visitor at Mr Smith’s,
but I do not know. The boy opens the door when visitors call. My
room looks into the back area. The window is protected by iron stan-
chions, like all the other low windows of the house.

By the Lorp JusTicE-CLERE—When the family went to the Budge of
Allan, the servants were all at home. On the Thursday morning that
Miss Smith had left the house, I do not kunow if she had taken any
quantity of clothes with her. I saw her upon her return; and when she
returned there was a small carpet-bag with her, containing some of her
things. The bag was not a very small bag. It was about the size of
one that a lady carries her night things and small changes in. It was in
India Street that I was desired by Miss Smith’s mother not to receive
letters; but I received some afterwards. Why did you receive them,
then?—The witness not answering,

The Lorp Justior-CLERK said—]I suppose, as Mr M‘Kenzie was coming
in a good deal to visit you, you -could not well refuse them for Miss
Smith? (A laugh.)

CrARLOTTE M‘LEAN—I was cook in the family of Mr Smith, the pri-
soner’s father. I was six months with him, up to last Whitsunday. I
have never seen any gentleman coming to the house to visit Miss Smith
without the knowledge of her family, and was not aware she received any
against their consent. She never, to my knowledge, gave me letters
addressed to I’Angelier; nor was she, to my knowledge, in the habit of
addressing any to him. I never saw any letters addressed to Miss Bruce
at Row. I remember in the course of last spring remaining one night in
the kitchen with Christina Haggart. Christina asked me to do so. She
gave as the reason that some person was speaking to Miss Smith. I
could not say I heard Miss Smith in the passage when I was in the
kitchen. I afterwards heard her go into her bed-room; and upon that
Christina Haggart and I went to our bed-room. I remember Sunday, 22d
March, and of Christina being unwell, and keeping her bed. I was up-
‘stairs at the family worship that night, and left Miss Smith in the dining-
room. I did not see Miss Smith till next day. I heard nothing in the
course of the night to attract my attention.

Cross-examined by the DEAN oF FacurLty—I went to bed that night
near eleven o’clock.

Duncan MKenzie—I was married to Christina Haggart a short time
ago, and was visiting her on the evening of Sunday, 22d March. I left
about ten by the back door and back gate through the wall. ~ T did not
see how the gate was secured. I was in the way of visiting Christina
when the family lived in India Street. ‘Christina pointed out a gentle-
man to me at the back door of India Street. I never saw him again.
She did not tell me anything about him.

Cross-examined by the DEan oF Facurry—I saw this gentleman at the
back door. I spoke to him. When I was coming up to the house he
asked me if I was going in. I said, Yes. He asked me if I knew
Christina. I said I did. He asked me if I would ask Christina to come
out and speak to him. I did so, and she went out to speak to bim. I
was present when they met, but did not hear what they were saying. - I
saw they talked together. T was not jealous about this—(a laugh)—but
Christina was afraid I would be so. I afterwards got a letter signed « M.
Smith,” meaning the prisoner, telling me that it was her friend Christina
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had seen, and therefore she hoped thers would nothing arise out bf it
between Christina and me.

By the Lorp J usTicE-CLERK—Have you thatletter —I did not preserve it.

By the DEaN—1I never saw that gentleman again. I was frequently
about the house afterwards, and also about the house in Blythswood
Square.

qJ AMES GaLLowaY—I live at 192 St George's Road Glasgow. I know
L’ Angelier by sight, as he lived close to a relation of mine. I remember
Sunday, 22d March. I saw L’Angelier that day about nine at night in
Sauchiehall Strect. He was going east. If he wished to go from Franklin
Street to Blythswood Square, he was in that direction. It was about
four or five minutes’ walk distant from Blythswood Square. '

Cross-cxamined—When I met L’Angelier that night, he was walking
rather slowly.

Mary TwEEDALE—I am servant to Mrs Parr, who keeps a lodging-house
in Terrace Street, St Vincent Street, Glasgow. I knew L’'Angelier; as he
was in the habit of sometimes coming to see a Mr M‘Allister, who lodged
in Mrs Parr’s. I remember of Sunday, 22d March. I saw L’Angelier
that night at twenty minutes past nine. I saw him standing at the door.
He asked for Mr M‘Allister, who, however, was not at home. L’'Angelier
had on a topcoat of light colour, and a Balmoral bonnet, like those now
shewn. When I told him Mr Mc¢Allister was not at home, he did not
come in, but halted at the stairhead, and then went away. I went with
Bernard M‘Lauchlin from Mrs Pa.rrs to Blythswood Square. It took
about five minutes.

Cross-examined—L’ Angelier halted at the top of the stair. I thought
from this he would like to come in, but I did not ask him. He did not
seem much disappointed that M‘Allister was not at home.

TromMas KEvIN—I am a night constable in Glasgow. My beat in
Maroch last took in Mr Smith’s house, No. 7 Blythswood Square. [Shewn

a photograph, and identified it as that of L’ Angelier, whom he had seen -

more than once.] I did not know his name, but I saw him about two
months previous to hearing of his death. I saw him in Main Street on
that occasion. As well as I can recollect, it was between ten and eleven
at night, or about eleven. He was standmg near a lamp-post, at theend
of the back lane. I turned down the lane at Main Street, and he came
up and met me. Hesaid, “ A cold night.” I replied, “ Yes.” He then
said, “ Do you smoke?” and on answering “ Yes,” he put his hand into
his breast pocket and gave me two cigars, and passed on. When I met
him he would not be more than the breadth of this court-room from the
wall at the rear of Mr Smith’s house.. I saw him again about ten or
twelve days afterwards. On that occasion he was passing along at the
garden by the railings on the north side of Blythswood Square, going
south towards West Regent Street. He wasrather passing opposite Nos.
5 and 6 Blythswood Square, west of No. 7. The houses are on one side
and the gardens on the other, and he was on the garden side. I saw him
again about a fortnight or three weeks previous to the first time I was
examined by the Fiscal. He was on that occasion at the corner of West
Regent Street and Main Street, coming towards Blythswood Square. It
was early in the night. It would be, perhaps, between nine and ten. I
never saw him ’

Cross-exammed——l cannot awear to the date, but it was about a fort-

F
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night or three weeks before I was examined by the Fiscal-—that was the
2d of April. I was on my beat on 22d of March in Main Street, I did
not see the gentleman that night. I am quite sure of that.

WitiaM Youne—I am a photographer at Helensburgh. [Shewn
photograph, No. 179.] Imade it. It is the portrait of Miss Smith, It
was done on 18th September 1856, and by her desire. '

The Lorp JusTicE-CLERK asked if Cunningham, the person who had
signed the Thistle circular, was yet in attendance ; and on being told in
the negative, his Lordship desired a policeman to be sent to the Zhistle
office to see if he had returned.

The Lorp ApvocaTs said that Mr Bell (the proprietor) said it was
never intended to publish anything but what was produced in evidence.

The Lorp JusTicE-CLERK said that might be sufficient, but that Cun-
ningham would require to appear.

Mr RowrLanp Hirr MacpoNALD, a Post-office official, who had been pre-
viously examined, was then again examined—I have examined all the
postmarks. Some of these are illegible, and they are mentioned in the
‘statement made. [Shewn No. 101.] I found this ome illegible. The!
figures must have been 2 or 20 something. It may have been the 2d of |
‘February. If not the 2d, it is about the 20th. [Shewn No. 105.] I think
this is the 10th February. There is only the letter E for the month.
The 10th is distinot. It must.be December or February ; it may be any
month the second letter of which is E. It is marked 67, and therefors |
cannot be December ; it must be February. [Shewn No.11l.] Itis
quite illegible. [Shewn No. 145.] This was posted in Glasgow; and if

at the General Post-Office, then it must have been between 11.45
end 1. If posted at a pillar-box, it may have been posted between nine in
the morning and half-past twelve.- |

By the Lorp Jusrioe-CLERK—The postmark is Saturday morning. J
It is addressed, “ M. E. L’Angelier, 11 Franklin Place, Great Western
Road, Glasgow.” \

The Lorp JuericE-CLERE—I believe general instructions have been
given to stamp letters much more legibly, and I observe you have got
better stamps. - Witness—Yes, my Lord.

The Lorp JusTioE-CLERK—What you have seen in this case will sug- |
gest the desirableness of this ; and you had better give my compliments
to Mr Abbott, and tell him he had better give further instructions to the
Scotch offices. ‘

Jane Towers—(This witness was deeply affected on being brought'
into Court)—I am a sister of Miss Perry, who lives in Glasgow. I knov
she was acquainted with' L’Angelier. I now live in England ; but in
March last I and my husband were livin% at Portobello. I remember
of L'Angelier coming to pay us a visit. had seen him a year before.
He dined with us. He talked almost the whole time about his healt
He mid something about cocoa and coffee. He said he had been getti
cocoa and coffee, and, after taking them both, they had disagreed wi
him, and he had been ill. He said he had been in the habit of taki
coffee, but he was not acoustomed to cocoa. He spoke of more than
occasions on which he had been ill. He made the remark that
thought he had been poisoned. This was after. telling us of the c
and coffee. Nothing was said about who had poisoned him, and no qu
tions were asked. My husband was present.
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. The DeaN or FacuLry—No one else !—I believe one of my daughters,
named Jemima, might have been present, but I cannot answer. You
are not sure —I don’t think so. Was there a Miss Murray ?—1I think
she had been in, but that she had gone. ,

v The Lorp ApvocaATE—When was it that L'Angelier dined with you ?
—On the 16th March. '

The DeaN—Are you quite sure of that %—Yes. Is it just memory, or
anything particular, that makes you sure %—There are many circum-
stances in connexion with it that makes me quite sure. What are theso?
—My daughter being from home visiting, and many other circumstances,
make me sure. R .

The Lorp Justice-CLERK—Is that another daughter than the one yoy
formerly mentioned —Yes. , ' o

By the DEan—T]t was in the course of conversation that those remarks
were made by I'Angelier. They were made after my asking him what
had heen the matter with him. ' ‘ ' , y

Jaumes Towers—]I wag living at Brighton Place, Portobello, last March.
I knew L’ Angelier very slightly, I met him once or twice at my sister-
in-law’s in Glasgow. I recollect his dining with me at Portobello’ one
day last March, and the conversation turning on his health, he stated
he had had a very violent bilious attack or jaundice. He did not say
how it affected him, He stated he had had first two attacks after he had
taken some coffeq and cocoa, He had another attack afterwards ono
night, when he had fallen down on the floor of his bed-room, and was
unable to creep to bed. Another time when he was ill he had been able
to creep to bed and knock at the wall for his landlady. He spoke a good
deal about this matter. He said that he thought himself poisoned after
taking the coffee and cocoa, I made the remark when he said so, “ Who
would poison him, or what could be any person’s object in doing so?” I
don't recollect his making any other remark about it. He said he was
going to return to Glasgow, and then going from thence to the Bridge of
Allan. He looked quite well. Erom what he said, I understood he took
the cocoa. on one occasion, and the coffee on another, and that on both
occasions he was the worse of it. . . ' :

By the DEaN oF FacuLry—It was on the 16th of March, the Monday
before hiy death, that he dined with me. I am sure if was the Monday
before his death. = He appegred to be quite in good health and spirits.
He ate a good deal. He was a man of a talkative turn. What was the
style of his conversation}—He gpoke of his complaints ; and, of course,
being asked some questions about Glasgow society, he spoke about that.
What were the particular subjects about which he spoke—He spoke about
his complaints a good deal. Did he seem fond of talking about himself?
—Very. Ithought he was a vain person. Was his conversation rash and
vapouring in character %—Thgre was nothing very particularly apparent
when he was with us that day. I should think there was nothing rash
or vapouring. On other occasions have you observed that i—My know-
ledge of him is very small, ag T had never met him above twice or thrige
before.. Was he a man who seemed to speak a good deal without think-
ing}—That question I cannot answer. '

By the Lorp Avvocate—He did not tell me from whom he had the
coffes or cocoa. o v v .

By the DEan—Did he say anything about the reason why the cocoa
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did not agree with him?—He said he was always in the habit of taking
coffee, which always agreed with him, and he was not surprised cocoa did
not agree with him, as he had not been accustomed to it.

By the CourT—On one occasion he was ill after taking the coffee, as
well as after the cocoa.

Mary ARTHUR PERRY, examined by the LorD ApvocaTE—I live at 144
Renfrew Street, Glasgow, and was acquainted with the late Mr I’ Angelier.
I became acquainted with him about the year 1853. We both attended
the same chapel—St Jude’s. About the spring of 1855, I came to know
him intimately; the intimacy went on gradually. In the early part of
the summer of that year, he told me he was engaged to Miss Madeline
Smith; and I was aware from him, from that time forward, of the
progress of his attachment and correspondence. In August 1855, I
was introduced to Miss Smith; he brought her to call on me. After
that I received several letters from her. [Shewn No. 11.] .1 received
this letter from Miss Smith. It has no date. I think I received it
about the end of September or beginning of October 1855. [Shewn
Nos. 19 and 20—one letter.] I also received this letter from her in
the spring of 1856. [Shewn No. 27.] I received this letter also from
her in the spring of 1856. It issigned “ Mimi.,” That was a pet name
by which L’Angelier called her. [Shewn No. 29.] I got this during the
spring of 1856. No. 45 I received in'June or July 1856. * No. 83 I
received from her early in January 1857. No. 141 is a letter from
L’Angelier to me. Tt is dated “ Bridge of Allan, 20th March.” The
last paragraph is— I should have come to see some one last night, but
the letter came too late, so we are both disappointed.” I understood that
that paragraph referred to Miss Smith. I’Angelier was frequently at my
house, and dined with me occasionally. Down to the beginning of
February 1857 he had generally good health, but during February he
seemed not so well as formerly. In the beginning of February, he
said he had heard a report of another gentleman paying attentions
to Miss Smith. He said Miss Smith had written him on the
subject. One time she had denied it, and another time she had evaded
the question. This would be some time during February. He dined
with me on the 17th February. He told me that day when he next ex-
pected to see her ; that was to be on Thursday. The 17th was a Tues-
day. He was to see her on the Thursday. I did not see him again till
tho 2d of March. He was looking extremely ill then. When he came
in he said, *“ Well, T never expected to have seen you again, I was so ill.”
He said he had fallen on the floor, and been unable to ring the bell. He
did not say what day that was, but from circumstances I knew it was the
19th February. He did not tell me he had seen Miss Smith on the 19th.
He told me of having had a cup of chocolate which had made him ill.
He told me of that on the 9th March. He took tea with me on the 9th
March. On the 2d he said he could not attribute his illness to any cause.
On the 9th he said, “I can’t think why I was so unwell after getting
that coffee and chocolate from her.” ~ I understood he referred to two
different occasions ;  her” meant Miss Smith. He was talking about
her at the time. He did not say that the severe illness which came on
after the coffee or chocolate was the illness he had referred to on the 2d
March ; but'l understood so. On the 9th March he was talking of his
extreme attachment to Miss Smith ; he spoke of it as a fascination. He



856

said, “ It is a perfect fascination my attachment to that girl ; if she were
to poison me I would forgive her.” I said, “ You ought not to allow such
thoughts to pass through your mind ; what motive could she have for
giving you anything to hurt you?” He said, “I don’t know that ; per-
haps she might not be sorry to be rid of me.” All this was said in ear-
nest, but I interpreted the expression “to be rid of me” to mean rid of
her engagement. From what he said there seemed to be some suspicion
in his mind as to what Miss Smith had given him, but it was not a serious
suspicion. I never saw him again alive. On-the 9th he spoke of her
intended marriage. He said he had heard she was to be married, but he
said he had offered to her some months before to discontinue the engage-
ment, but she would not then have it broken. Some time afterwards she
wished him to return her letters, and she would return his. He refused
to do this, but offered to return the letters to her father. That is what
he told me. On the 23d March I received a message—* Mr L’Angelier’s
compliments ; he was very ill at Franklin Place, and he would be very
glad if I would eall.” That was about ten in the morning. I went about
‘mid-day, and found he was dead. I called on Mrs Smith, and intimated
his death to her. I saw Miss Smith ; I did not mention it to her. She
recognised me and shook hands ; asked me to go into the drawing-room,
and if I wished to see her mamma. She also asked if anything was
wrong. I said I wanted to see her mamma, and that I would acquaint
her with the object of my visit.' I did not know Mrs Smith before. I
know Mr Philpot. He met Mr L’Angelier on the 17th February at my
house. He met him on another occasion about the same time. I had a
warm affection for Mr L’Angelier, and corresponded with him frequently.
I thought him a strictly moral and religious man. He was a regular
attendant on church. I was very much agitated by the sudden shock of
hearing of his death. I saw the body, and was very much shocked.
Cross-examined by the DEan—1I live in Renfrew Street. I was not at
all acquainted with Mr Smith’s family. 'When L’Angelier brought Miss
Smith to see me, I' knew the correspondence was. clandestine ; he told
me that when the first engagement was formed he wished to tell her
father, but she objected ; he then asked her to tell her father herself, but
she objected to that also, and he was very much distressed. I knew
that he was not aequainted with her father or mother ; he knew her
sister.- In August 1855, when she was iptroduced to me, I knew the
engagement had existed for a few weeks, but I don’t know how long
they had been intimate with each other. L’Angelier told me he was
introduced to Miss Smith at a lady’s house—at Mrs Baird’s. He said he
had met her there. I was aware that their intimacy was disapproved of
by the family, and that the engagement was broken off at one time. In
one of the notes she wrote me, she says her mother had become aware of
it. I never knew that her father or mother had abated their dislike of
the intimacy. I wrote on one occasion to Miss Smith, advising her to
mention it to her parents. I advised Mr L’Angelier not to renew the
engagement after it was broken till her parents were aware of it. He
said hd intended to do so; that he renewed the engagement provisionally,
Miss Smith having promised on the first opportunity to make her parents
aware of.it. . I knew that they met clandestinely. I corresponded with
both at the time. [Shewn No. 11 of third inventory for the prisoner.]
# This is a letter which I wrote to L’ Angelier, postmark February 2, 1857 ;
it is as follows ;= : , , .
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“Though you have not told me so, dear L'Angélier, that you have received such kind
cheering notes from Mimi, that you are quite comfortable and h:ppg—mt least & great
deal less gad than you were last evening. I felt so sorry for you when yon were 8o ill
and miserable, and you are solitary in Glasgow, and yet I could do nothing to help to
cheer yon, my kind friend. To-day I saw Mimi, with her mother and Bessie—at least
1 think it was her mother ; Mimi looked very weil, and I believe she saw me. Are you
suffering also from your neck? Best wishes for your happiness and Mimi's.

[Shewn No. 39, and read it as follows] :—

DEAR L’ANGELIER,—Pray don’t think of taking the trouble of calling at my aunt’s. I
feel uncertain of the reeeption that you might receive. I ought to have spoken of this
esterday, bus had such a bad headacbe that I was quite stupid. I emclose & note for
ihml ‘Among my forgets yesterday, I omitted to ask whether I should take notice of
her birthday ;%)ut 1 am very fond of all these days, and you are so also ; and therefore
1 wish her many happy returns. You are, however, quite at liberty to put it in the
fire if you are inclined to incendiarism. I shall think of you both on the 19th, for I
grdi) yolilxdvery good news and a happy evening. I wish you many happy returns of
irthday. ~

The reception I there refer to has no reference to Miss Smith ; it refers -

to a relative of mine who did not much fancy him. [Shewn No. 15, and
reads]—

MY DEAR L’ANGELIER,—As I must be out on Monday forenoon, and may be
engaged in the evening with a friend from Edinbm;fh, who has come to town for a few
days, will you defer your visit till Tuesday ? I had wished to send a message to Mimi
last time I saw you, but I had no time for a word. You are, I hope, now enjoying a
very happy interview. I am longing to hear from you. Meanwhile believe me, &ec.
The interview refers to Miss Smith. That I knew was a clandestine
interview. L’Angelier was in the habit of writing to me. Our corre-
spondénce went on for perbaps two years. Very often my note did not
require an answer. It might be asking him to come to tea or call ; lat-
terly we addressed each other by our Christian names. I addressed him
by his surname, and he addressed me ¢ Dear Mary,” or “ My dear
Mary ;” never “Dearest Mary.” I was first introduced to him by a lady
now resident in England—Miss Philpot. I knew his mother lived in
Jersey. 1 never inquired what her ocoupation was. He had two sisters,

and he had a brother who died some time before. I don’t know that 1 |

‘ever inquired what his occupation was. I don’t think I was in the habit
of meeting him in other houses in Glasgow than my own. I have said
that circumstances enabled me to fix an illness of L'Angelier's on the
19th February. I remember that he said he did not go to the office on
a certain day after that, but that he went on the Saturday ; that fixed it
for a Thursday, and I knew it was not the last Thursday of February. Idid
not recollect this when I was first examined, but it was suggested to me
by the Fiscal's amanuensis. I recollect it now, but not from that. The
amanuensis said the 19th was the date of his first illness in his pocket-
book. That was on the 4th June (referring to notes). I made these
noteg afterwards. Till he told me I did not recollect the 19th as the
day, but I recalled it some days afterwards. Hurt was preseiit when the
clerk mentioned it. I never saw the Sheriff.: The dates of my precogni-
tions are 6th, Tth, and 23d April, 4th, 5th, and 23d June. When I saw
L’Angelier on 2d March, he desoribed the nature of his illness ; pe said
he was so ill that he fell on the floor, and was unable to call for assist-
ance till next morning ; that it was unlike anything he had ever felt be-
fore ; that he was conscious, but unable to move. "Hé spoke of his
second illness as a bilious attack or jaundice. It was prior to 9th
March that he told me of the diseontinuance of the éngagement; it
might have been in the latter part of January or some part of Febiuary.
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Hoe told me thea that some months before, imagining Miss Smith rather
cool, he offered to break off the engagement, but he was not anxious to
do 80; he said this was some months previously. She would not accept

is, He mid that afterwards she proposed a return of the letters on

th sides. That might be about February. He said he refused to do
that, but that he offered to give the letters to her father. I did not
understand the meaning to be that he threatened to shew the letters to
her father. I understood that to be a consent on his part to give up the
engagement, and he so represented it. Miss Smith would not accede to
that proposal, and the engagement remained unbroken at Miss Smith’s
desire, That was on the last occasion that he referred to it. ,

By the Lorp ApvocaTe—[Shewn No. 20.] This was written in March
1856. Do '

By the Lorp JusrioE-CLERK—The Sheriff was not present when the
clerk of the Procurator-Fiscal suggested this to me.

The Lorp Jusrice-CLERK—It turns out, then,. that you were examined
by the Procurator privately, with no Sheriff present to restrain improper
interference ; and your recollection is corrected by the Procurator’s clerk
—a pretty security for testimony brought out.in this sort of way.

James Cunningham, the person who signed the Zhistle circular, here
entered the court.

The Lorp JusticE-CLERK, addressing him, stated the natire of the ap- -

plication made by the Dean at the commencement of the sederunt, and
said that the circular bore that all the letters that passed between the
prisoner and L’Angelier were to be published to-morrow. Up to this
time only one letter has been produced ; and the Court were desirous to
know, first of all, whether and how he had got a copy of the printed
letters ! :

J. CunNINgHAM~I have no copy of thesé letters.

The Lorp Jusrios-CLERK—The Court wished next to know if it was
his intention, in framing this circular, to publish these letters to-morrow,
whether they were produced or not at the trial}

J. CunningmaM~I hope your Lordship will excuse me. This is a very
unexpected scene for me. (A laugh.) Perhaps I may not answer you
direct. Would you repeat the question ?—On the Lord Justice-Clerk
doing 0, Cunningham said—Certainly not ; only the letters produced at
the trial. I had no copy, and have no copy.

The Lorp JusricE-CLERK—The circular was certainly incautiously ex-
pressed. :

J. CunnineEAM—T] 8ee it now, but it is quite usual to issue in cases of
this kind a ciroular to country agents to provide for the demand.

The Lorp Jusrice-CLerg—All kinds of puffing ?

J. CunninerAM—Yes ; as in everything else.

The Lorp ADVOOATE then stated that they proposed to read No. 1 of
the letters recovered by Murray from the print copy.

Mr Youne smid he must object to this. He understood that the pro-
posal was not only to read No. 1, but all the letters professing to be
original. There were letters included in the print copy, which were in a
different category-—he meant ‘letters not professing to be original, but
professing to be copies and drafts ; and he did not mean to allude to
them at present. It appeared that upon the 30th March the Procurator-
Fiscal of Glasgow presented a petition to the Bheriff, setting forth the

[y
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circumstances, suspicious as they appeared to him, connected with the

. death of this unfortunate Frenchman, and praying for a warrant, not

only to exhume the body for a post mortem examination, but also to search

the repositories of the deceased, and to recover anything that the prose,
cutor might think it necessary to take possession of. And it appeared
that that warrant was granted on the same day. They had not received
the original, but the copy had been spoken to by the Procurator-Fiscail.
That warrant was put into the hands of a Sherifi-officer of the name of
Murray, who took with him a person who was without any official cha-
racter, and they first proceeded to the office of Huggins, and next to the
house of Mrs Jenkins, in both of which places a search and recovery was
made. It further appeared that whatever was recovered at either of
these places was kept exclusively in the hands of this officer and his
assistant, and was thereafter either in the hands of the Procuratgr-Fiscal
or of his clerks, or of the Crown Agent in Edinburgh, until somje partial
access—whether complete access or not he was not in a position /to say—
was obtained to them by the prisoner’s agents in June. He thought he
was entitled to say, that when a prosecution, whether of a public or
private nature, was made, the law of Scotland made no distinction
between the two in regard to the rules and preliminary investigations
and recoveries with a view to that taking place. According to the prin-
ciple of.the law of Scotland, the recovery was made not by the prosecutor
at all, but by the magistrate ; and the proper course to be followed in
this or in any similar case would have been to secure whatever was
recovered by the magistrate or by his officer, under the warrant of the
magistrate himself. Whatever was recovered should have been imme-
diately put into the possession of the magistrate himself, or into the
hands of his proper clerk. However, instead of that, the prosecutor
never, so far as we see from the evidence laid before us, submitted them
at all to the inspection and consideration of the magistrate—the Sheriff
of Lanark in this case ; neither were they placed into his hands, or that
of his proper officer, for custody, so as to secure that all that had been
recovered should be madé available for the ends of justice. It was
scarcely necessary that he should suggest to his Lordship how dangerous
a partial production was to the ends of justice. They had nothing
before them here to shew that they had upon the table, or within the

control of either the one side or the other, all the recoveries that were

made on the 30th March ; and he took leave to say that the rule and

principle of their law had been outraged in this matter, and outraged in

a manner very dangerous to the ends of justice. The magistrate had

merely granted his warrant for the recovery, and took no further security

for their being kept in such a state as to meet the ends of justice on

both sides, but left them entirely to the prosecution. If the magistrate

has neglected his proper duty, the result of that, he apprehended, was,

that no use could be made of what was thus recovered ; and it would be

unsafe to admit any part of this correspondence in evidence.

The SoriciTorR-GENERAL said he was not sure, from the statement of
his learned friend, whether he made two objections or only one to the
production of this correspondence. He did not know whether his learned
friend did not object to the course pursued by the proper authorities in
their manipulation of these documents. If that was meant by his learned
friend, he submitted that this was not the proper time for bringing such
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an objection. The other and principal objection, he understood, was,
that these documents had been kept up in such a way as to prevent the
prisoner from having any security that the whole of the documents exist-
ing in the repositories of the deceased have been recovered. As he un-
derstood the theory propounded by his learned friend, it was that the
recovery of the documents made by the warrant of the magistrates was
for the benefit of both parties, and that, therefore, the documents should
be at once put into the hands of the Sheriff or his clerk, and that he
should be responsible for their safe custody. He (the Solicitor-General)
took leave to demur to that theory, either in law or in practice. If that
were the rule in practice, it would in effect just come to this, that in
every county of Scotland all documents recovered under warrant in cri-
minal investigations would immediately be placed in the hands of the
Sheriff-Clerk, and when they were wanted by the Procurator-Fiscal, either
for the purpose of being copied or of being transmitted to Crown counsel
in Edinburgh, he would require to lodge a receipt with the Sheriff-Clerk
for these documents. He (the Solicitor-General) would take leave to
say, from the legal experience he had in several capacities, that such a
proceeding was wholly novel and unknown in the practice of the criminal
law in Scotland. But besides this, and in reference to the present case,
he would say that the moment the Procurator-Fiscal found that this was
a case involving the charge of murder (which, as the Court was aware,
was on the 30th or 318t of March), he discovered by that that it was a
prosecution of a kind that must necessarily be handed over to the Lord
Advocate—a case which could not be prosecuted before the Sheriff-Courts,
and over which the Sheriff could have no control. The Procurator-Fiscal
necessarily became from that time merely the hand of the Lord Advo-
cate, and every recovery which he made was substantially a recovery by
the Lord Advocate. It was, therefore, essential that any document in
the possession of the Procurator-Fiscal should be held by him for the
Lord Advocate. But his learned friend stated that the Court must
deal with these documents as in the case of a prosecution at the
-instance of a private party. He did not think there was any authority
in the law of Scotland for such a procedure. But suppose a case;
suppose that L’Angelier had not died, but that several attempts to
poison him had been made, and suppose that he held all these docu-
ments in his own hands, could it be said that he had any other duty
to fulfil towards the prisoner’s counsel, except to lodge them in the hands
of the clerk of Court for production at the trial ¥ In his view, this was all
the absolute duty which lay on the public prosecutor ; but the Court had
a discretion, which they wisely exercised, in seeing that the trial did
not proceed until the prisoner’s counsel had got sufficient opportunity of
making themselves acquainted with those documents. The granting
them such & delay was a question of time, and of that the prisoner had
not availed herself. His learned friends contended that the Sheriff alone
had authority to grant such a warrant. It was competent for any magis-
trate to grant a warrant for the recovery of any document which was
necessary ; and if the Procurator-Fiscal, while at a distance from the
county town, found it necessary to get a warrant, he could have no diffi-
culty in obtaining it from a Justice of the Peace. Civil and criminal pro-
secutions were widely different. In the former, the whole correspondence
must be produced, or if that was not qgpe, the prosecution was incom-
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petent; but, of course, this was not the case in criminal prosecutions. If,
however, the counsel for the Crown found anything in those documents
which bad come into their hands which went to establish the innocence of
the prisoner, they would have acted most unfairly, if either, on the one
hand, they had carried on the prosecution, or if, on the other, they had
prevented the prisoner’s counsel from getting access to those documents.

Nothing of the kind was, however, hinted, so far as he knew, in the pre-

sent case. The only respect, he submitted, in which this case differed
from those which ordinarily came before the Court was, that the number
of documents in the case, and which required to be produced, was much
more numerous than usual. But the only difference which that could
make in the mode of bringing forward the case was, that they would
require more time for the investigation of these documents, and in making
preparations for the trial. But if they had wished them earlier, or con-
sidered it of importance, and their right, to get them early, they might
have applied to the Sheriff, as they thought he had the jurisdiction over
them, or they might have applied to the Court of Justiciary ; and he had
no doubt that their Lordships would have granted any delay which was
necessary. The sum of the matter was this, they complained that the
Lord Advocate had got into his hands certain productions, and of these
productions he had used those which he thought proper, and he had not
used those which he did not think necessary. The counsel for the pri-
soner said if they had had these documents in their hands, they would have
used them: differently ; but where was the panel who was ever brought
to that Court who was not prepared to. make a similar objection? There
was no ground for the statement that any documents which were in the
oustody of the Lord Advocate were not made accessible to the prisoner’s
counsel. All the documents in the hands of the public prosecutor—many
of them very illegible—had been copied, and given over to the prisoner’s
counsel. He apprehended that the objections of the defenders to the
production of these documents were objections purely of time ; and, so
far as they had any weight, were the necessary consequence of the course
they themselves had followed. The objections had no weight in law, for
there was neither authority nor principle to bear them out.

The Lorp ADVOOATE said that, even supposing there might have been
some objection to the course followed by the authorities in Glasgow in
reference to these documents, it did not follow from such an irregularity
that the letters should be rendered inadmissible as evidence. He could
quite understand that his learned friend should say to him, “ You have
not identified these letters as being found in the repositories of L’Ange-
lier.” He thought that would be matter for the Jury to consider. It
would be enough for him to prove the handwriting, and that they had
been found in such and such a bag or in such and such a desk. The Jury
would consider whether their identification was sufficient. Again, he
could understand his learned friend to say, you have not connected these
letters in a satisfactory way with the envelopes; but this also was a
matter for the Jury to determine. But their objection, he understood,
went a great deal further than that ; for, supposing he had proved their
identification by half-a-dozen of witnesses, his learned friends held that it
was incompetent to produce any letter or other document which had not
been received from the custody of the Sheriff-Clerk. Where was their
authority for such e statement? The common style of indictment was,
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that the documents tb be used at the trial wounld in due time be lodged
in the hands of the Clerk of Court, that the prisoner might have an oppor-
tunity of seeing the same. So said the indictment, and, in accordance
with that, such had been the ordinary practi¢e ; but such had not been
the case here. All these documents had been supplied to the prisoner
before they were lodged in the hands of the Clerk of Court. But it might
be said that it was the duty of the Sheriff-Clerk to transmit the documents
to the Clerk of Court. But in the Sheriff-Court the same form of indict-
ment was found. There the Clerk of Court was the Sheriff-Clerk, and
those words proved most distinctly ‘that in any criminal practice the
Sheriff.Clerk was not the custodier of the documents to be produced at a
trial. His learned friends said they did trot know what documents were
in the hands of the prosecutor; but had they taken any steps to remedy
that ignorance ? If they thought any of these documents had been with-
held, they could have applied to the Court to be furnished with therh.
But no such application had been made; and, accordingly, he submitted
to the Court, independent altogether of the matter of prinoiple, that the
objections to the admissibility of the correspondence was without any
foundation. In the next place, he hoped their Lordships would pause
before laying down a general principle which would entirely alter the
ordinary course of procedure in such cases. He understood his learned
friends to say that the Sheriff-Clerk is the legal custodier of all documents
in criminal charges, and that they are only to be received by the public
prosecutor, under an obligation to give him the same access to them as
the prisoner’s counsel. This would.be & novelty in the first plaoe, and
he- believed would be productive of most injurious.effects in practice.
The best proof that no hardship had been felt in this case was, that no
application had been made for further inspection; and his learned friends
had not attempted to prove, although they had Mr Hart and Mr Young
in the witness-box, that any documents had been withheld from them.
The DeAN oF Facurry prayed their Lordships to sustain the objection,
not only as an act of justice in the present case, but as it would have the
effect of discountenancing and putting a stop to & ‘most vicious manner
of procedure in the administration of the criminal law of Scotland. He
did not say that the Lord Advocate was not entitled to the possession of
the documents for the purposes of the prosecution, and he did not say
that his Lordship, or any other prosecutor, publio or private, was bound
to produce, or put within the reach of the prisoner, every document and
every article which he was to use until the proper time came for lodging
them in the hands of the Clerk of Court before which the trial was to
take place. But he was dealing with no such case. He was dealing with
the case of & prosecutor applying to a judge, obtaining the judge’s war-
rant, and by that means possessing himself of documents which, without
warrant, he could not possibly obtain ; and he maintained that, if the public
" prosecutor got a warrant putting him in possession of documents of this
description, he was responsible for their preservation and safe custody. This
was the best answer to the strange illustration of the Solicitor-General, that
if the deceased L’Angelier had been prosecutor hers, he would have been
entitled to retain the documents in his own hands. ~Certainly he would;
but why ¥ Because he would not have had recourse to a judge for a
warrant to put him in possession of they, He had always understood,
and he had the authority of every writep on the oriminal law of Sootland,
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luble solid ?—TI¢ is said in general terms to be so. It is sparingly soluble
in cold water. It is not absolutely insoluble, however, even in cold
water. About the five-hundredth part might be dissolved in cold water by
violent agitation ; and if the arsenic were to be boiled in the first instance,
about a thirty-second part would remain in the water after it cooled. Cold
water is the worst of all things to hold arsenic in suspension ; only the
fine parts of the powder would be held in suspension. The coarse arsenic
sold in the shops would be found to fall to the bottom. . Suppose water
were used to wash the face or hands without drawing up the arsenic from
the bottom, you would not expect any very serious consequences to
result ?—1I -can only say I should not like to do it myself. I do not
know absolutely what would follow, but, on account of the risk, any
person who would do so would do a very imprudent thing.

By the Lorn ApvocaTE—Arsenic, though strictly heavier than water,
would remain in suspension —The finer part of the powder would remain
in suspension, but not long. Can you tell how long #—1I never made any
experiment, but I should say it would be a very short time. Speaking '
on mero hazard, I should say in the course of three or four minutes thero
would be scarcely any of the arsenic remaining in suspension, and there
would only remain what had dissolved. I am speaking, as I said, with-
out having experimented. : ,

By the Lorp JusricE-CLERKE—Has arsenic any taste?—Your Lordship
is aware that there is a great deal of dispute about that. After the strong
pffirmation of its having no taste which I myself published, a greater
authority than I—Professor Orfila, of Paris—still adhered to the descrip-
tion that it had a taste. All I can say about that is, that experiments
were made by myself and others, as far as it was possible to make experi-
ments with so dangerous a substance, and we found the taste to be very
slight indeed ; if anything, it was rather sweetish, but all but impercep-
tible. - Then, there gan be no doubt that large quantities of arsenic have
been swallowed repeatedly by persons without observing?—The experi-
ments were made by myself and two medical gentlemen, and, so far ag we
went, we all agreed as to the result. Professor Orfila, of Paris, main-
tained that the arsenic had a taste, though he referred to my experi-
ments. But I think I may add, my Lord, that it has struck me as
very strange, that npeither Orfila nor any others who have douhted
these observations of mine on the matter, said that they made experi-

"ments themselves. Orfila does not say so. He merely expresses his
belief, notwithstanding what I have stated. If taken in coffee or
cream, then, the arsenic, having, if any, a sweetish taste, would not
be perceptible?—Not at all. I think, my Lord, if you would allow me,
I could put that in a clearer point of view by a preliminary observa-
tion, viz, that several persons who have taken arsenic largely, without
knowing at the timp what they were taking, observed no taste, some ob-
served a eweetish taste, and others what they called an acrid taste. With
regard to the acrimony, howeyer, there were two fallacies. One was that,
when asked about the taste, they confounded the acrimony with the
roughness of taste in the mouth; and, secondly, the burning effacts
slowly developed by the poison afterwards. _

By the DEaN—1In these cases you have spoken of, in what medium was
arsenic given —Sometimes in simple vehicles, such as coffee and wine,
and sometimen jn thicker substences, such as soup, I think there are



95

instancés where some roughness was observed in-the case of porridge ; but
I cannot speak exactly as to the vehicles. I do not think the vehicle had
much effect on the different tastes. I cannot state the quantity admi-
nistered in these cases. I have no idea as present. Are these cases in
which you were personally concerned #—=Strange to say, I have only been
personally concerned during my life in two cases of poigoning by arsenic ;
I mean personally concerned. I have, of course, been often in cases like
the present. Were the cases to which you refer in support of your
general view cases in which you were personally concerned, or merely
recorded cases 3—It only came twice under my personal observation. It
is thq;'épinion of Orfila that the taste of arsenic is an acrid, but not a
corrosive taste. Exciting salivation, is it not #—I think that is a pretty
correct translation of the French. The word acrid is a professional
phrase, but Orfila uses the word apre, which rather means rough.

" The DEaN—TYes ; in his 1st vol., p. 377, he does use the word ; but at
p. 357 of the same volume you will find he says the taste is acre et cor-
rosive. ,

Witness—1I was not aware of that. “Notwithstanding the statement of
Dr Christison,” I think he says, “the taste of arsenic is acrid.” That is all
I remember of it. He did not say he made the experiments himself, nor
did he give his authority. Orfila is a high name in the medical world;
none higher of modern date in the department of medico-legal chemistry.

By the DeaN—You mentioned some experiments you had personally
made, in combination with two other scientific gentlemen; would you
tell me the nature of thege experiments ?—We tasted the arsenic both in
a solid and a liquid state, and allowed both kinds to pass as far back
along the tongue as it was possible to do with safety, so as to spit it out
afterwards. We allowed it to remain on the tongue about two minutes,
then spit it out, and washed the mouth carefully. Can you give me any
idea how much areenic there was in your mouth on that occasion —About
two grains. One of the gentlemen present, the late Dr Duncan, kept-
three grains in his mouth a long time. We allowed it to remain on the
tongue generally two minutes; a time quite sufficient to ascertain the
taste,

By the Lorp ApvocaTE—Is it a common thing in cases of this sort to
ascertain the quantity of arsenic -—No. In the great majority of crimi-
nal cases it is not ascertained even within presumption.

By the Lorp JustioE-CLERK— Are you aware that a great chemist main-
‘tained that there was arsenic naturally in the bodies of all human beings
—1I have heard that ; but he afterwards surrendered his opinion.

By the DEaNn—There has been a great shifting of opinion among
medical men as to the probable effects of arsenic, has there not +—Not
during the last thirty-five years. Prior to that our information as to the
effects of arsenic was very vague. Was it not generally thought at one
time that there was naturally arsenic in the human stomach i—It may
be go, but it is quite new to me.

The CLERK then read several letters which had been already spoken to
by witnesses in the course of the trial.

A series of letters, which had been identified as being in the prisoner’s
handwriting, were then read by the Clerk.

‘The first lotter (No. 1) had on the envelope which went with it the
postmark, “30th April 1855.” [In most cases only extraots were read
from the letters] :— ‘
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‘

My DEAR EMILE—I do not feel as if I were writing you for the first time. Though
our intercourse has been very short, yet we have become as familiar friends. May we
long continue so; and ere long may you be a friend of papa’s is my most earnest
desire. ..

The next was No. 5, which bore the postmark, < 18th April 1855,”
commenced :(—

My DEAR EsuLE—I think you will agree with me in what I intend proposing—viz. ,
that for the present the correspondence had better stop. I know your good feeling will
not take this unkind ; it is meant quite the reverse. By continuing to correspond, harm
may arise ; in discontinuing it nothing can be said.

The letter No. 7 was objected to by the Dean of Faculty, as being only
the fragment of a letter, apparently from the degeased to the prisoner,
and found in the deceased’s lodgings. After hearing arguments from the
counsel on both sides, the Judges retired to consider the point, and on re-
turning rejected the document, as it only amounted to some memoranda,
apparently with a view to writing a letter, but nothing else ; there being
no evidence that such a letter was ever gent, or that the mind of the
writer continued as there indicated.

No. 11 next read :—

DEAREST M1ss PERRY—Many kind thanks for all your kindness to me. Emile will tell
you I have bid him adieu. Papa would not give his consent, so I am in duty bound to
obey him. Comfort dear Emile; it is a heavy blow to us both. I had hoped some
day to be happy with him, but, alas! it was not intended ; we were doomed to be dis-
appointed. You have been a kind friend to him; oh, continue so. I hope and trust
he will prosper in the step he is about to take, and am glad he is now leaving this
country, for it would have caused me great pain to have met him. Think not my con-
duct unkind ; I have a kind father to please. Farewell, dear Miss Perry, and, with
much love, believe me yours sincegely, Muai.

No. 13 was addressed to Mr L’Angelier at Jersey, -with the postmark,
«September 4, '55 " :— ‘

Monday, 3d.

My DEAREST EMILE—How I long to sec you. It looks an age since I bade you
-adien. . Will you be able to come down the Sunday after next ? %ou will be in town
by the 14th. I do not intend to say anything till I have seen you. I shall be guided
by you entirely; and who could be a better guide to me than my intended husband? I
hope you have given up all idea of going to Lima. I will never be allowed to go to
Lima with you; so I fancy you shall want to get quit of your Mimi. You can get
plenty of appointments in Europe—any place in m-olpe For my sake do not go.
. e It will break my heart if yon go away. You know not how I love you,
Emile. T live for you alone; I adore you. I never could love another as I do you.
Oh! dearest Emile, would I might clasp you now to my heart. Adieu for to-day. If
1 bave time I shall write another note before I post this. If not, I shall have a letter
at the garden for you; so dearest love and a fond embrace. Believe me your ever °
devoted and fond _ My,

No. 15 ; postmark, ¢ 3d Dee., '65” :—

Tuesday, two o’clock.

Mt owN DARLING HUSBAND—I am afraid I may be too late to write you this evening,
50 as all are out I shall do it now, my sweet one. I did not expect the pleasure of see-
ing you last evening ; of being fondled by you, dear, dear Emile. Our cook was ill and
went to bed at ten. That was the reason I could see you ; but I trust ere long to have
a long interview with you, sweet one of my soul, my love, my all, my own best beloved.
. . B. and M. are gone to call for the Houldsworths and some others. Never
fear me; I love you well, my own sweet darling Emile. Do go to Edinburgh and visit
the Lanes; also, my sweet love, go to the ball given to the officers. I think you should
consult Dr M*Farlane; that is, go and see him. Get him to sound you—tell you what
is wrong with you. Ask him to prescribe for you, and, if yon have any love for your
Mimi, follow his advice. And oh! sweet love, do not try and doctor yourself; bat, oh!
sweet love, follow the M.D. advice. Be good, for once, and I am sure you will be well.
Is it not horrid cold weather? I did, my love, so pity you standing in the cold last
night, but I could not get Janet to sleep, little stupid thing. . . . . My own
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sweet beloved, I can say nothing as to our marriage, as it is not certain when they may
go from home—when I'may is un§ertain. My beloved, will we require to be married in
Edinburgh, or will it do here? You know I know nothing of these things. I fear the
banns in Glasgow ; there are so many people know me. IF I had any other name but
Madeline it might pass; but it is not a very common one. But we must manage in
some way to be united ere we leave town. How kind of Mary to take any trouble with
us. She must be a dear good creature. I would so like to visit her; but no, I cannot.
I shall never, never forget the first visit I paid with my own beloved husband ; my
sweet dear Emile—you sweet darling. . . . But, pet, I must stop, as they will be in
shortly. If I do not post this to night you shall have a P.S. Much, much love; kisses
tender; long embraces—Kkisses, love. I am thy own, thy ever fond, thy own dear
loving wife—thy M L’ANGELIER.

No. 17; postmark, “Helensburgh, April 30, ’56” :—

- Tuesday, April 29, 1856.

My OWN, MY BELOVED EMILE,—I wrote you Sunday night for you to get my note
on your birthday (to-day), but I could not get it posted. Disappointment it was to
me—but—*“better late than never.” My beloved, may you have many happy returns
of thisday. . ... 1 wish we were more alone; I wish I were with you alone—that
would be true happiness. Dearest, I must see you; it is fearful never to see you; but
1 am sure I don’t know when I shall see you. I—— has not been a night in"town for
some time, but the first night he is off I shall see you. We shall spend an hour of
bliss. There shall be no risk—only C. H. shall know. .« « . I have been
reading Blackwood for this month. B. is a favourite publication of mine—in fact, I
think it is the best-conducted monthly publication. I have only got the length of
Heary VIIL in *Hume,” and I agree with you it would not make a careless person be-
come good. . . . Only fancy, in turning out an old box yesterday, I got an old
note-book three years old, and in going over it, many of the pages had the name
L’Angelier on them. I did not think I had been so fond of my darling then. I put it
in the fire; as there are many names in it I would not like to see beside yours, my
own sweet darling husband. Now, this is a very long letter to-night. I must con-
clude with a fond, fond embrace, a sweet kiss. 1 wish it were to be given now.

No. 21 ; postmark, dated ¢ Helensburgh, May 3, °56” :—
Friday.
My owN, MY BELOVED EMILE—The thought of seeing you soon makes meyfeel
happy and glad. Oh, to hear you again speak to me, call me your wife, and tell me
you love me! Can you wonder that I feel happy ? 1 shall be so happy to see you. I
cannot tell how I long to see you ; it looks such an age since I saw you, my own sweet
pet. I am well; colg quite gone. P—— has been in bed two days. If he should
not feel well and come down on Tuesday, it shall make no difference. Just you come;
only, darling, I think if he is in the boat you should get out at Helensburgh. Well,
beloved, you shall come: to the gate; you know it; and wait till I come. And then,
oh, happiness; won't I kiss you, my love, my own beloved Emile, my husband dear?
I don’t think there is any risk. Well, Tuesday, 6th May ; the gate, half-past ten ; you
understand darling. . . . My beloved Emile, I feel so delighted at the idea of
seeing you, I cannot write. I hope you will be able to tell me that we shall get
married in September. Darling, I love you; I shall remain for ever trne. As you say,
we are man and wife; so we are, my pet. We shall, I trust, ever remain so. It shall
be the happiest day of my life the day that unites us never more to separate. -. . .
Beloved of my soal, a fond embrace, a dear kiss till we meet : we shall have more than
one, love, dearest. From thy own, thy ever devoted and loving wife, thine for ever.
Tuesday, half-past ten o’clock. M.

No. 23 ; postmark, “ Helensburgh, 7th;” month illegible; year 1856.
It reached Glasgow on 7th May :— '
: Wednesday morning, five o’clock.

My owN BELOVED HUSBAND—I trust to God you got home safe, and were not
much the worse of bemg out. #hank you, my love, for coming so far to see your
Mimi. Tt is truly a pleasure to see my Emile. If we did wrong last night it must
‘have been in the excitement of our love. I suppose we ought to have waited till we
were married. Yes, beloved, I did truly love you with my soul. I was happy; it was
4 pleasure to be with you. Oh, if we could have remained never more to have parted.
« . . Beloved, we shall wait till you are quite ready. I shall see and speak to Jack
on Sunday. I shall consider about telling magma. But I don’t see any hope from

’ G
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her. 1know her mind. You, of course, ¢annot judge of my parents; you know them
not. 1 did not know, or I should not have done it, that I caused you to pay extra
postage for my stupid cold letters; it shall not occur again. Darling Emile, did I seem
oold to you last night? Darling, I love you—you, my own Emile. I love you with
my heart and soul. Am I not your wife? Yes, Iam. And you may rest assured, after
what has passed, I cannot be the wife of any other but dear, dear Emile. No, now it
would be asin. . . . I shall always remember last night. I dread next winter.
Only fancy, beloved, us both in the same town and unable to write or sce each other;
it breaks my heart to think of it. Why, beloved, are we so unfortunate? . . .
shall always remember last night. Will we not often talk of our evening meetings
after we are married? Why do you say in your letter—*¢ If we are not married, I
would not regret knowing you?” Beloved, have you a doubt but that we. shall be
married some day? I shall write dear Mary soon. What would she say if she knew
we were so intimate? - She would lose all her good opinion of us both—would she not ?

No. 25, a letter bearing to be from the deceased to the panel, was then
offered, but objected to (on the ground that there was no evidence that
it bad ever been sent), and laid aside for the time.

No. 31; postmark “Helensburgh, 14th,” month and year illegible.
Reached Glasgow, 14th June 1856 :—

MY DEAREST EMILE,—1I shall keep your letter and press it in iy bosom. My fond
Emile, are you well? I am longing so to see you, my sweet pet, to kiss and pet you.
Oh, for the day when I can do so at any time. I fear we shall spoil each other when

we are married, we shall love each other so. How we shall enjoy that time when we
have no one to disturb us in your little room.

No. 35; postmark “Helensburgh, June 27, 1856 :—

Friday night.
BELOVED, DEARLY BELOVED HUsBAND, sWEET EMILE,—How I long to call you
mine; never more to leave you. What must occur ere that takes place God only
knows! I often fear some cloud may yet fall on our path, and mar our hagpiness for a
long time. I shall never cause you unhappiness again. No, I was unkind, cruel, un-
loving, but it shall never be repeated. No, I am now a wife, a wife in every sense of
the word, and it is my duty to conduct myself as such. Yes, I shall behave now more
to your mind. I am nolongerachild. . . . If you only saw me now (I am all
alone in my little bed-room) you would never mention your home as being humble. I
have a small room on the ground floor—very small—so don’t fancy I could not put up
in small rooms, and with humble fare.  But if you think it would do you good—a tour
—go by all means for six months or so. I trust you will take great care of yourself,
anﬁ not forget your Mimi. Oh, how I love that name of Mimi! You shall always call
me by that name; and, dearest Emile, if ever we should have a daughter, I should like
ou to allow me to call her Mimi, for her father’s sake. . . . As you ask me, I shall
Eurn your last letter. 1t was my cold which prevented me going to Arrochar. .
1 was ill the beginning of this week, so if I should have the happiness to sec you
Tuesday night I shall be quite well. I think I feel better this week. I cannot eat. I
have not taken any breakfast for about two months, not even a cup of tea, nothing till
I get luncheon at 1 o’c. I don’t sleep much. I wonder, and so does M., that my looks
are not changed ; but I look well, as if I eat and slept well, I don’t think I am any
.stouter, but you can judge when you next see me. But I must go to bed, as I fecl
cold ; so good night.  Would to God it were to be by your side, I would feel well and

happy then. Mimi L'ANGELIER.

It was again proposed to read No. 25.

The DEaN oF FAcCULTY objected to its reception, on the ground that
while the postmark of No. 35 was Friday, 27th June, the letter itself
at the end bore to have been written at one on the Saturday morning.
-This did not correspond with the postmark. It was therefore evident
that the envelope was not the proper one ; and could they even fix what
was the date of this one, the reference to the last one was worth nothing.

The Lorp ADvocATE held that the letter was one that ought to be
received.

After debate the Lorp Jusrice-CLERE and Lord HANDYSIDE ruled that
the letter could not be received, Lord Ivory dissenting.
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No. 37; postrark, “Helensburgh, 15th July 1856,” envelope addressed
to M. L’ Angelier, 10 Bothwell Street, Glasgow :—

My SWEET, BELOVED, AND DEAREST EMILE,—1I shall begin and answer your dear
long letter. In the tirst place, how are you? Better, I trust. You know I did feel
disappointed at our marriage not taking place in September. But, as it could not,
why, then, I just made up my mind to be content, and trust that it may be ere long.
We shall fix about that at our next meeting, which I hope won’t be long. Emile,
dear husband, how can you express such words—that you mar my amusements and
that you are a bore to me? Fie, fie, dear Emile, you must not say so again—you
must not even - think so—it is so very unkind of you. Why, I would be very
unhappy if you were not near me. T did laugh at your pinning my little flower
to your shirt. I always put your flowers into books—in the drawing-room, there
I can go and look at them at any time. Do not weep, darling, fond husband, it
makes me sad to think you weep. Do not do it, darling; a fond embrace and
dear kiss to you, sweet and much-beloved Emile. Our intimacy has not been
criminal, as I am your wife before God—so it has been no sin our lovin
each other. Noj; darling, fond Emile, I am your wife. I shall cease to be childi
and thoughtless, I shall ﬁo all T can to please you, and retain your truly, dear, fond
love. You know I have wished as much as you do to give you my likeness, but I
have not had an opportunity. I promise you you shall have it some day, so that pro-'
mise won't be broken. IfI did not sign my name, it was for no reason. Unless it is to
a stranger, I never do put Smith, only Madeline. You shall, dear love, have all your
letters back. Emile, love, you are wrong. If I did feel cool towards you in winter, I
never gave one thought of love to any other. No other image has ever filled my heart
since I knew you. I might admire some people, but, on my soul, I never did love,
since I knew you, any but you, my own dear fond and ever beloved Emile. I am so
glad you go and take a walk on Sunday. I would rather you did so as go to church.

No. 41; postmark “July 24,” (year illegible) :—

Tuesday morning, July 24.

My owN BELOVED EMILE,—I hope and trust you arrived safe home on Monday.
did enjoy your kind visit on Sunday. . . . I was not astonished at your thinking
me cool, for I really have been in fault. But it is my way. But I must change it to
you. I'shall try and be more affectionate for the future. You know I love you dearly.
Ah! Emile, you possess my love. I could not love any other as I do you; and believe
me I shall ever remain true to you. I think a woman who can be untrue ought to be
banished from society. Itis a most heartless thing. After your disappointment, dearest
Emile, I wonder you would have had any confidence in another. But I feel that you
have confidence in me, or you would not love me as you do. I long for the day when
we shall be always together.

No. 43; envelope addressed “Mr L’Angelier, Bothwell Strect, Glas-
gow "—postmark, “Helensburgh, July 1856 :—

BELOVED AND DARLING HUSBAND, DEAR EMILE,—I have just received your letter.
A thousand kind thanks for it. It is kind, and I shall love you more for writing me
such a letter. Dearest, I do love you for telling me all you think of me. Emile, I am
sorry you are ill. I trust to God you are better. For the love of Heaven take care of
yourself—leave town for a day or two. Yes, darling, by all means go to Mrs M‘Lan’s.
It will do you much good, only come back to me. Yes, Emile, you ought in those sad
moments of yours to cousider you have a wife. I am as much your wife as if we had
been married a year. You caunot, will not leave me your wife. Oh, for pity’s sake, do
not go. I will do all you ask, only remain in this country. I shall keep all my pro-
mises. I shall not be thonghtless and indifferent to you. On my soul, I'love you and
adore you with the love of a wife. I will do anything—I will do all you mention in
your lztters, to please you, only do not leave me or forsake. I entreat of you, my hus-
band, my fondly loved Emile, only stay and be my guide, my husband dear. Yon are
my all, my only dear love. Haye confidence in me, sweet pet. Trust me. Heaven is
my witness I shall never prove untrue to you—I shall, I am your v_vlfe. No other one
shall I ever marry. I promise I shall not go about the streets, Emile, more than you
have said. We went about too much. Ishall not go about much. But one thing yon must
promise me is this, That if you should meet me at a time in B. St. or 8. St. you will not
look on me crossly; for it almost made me weep on the street last winter sometimes
when you hardly fooked at me. I shall take lessons in water colours. I shall tell
you in my next note what I intend to study. It will rather amuse you. P, gave me
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the dog ¢*Sambo,” Skye breed—** Pedro” the coachman got for me, English breed. They
had their names when I got them. I am sorry you dislike melons, as they are rather a
favourite of mine. I hope, dear pet Emile, you will get nice lodgings. I always
thought the gardens were too far away from your office. How nicely the 12s. would
suit us at Hilﬂlead. I hope we may meet soon. P.or M. are not going from home.
We intended to post at Arrochar, so it would be no usc your being in the boat. I shall
not see you till the nights are a little darker. I can trust C. H., she will never tell
about our meetings. She intends to be married in November. But she may change
her mind. Now, Emile, I shall keep all my promises I have made to you. I shalllove
and obey you—my dnt{ as your wife is to do so. I shall do all you want me, trust me,
keep yourself easy. I know what awaits me if I do what you disapprove—you go oft.
That shall always be in my mind—Go, never more to return. The day that occurs I hope I
may die. Yes, I shall never wish to look on the face of man again. You would die
in Africa. Your death would be at my hand. God forbid ; trust me I love you; yes,
love you for yourself alone. I adore you with my heart and soul. Emile, I swear to
you 1 shall do all yon wish and ask me. Ilove ]'ou more than life. I am thine, thine
own Mimi L’Angelier. Emile, you shall ave all your letters the first time we meet.
It may cost me a sigh and pang, but you shall have them all. I wonder what you
would do with one of my drawings, a stupid black-looking thing. Minnoch left this
_morning. Say nothing to him in passing. It will only give him cause to say you did
not behave in a gentlemanly manner. Do not do it. l-ﬁ said nothing to me out of’
l]:ilaoe, but I was not a moment with him by myself. I did not wish to be aloue with
m

No. 47; postmark, « Helensburgh, August 11, 56 ” :—
Wednesday afternoon.

BELOVED AND EVER DEAR EMILE,—All by myself. So I shall write to you, my
dear husband. Your visit of last night is over. 1 longed for it. How fast it passed !
It looked but a few minutes ere you left me. You did look cross at first, but, thank
Heaven, you looked yourself ere you left—your old smile. Dear fond Emile, I love
you more and more. Emile, I know you will not go far away from me. Iam your
wife. You cannot leave me for ever. Could you, %:‘.mile? 1 spoke in jest of your
going last night, for I do not think you will go very far away from me, Emile, your
wife. Would yeu leave me to end my days in misery ? for I can never be the wite of’
another after our intimacy. . . . No one heard you last night. Next night it
shall be a different window, that one is much too small. I must see you before you go
to Badgemore. . . .

No. 49 (postmark illegible):—
Thursday evening.

My owN DEAR EMILE,—How must I thank you for your kind dear Jetter? Accept
a fond embrace, and dear kisses, and assurances that I love you as much as ever, and
have never regretted what has occurred. I forgive you freely from my heart for that
picture. Never do the same thing again. . . . I cannot see you ere you go, for
which I am sorry.  You forget that my little sister is in my bed-room, and I could not
go out by the window or leave the house and she there. It is only when P. is away I
can see you, for then Janet sleeps with M. You see I cannot see you if you go on
Monday ; don’t write me again till I tell you. If you donot go, write me so as I may not
write to Badgemore. . . . I did tell you at one time that I did not like Minnoch,
but he was so pleasant that he quite raised himself in my estimation.

Na. 51; postmark, “ Helensburgh, 29th Sept. 56" :—

I did not write Kon on Saturday, as C. H. was not at home, so I could not get it
posted. I don’t think I can see you this week. But I think next Monday night I
shall, as P. and M. are to be in Edinburgh. But my only thought is Janet ; what am
I to do with her? I shall have to wait till she is asleep, which may be near eleven
o'clock. But you may be sure I shall do it as soon as I can. . . . Mr Minnoch
has been here since Friday. He is most agreeable. I think we shall see him ve;
often this winter. He says we shall, and P. being so fond of him, I am sure he will
ask him in often.

No. 53 ; postmark, “Helensburgh, October” (day and year illegible) : —

' Tuesday morning.
My DEAR EMILE,— . . . . Our meeting last night was peculiar. Emile, you
are not reasonable. I do not wonder at your not loving me as you once did. Emile,
1 am not worthy of you. You deserve a better wife than I. I sec misery before me
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this winter. I would to God we were not to be so near the M. You shall hear all
stqries and believe them. You will say I am indifferent because I shall not be able to
see you much. I forgot to tell you last night that I shall not be able of an evening to
let you in. My room is next to B., and on the same floor as the front door. I shall
never be able to spend the happy hours we did last winter. Our letters I don’t see how
I am able to do. M. will watch every post. I intended to speak to you of all this last
night, but we were so engaged otherwise.

No. 57 ; postmark, “ Glasgow, November” (day and year illegible) :—

Friday night, twelve o'clock.
MY owN DARLING, MY DEAREST EMILE,—I would have written you ere this, but, as
I did not intend to be out till Saturday, I saw no use in writing. . . . Sweet love,
you should get those brown envelopes, they would not be so much seen as white ones
put down into my window. You should just stoop down to tie your shoe, and then
slip it in. I have been ordered by the doctor, since I came to town, to take a fearful
thing, called peasemeal—such a nasty thing; I am to take it at luncheon. I don’t
think I have tasted breakfast for two months. But I don’t think I can take this meal.
1 shall rather take cocoa. But, dearest love, fond embraces, much love, and kisses,
from your devoted wife, your loving and affectionate wife, MMt L’ANGELIER.

No. 61; postmark, ¢ Glasgow, Nov. 18” :—

First letter I have written in Blythswood Square house. Good night, my very.
sweet love.

No. 63; postmark, “ Glasgow, Nov. 21, ’56 " :—

Now, about writing, I wish you to write me and five me the note on Tuesday even-
ing next. You will, about eight o'clock, come and put the letter down into the win-
dow—(just drop it in—I won't be there at the time)—the window next to Minnoch’s
close door. There are two windows together with white blinds. Don’t be seen near
tiie house on Sunday, as M. won't be at church, and she will watch. In your letter,
dear love, tell me what night of the week will be best for you to leave the letter for
me. If M. and P. were from home I could take you in very well at the front-door,
just the same way as I did in India Street, and 1 won’t let a chance pass—I won't,
sweet pet of my soul, my only best-loved darling.

Now, you understand me, Tuesday evening next, between seven and eight o’clock.
Drop the note in between the bars on the street, and I shall take it in. The window
with white blind, next to Billy’s door.

No. 65; postmark, ¢ Glasgow, Nov. 30, ’56 " :—

-+« - I'wassorry I said gnything about Mary. It was not kind of me. She's
your kind and true friend. It was very bad of me, but I was vexed she said she would
not write me. I thought she had taken some dislike to me, and would not write me.
She had written me all along, knowing M. did not know ; so 1 thought it peculiar she
should drop writing without some other excuse.

No. 67; “Glasgow, Dec. 5, ’56” :—

SWEETEST, DEAREST LovE,—If it is more convenient for you to drog in my note at six
o’clock, do it; it will suit me just as well. If not six, eight o’clock. Will you, darling,
write me for Thursday first? If six o'clock, do it; I shall look. If not at six o’clock,
why 1 shall look at eight. T hope no one sces you; and, darling, make no noise at the
window. You mistake me. The snobs I spoke of do not know anything of me; they
sec a light, and they fancy it may be the servants’ room, and they may have some fun;
only you know I sleep down stairs. I never told any one, so don’t knock again, my
beloved. . . . I wept for hours after I received your letter, and this day I have
been sad—jyes, very sad. My Emile, I love you, and you only. I have tried to assure
you no other one has a place in my heart. It was Minnoch that was at the concert
with me. You see I would not hide that from you. Emile, he is P.’s friend, and I
know he will have him at the house; but need you mind that when I have told you I
have no regard for him? It is only you, my Emile, that I love; you should not mind
public report. You know I am your wife, and that we shall shortly be united; so it
matters not. I promised you I should be seen as little in public with him as I could.
I have avoided him at all times. But I could not on Wednesday night ; so, sweet love,
be reasonable.

No. 69; “Glasgow, 8th Dec. 56" :—
MY DEAREST LOVE, MY OWN FOND HUSBAND, MY SWEET EMILE,—I caenot resist

.
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the temptation of writing you a line this evening. Dear love, by this time you will
have my parcel. I hope ere long you may have the original, which I know you will
like better than a glass likeness. Won't you, sweet love? . . . Emile, I don’t
see when we are tohave a chance. I don’t know, but I rather think papa and mamma
will go in to Edinburgh with James in January, but I don’t hear of them being from
home in February. I rather fear we shall have difficulties to contend with ; but we
must do our best. How am I to get out of the house in the morning with my things
(which will be two large boxes, &ec.), I don’t know. I rather think they must go the
night before; and for that I wonld try and get the back-door key. The banns give me
grc?t fright; I wish there was any way to get quit of them. What stupid things they
are!

No. 73; postmark, « Glasgow, 17th —, 1856 " :—

" My owN BELOVED, MY DARLING,—I am longing for Thursday to bring me your
dear sweet letter. . . . Beloved Emile, I don’t see how we can. M. is not going from
home, and when P. is away Janet does not sleep with M. She won’t leave me, as I
have a fire in my room, and M. has none. Do you think, beloved, you counld not see
me some nights for a few moments at the door under the front door, but perhaps it
would not be safe? Some one might pass as you were coming in. We had better.
not. . .

No. 75; postmark, « Glasgow, Dec. 19, 1856 ” :—

My BELOVED, MY DARLING,—Do you for a second think I could feel happy this
evening, knowing you were in low spirits, and that I am the cause? Oh, why was I
ever born to aunoy you, best and deargst of men? Do younot wish—Oh, yes, full well
I know you often wish you had never known me. I thonght I was doing all I counld
to please you. But no. When shall I ever be what you wish me to be? Never!
never! Emile, will you never trust me—she who is to be your wife?  Yon will not
believe me. You say you heard I took M. to the concert against his inclination, and
forced him to go. I told you the right way when I wrote. But from yonr statement in
your letter of to-night vou did not believe my word. Emile, 1 would not have done
this to you. Even now I would write and tell you I would belicve. I would not be-
lieve every idle report. No, I would not. I would, my beicyed Emile, believe my
]l:ufiband’s word before any other. But you always listen to reports chout me if they are

ad. i

No. 81; postmark, ¢ Glasgow, 28th Dec. 1856 :—

.« « . Now, I must tell you something you may hear. I was at the theatre; and
people, my love, may tell you that M. was'there too. ~ Well, M. was there, but he did
not know of my going. He was in the Club Box, and I did not even bow to him.
To-day, when B., mamma, and I were walking, M. joined us, took a walk with us,
and came home. e was most civil and'kind.  He sent Janct such a lovely flower to-
night, to wear on Monday evening. Now, I have told you this, sweet pet. I know
you will be angry, but I would rather bear your anger than that you should perhaps
blame me for not telling you, as some one will be sure to inform yon of me. . .

No. 85; dated “Friday, Jan. 9;” postmark, “Glasgow, 10 Jan.
18577 :— ° :

It is past eleven o’clock, and no letter from you, my own ever dear, beloved husband.
Why this, sweet one? I think I heard your stick this evening. Pray, do not make
any sounds whatever at my window. If it were possible, sweet one, would you not
leave my notes at six, as at ten o’clock the moon is up, and it is light ?

Muyr L’ANGELIER.

No. 87; postmark, “ Glasgow, 11th Jan. *57" :—

My owN DEAR BELOVED EMILE,—I cannot tell you how sorry I was last night at
not hearing from you. . . . .

No. 89; postmark, * Jan. 14, 1857” :— N

MY OWN BELOVED DARLING HUSBAND,~—I have written Mary a note, and you shal
have one too.

No. 91; postmark, “ Glasgow, Jan. 16, 1857 :—

Friday, three o’clock afternoon.
My VERY DEAR EMILE,—1 ought ere this to have written you. . . . Wecll, gilhy
dear Emile, yon did look oross at your Mimi the other day. Why, my pet, yon can

t
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expect that I am never togo on §. St. Sometimes I must. It is not quite fair of you.
I have keﬁ off that street so well this winter, and yet when you meet me, and the first
time you have bowed to me this season, that you should have looked so cross. . .

No. 95; postmark, ¢ Glasgow, 218t Jan. 1857” :— . .

MY DEAREST EMILE,— . . . Why no letter, pet, on Monday night? It was
such a disappointment to your Mimi. I cannot see you on Thursday, as I had hoped.
Jack is ou at a party, and the boy will sit up for him, so I cannot see you. A better
chauce may soon occur, my dear pet. . . . Mivr.

No. 97 ; postmark, “23d January 1857 " :—
Thursday, twelve o'clock.

MY DEAR EMILE,—I was 8o very sorry that I could not see you to-night. I had
expected an hour’s chat with you; but we must just hope for better the next time. 1
hope you are well. Is your hand quite better, my dear pet? . . . I am, with much
love, for ever your own dear, sweet, little, pet wife, your own fond Mimi L’Angelier,
.« .« Akiss, my pet—my own sweet one, my beloved little pet husband. . . .
Emile, my own beloved, you have just left me. Oh, sweet darling, at this moment
my heart and soul burns with love for thee, my husband, my own sweet one. Emile,
what would I not give at this moment to be your fond wife? My night dress was on
when you saw me. Would to God you had been in the same attire. We would be
happy. Emile, I adore you. Ilove you with my heart and soul. Ido vex and annoy
you, but oh, sweet love, I dofondly, truly love you with my soul, to be your wife, your
own sweet wife. I never felt so restless and unhap})y as I have done for some time
past. I would do anything to keep sad thoughts from my mind. But, in whatever
place, some things make me feel sad. A dark spot is in the futurg. What can it be?
0 God, keep it from us! Oh, may we be happy. Dear darling, pray for our happi-
ness. I weep now, Emile, to think of our fate. If we could only get married, amf all
would be well. But, alas! alas! I see no chance, no chance of happiness for me. I
must speak with you. Yes, I must again be pressed to your loving bosom, be kissed
by you, my only love, my dearest, darling husband. Why were we fated to be so
unhappy ? Wiy were we made to be kept separate ? My heart is too fuil to write more.
Oh, pardon, forgive me. If you are able, I need not say it will give me pleasure to
hear from you to-morrow night. If at ten o’clack, don’t wait to see me, as Janet may
not be asleep, and I will have to wait till she sleeps to take it in. Make no noise.
Adien, farewell, my own beloved, my darling, my own Emile. Good night, best
beleved. Adieu; I am your cver true and devoted Mimi L’Angelier. . . . Idon’t
see the least chance for us, my dear love. M. is not well enough to go from home, and,
my dear little sweet pet, I don’t see we could manage in Edinburgh, because I could not
leave a friend's house without their knowing it, so, sweet pet, it must at present be put
off till a better time. I see no chance before March. But rest assured, my dear love
Emile, if I see any chance, I shall let you know of it.

No. 101 ; postmark, « Glasgow, Feb. — 1857 :"—

I felt truly astonished to have my last letter returned to me ; but it will be the last
rou shall have an opportunity of returning me. When you are not pleased with the
etters I send you, then our correspondence shall be at an end ; and as there is coolness
on both sides, our engagement had better be broken. This may astonish youn ; but you
have more than once returned me my lettérs, and my mind was made up that I should
not stand the same thing again. And you also annoyed me much on Saturday by
your conduct in coming so near me ; altogether I think, owing to coolness and indif~
ference (nothing else), that we had better, for the future, consider ourselves strangers.
I trust to your honour as a gentleman that you will not reveal anything that may have
passed between us. I shall feel obliged by your bringing me my letters and likeness
on Thursday evening at seven. Be at the same gate, and C. H. will take the parcel
from you. On Friday night I shall send you all your letters, likeness, &ec. 1 trust
that you may yet be happy, and get one more worthy of you than I. On Tharsday at
seven o’clock.—I am, &e. M.

You may be astonished at this sudden change, but for some time back you must
have noticed a coolness in my notes. My love for you has ceased, and that is why I
was cool. I did once love you truly and fondly, but for some time back I have lost
mech of that love. There is no other rezson for my conduct, and I think it but fair to

t you know this, I might have gone on, and hecome your wife, but I could not have
loved yoy as I ought. Lfy conduct you will copdemn, but I did at one time love you
. With heart and soul. It has cost me much 1q tell you this—sleepless nights—but it
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was necessary you should know. If you ‘remaindn Glasgow, or go away, I hope you
may succeed in all your endeavours. I know you will never injure the character of
one you so fondly loved. No, Emile, I know you have honour, and are a gentleman.
Wh\a]t‘has passed you will not mention. I know when I ask you that you will comply.
—Adieu.

No. 103 ; postmark, « Glasgow, 9th Feb. *57 " :—

I attribute it to your having cold that I had no answer to my last note. On Thurs-
day evening you were, I suppose, afraid of the night air. I fear your cold is not better.
I again appoint Thursday night first, same place, street gate, seven o’clock.—M. If
you can bring me the parcel on Thursday, please write a note saying when you shall
bring it, and address it to C. H. 8end it by post.

No. 105 ; postmark, “Glasgow, 10th

, 1857”7 :—
Monday night.

EMILE,—I have just had your note. Emile, for the love you once had for me, do
nothing till I see you. For God’s sake do not bring your once loved Mimi to an open
shame. Emile, I have deccived you. I have deceived my mother. God knows she
did not boast of anything I had said of you, for the poor woman thought I had broken
off with you last winter. I deceived you by telling you she still knew of our engage-
ment. She did not. This I now confess, and as for wishing for an engagement with
another, I do not fancy she ever thought of it. Emile, write to no one—to papa or any
other. Oh! do not till T see you on Wednesday night. Be at the Hamiltons’ at twelve,
and I shall open my shutter, and then you come to the area gate, and 1 shall see you.
It would break my mother’s heart. Oh, Emile, be not harsh to me. 1 am the most
guilty, miserable wretch on the face of the earth. Emile, do not drive me to death.
When I ceased to love you, believe me it was not to love another. I am free from all
engagement at present. Emile, for God's sake do not send my letters to papa; it will
be an open rupture. I will leave the house. I will die. Emile, do nothing till I sce
you. One word to-morrow night at my window to tell me, or 1 shall go mad. Emiie,
you did love me. I did fondly, truly, love you too. Oh, dear Emile, be not so harsh
to me. Will you not—but I cannot ask forgiveness—I am too guilty for that. I have
deceived. It was love for you at the time made me say mamma knew of our engage-
ment. ‘To-morrow one word, and on Wednesday we meet. I would not again ask you
to love me, for I knew you could not. But, oh, Emile, do not make me go mad. I will
tell you, that only myself and C. H. knew of my engagement to you. Mamma did not
know since last winter. Pray for me—for a guilty wretch—but do nothing. Oh,
Emile, do nothing. Ten o’clock to-morrow night—one line for the love of God.

) Tuesday morning.
Iamill. God knows what I have suffered. My punishment is more than I can bear.
Do nothing till I see you. For the love of Heaven do nothing. I am mad. Iam ill.—
Sunday night.

No. 107 :—
Tuesday evening, twelve o’clock.

EyILE,—I bave this night reccived your note. Ob, it is kind of you to write me.
Emile, no one can know the intense agony of mind I have suffered last night and to-
day. Emile, my father’s wrath would kill me—you little know his temper. Emile,
for the love you once had for me, do not denounce me to my P. Emile, if he should
read my letters to you he will put me from him—he will hate me as a guilty wretch,
I loved you, and wrote to you in my first ardent love—it was with my decpest love I
loved you. It was for your love I adored you. I put on paper what I should not. I
was free because I loved you with my heart. If he or any other onc saw those fond
letters to you, what would not be said of me? On my bended knees 1 write you, and
ask you as you hope for mercy at the judgment day, do not inform on me—do not
make me a public shame. Emile, my life has heen one of bitter disappointment. You,
and only you, can make the rest of my life peaceful. My own conscience will be a
punishment that I shall carry to my grave. I have deceived the best of men. Youn
may for%ive me, but God never will. For God's love, forgive me, and betray me not.
For the love you once had to me, do not bring down my father's wrath on me. It will
kill my mother (who is not well). It will for ever cause me bitter unhappiness. I am
humble before you, and crave your mercy. You can give me forgiveness, and you,
oh, you only, can make me happy for the rest of my life. I would not ask yon to lowe
me or ever make me your wife. 1 am too guilty for that. I have deceived and tolt*
you too many falsehoods for you ever to respect me. But, oh! will yon not keep my '
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secret from the world? Oh! will you not, for Christ’s sake, denounce me? I shall be
undone. I shall be ruined. Who would trust me? Shame will be my lot.
Despise me, hate me, but make me not the public scandal. Forget me for ever.
Blot out all remembrance of me . . . I did love you, and it was my soul’s
ambition to be your wife. I asked you to tell me my faults. You did so, and it
made mercool towards you gradually. When you have found fault with me I have
cooled. It was not love for anothet, for there is no one I love. My love has all been
given to you. My heart is empty, cold ; I am unloved, I am despised. I told you I
had ceased to love you—it was true. I did not love as I did ; but, oh! till within the
time of our coming to town I loved you fondly. I longed to be your wife. I had fixed
February. I longed for it. The time I conld not leave my father’s house, I grew
discontented ; then I ceased to love you. OUh, Emile, this is indeed the truestatement.
Now you can know my state of mind. Emile, I have suffered much for you. I lost
much of my father’s confidence since that September ; and my mother has never been
the same to me. No, she has never given me the same kind look. For the sake of
my mother, her who gave me life, spare me from shame. Oh, Emile, will you, in
God’s name, hear my prayer? I ask God to forgive me. I have 1prayed that he might
put it in your heart to spare me from shame. Never, never, while Ilive can I be happy.
No, no, I shall always have the thought I deceived you. I am guilty; it will be a
punishment I shall bear till the day of my death. I am humbled thus to crave your
pardon. But I dare not. While I have {reath I shall ever think of you as my best
triend, if you will only keep this between ourselves. I blush to ask you. Yet, Emile,
will you not grant me this my last favour ?—if you will Pever reveal what has passed.
Oh, for God’s sake, for the love of Heaven, hear me. 1 grow mad. I have been ill,
very ill, all day. T have had what has given me a false spirit. 1 had resort to what L
should not have taken, but my brain is on fire. I feel as it death would indeed be
sweet. Denounce me not. Emile, Emile, think of our once happy days. Pardon me if
you can : pray for me as the most wretched, guilty, miserable creature on the earth. I
could st:mH anything but my father’s hot displeasure. Emile, you will not cause my
death. If he is to get yonr letters, I cannot sce him any more ; and my poor mother,
I will never more kiss her. It wounld be a shame to them all. Emile, will you not
spare me this? Hate me, despise me, but do not expose me. I cannot write more, I
am too ill to-night. ’

P.S.—I cannot get to the back stair. I never could ree the way to it. I will take
you within the door. The arca gate will be open. I shall se¢ you from my window at
twelve o'clock. I will wait till one o’clock. '

No. 109 ; postmark, “ Glasgow, 14th Feb. 1857 :—
Saturday.
My DEAR EMILE,—I have got my finger cut, and cannot write, so, dear, I wish you
would excuse me. I was glad to see you looking so well yesterday. I hope to see
you very soon. Write me for Thursday,-<and then I shall tell yon when I can sce you.
I want the first time we meet that you will bring me all my cool letters back—the last
four I have written—and I will give you others m their place. Bring them all to me.
Excuse me more just now. It hurts me to write; so with kindest and dearest love
ever believe yours, with love and affection, M.

No. 111 :— .

DEAREST SWEET EMILE,—I am so sorry to hear you are ill. I hope to God you
will soon be better. Take care of yourself. Do not go to the office this week ; just
stay at home till Monday. Sweet love, it will please me to hear you are well. I have
not felt very well these two last days—sick and headache. Every one is eomplaining :
it must be something in the air. I can’t see you on Friday, as M. is not away, but I
think on Sunday P. will be away, and I might see you, I think, but I will let you
know. I shall not be at home on Saturday, but I shall try, sweet love, and give you
even if it should be a word. I cannot pass ypur windows, or I would, as you ask me
to do it. Do not come and walk about, and become ill again. You did look bad on
Sunday night and Monday morning. I think you got sick with walking home so late,
and the long want of food, so the next time we meet, I shall make you eat a loaf of
bread before you go out. Iam longing to meet again, sweet love. We shall be so
happy. I have a bad pen—excuse this scrawl—and B. is near me. I cannot write at
night now. My head aches so, and 1 am looking so bad that I cannot sit np as I used
todo; but I am taking some stuftf to bring phack the colour. I shall see yon soon
again. Put up with short notes for a little time, When I feel stronger you shall have
long ones.  Adieu, my love, my pet, my sweet Emile. A fond, dear, tender love, and
sweet embrace. Ever, with love, yours, . Mimr,
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No. 113; postmark, ““Glasgow, Feb. 27, 1857 :—

MY DEAR, SWEET EMILE,—I cannot see you this weck, and I can fix no time to
meet with you. I do hope’ you are better. Keep well, and take care of yourself. I
saw you at your window. I am better, but have got a bad cold. I shall write you,
sweet one, in the beginning of the week. I hope we may meet soon. We go, I think,
to Stirlingshire, about the 10th March, for a fortnight. "Excuse this short n(ite, sweet
love. With much fond tender love and kisses; and believe me to be yours, w};(h love,

I

ML
No. 115; postmark, “Glasgow, 3d March 1857 :—

MY DEAREST EMiLE,—I hope by this time you are quitc well, and able to be ont. I
saw you at your window, but I could not tell how you looked—well, I hope. I am
very well. I was in Edinburgh on Saturday to be at a luncheon of forty at the Castle.
It was a most charming day, and we enjoyed our trip very much. On Friday we goto
Stirling for a fortnight. I am so sorry, my dearest pet, I cannot see ?'ou ere we go—
but I cannot. Will you, sweet one, write me for Thursday, eight o’clock, and I shall
get it before two o’clock, which will be a comfort to me, as I shall not hear from you
till I come home again. I will write you, but, sweet pet, it may only be once a-weck, as
I have so many friends in that quarter. B. is not going till next week. M., P., J.,
and I on Friday. B. goes to the ball next week. Iam going to a ball in Edinburgh
the end of next week, so cannot go to both, and I would rather go to the one in Edin-
burgh. T have not seen you all this week—have you been passing? What nasty
weather we have had. I shal) ses you very soon, when I get home again, and we shall
be very happy, won't we, sweet one? as much so as the last time—will we, my pet ?
I hope you feel well. I have no news to give you. I am very well; and I think the
next time we meet jou will think I look better than I did the last time. You won't
have a letter for me this Saturday, as I shall be off; but I shall write the beginning of
the week. Write me for Thursday, sweet love, and with kind love ever believe me to
be, yours, with love and affection, MiMI.

No. 117; postmark, “ Glasgow, 4th March 1857 :"—

DEAREST EMILE,—I have just time to write you a line. I could not come to the
window, as B. and M. were there, but I saw you. If you would take my advice, you
would go to the south of England for ten days; it would do you much good. In fact,
sweet pet, it would make f'ou feel quite well. Do try and do this. You will please me
by getting strong and well again. I hope you won’t go to B. of Allan, as P. and M.
would say it was I brought you there, and it would make me to feel very unhappy.
Stirling you need not go to, as it is a nasty, dirty, little town. Go to the Isle of Wight.
I am exceedingly sorry, love, that I cannot see you ere I go. It is impossible; but the
first thing I do on my return will be to see you, sweet love. I must stop, as it is post-
time. Bo adieu with love and kisses, and much love. I am, with love and affection,
ever yours, : My

No. 119 was objected to by the DEaN, being only a copy taken by a
press, and was reserved.
No. 121:—

My DEAR SWEET PET,—I am so sorry you should be so vexed. Believe nothing,
swect one, till I tell you myself. Itisa reﬂort I am sorry about, but it has been six
months spoken of. Tg’ere is one of the same kind about B. Believe nothing till I tell
you, sweet one of my heart. I love you and you only. Mrs A. only supposed ; M.
never told her. But we have found out that Mrs A. is very good at making up stories.
Mrs A. asked me if it was M. gave me the trinket you saw, and I told her no. My
sweet love, I love you, and only wish you were better. We shall speak of our union
when we meet. We shall be home about the 17th, so I shall see you about that time.
I wish, love, you could manage to remain in town till we come home, as I know it will
be a grand row with me if you are seen there. Could you, sweet love, not wait, for m
sake, till we come home? You might go the 20th or so. I would be so pleased wi
you if you can do this to please me, my own dear husband. 1 shall be very glad to
meet you again, and have as happy & meeting as the last. I have quarrelled with C. H.
just now, so cannot see you to-night. I shall writo you next week. Neither M. nor

is sisters go with us. Only M., B., J., and J. go to-morrow. P. on Saturday night.
I have only been in M.’s house once, and that was this week, and I was sent & meseage,
because M. could not go herself. 1 will tell and answer you all questions when we
meet. Adien, dearest love of my soul, with fond and tender embraces. Ever believe
' me, with love and kisses, your own fond, dear, and Joving Mixu.
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The Lorp ADVOCATE argued' that No. 119 should be read, because it
was proved by its contents taken in connexion with Nos. 117 and 121.

The Court then rose for consultation, and, on their return, Lord Ivory
stated at some length the grounds on which he held the letter to be
receivable—although the Jury must judge whether or not the letter was
actually received.

Lord HanpysipE concurred with Lord Ivory. He regarded the docu-
ment as intimately connected with other documents already read. It
was a full and complete letter, having a date and a signature. It had
been copied by a copying press, and therefore he inferred its despatch;
while its receipt was proved by the fact that in a subsequent letter various
questions asked in it were replied to.

The Lorp JusTick-CLERK differed from the other Judges, because there
was no separate and independent proof that the document had been
despatched or received by the prisoner; but he regarded it as of little
importance whether it went to the Jury or not, as the points referred
to in it were covered by No. 121.

No. 119:—

Glasgow, March 5th, 1857.

My pear SWEET PET, Mimi,~I feel indeed very vexed that the answer I received
yesterday to mine of Tuesday to you, should prevent me from sending you the kind
letter I had ready for you. You must not blame me for this, but really your cold, in-
different, and reserved notes, so short, without a particle of love in them (especially
after pledging your word you were to write me kindly for those letters you asked me
to destroy), and the manner you evaded answering the questions I put to you in my
last, with the reports I hear, fully convince me, Mimi, that there is foundation in your
marriage with another. Besides, the way you put off our union till September, without
a just reason, is very suspicious. I do not think, Mimi dear, that Mrs Anderson would
say your mother told her things she had not; and really I could ncver believe Mr
Houldsworth would be guilty of telling a falsehood for mere talking. -No, Mimi, there
is foundation for all this. You often go to Mr M.’s house, and common sense would
lead any one to believe that if you were not on the footing reports say you are, you
would avoid going near any of Lis fiiends. I know he goes with you, or at least meets
you in Stirlingshire. Mini, dear, place yourself in my pasition, and tell me am I wron,
m believing what I hear? I was happy the last tine we met—{es, very happy.
was forgetting all the past, but now it is again beginning. Mimi, [ insist on having an
explicit answer to the questions you evaded in my last. If you evade answering them
this time, I must try some other means of coming to the truth. If not answered in a
satisfactory manner, you must not expect I shall again write you personally, or meet
you when you return home. I do not wish you to answer this at random; I shall wait
for a day or so if you require it. I know you cannot write me from Stirlingshire, as
the time you have to write me a letter is occupied in doing so to others. There was a
time you would have found plenty of time. Answer me this, Mimi—Who gave you the
trinket you shewed me ; is it true that it was Mr Minnoch? And is it true that you are
direetly or indirectly engaged to Mr Minnoch, or to any one else but me? These ques-
tions I must know. The doctor says I must go to the Bridge of Allan, I cannot
travel 500 miles to the Isle of Wight and 500 back. What is your object in wishin,

~me s0 very much to go south? I may not go to the Bridge of Allan till Wednesday; if
I can avoid going, I shall do so for your sake. I shall wait to hear from you. I hope,
dear, nothing will happen to check the happiness we were again enjoying.—May God
bless you, pet, and with fond and tender embraces, believe me with kind love your ever
affectionate husband, : EMILE L’ANGELIER.

No. 121 was then again read.

No. 123 ; postmark, “Bridge of Allan, 10th March 1857 (reached
Glasgow 6.30 P.M.) :—

MY OWN BEST LOVED PET,—I hope you are well. Iam very well, but it is such a
cold place, far colder than in town. I have never been warm since I came here. There
are very few people that we know staying in the village. Have you ever been here, my
own dear little pet? I hope, sweet one, it may make you feel well and strong again,
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and that you will not again be ill all the summer. You must try and keep well for my
sake ; will you, will you, my own dear little Emile? You love me, do you not? Yes,
Emile, I know you do. We go to Perth this week to see some friends. I am going ta
Edinburgh the end of this month. B. will, I think, go too. Isaw you pass the morning
we left, and you, little love, passing the front door; but you would not look up, and I
did not know where you were going to. We shall be home Monday or Tuesday. I shall
write you, sweet love, when we shall have an interview. I long to see you—to kiss
and embrace you, my only sweet love. Kiss me, sweet one, my love, my own dear
sweet little pet. I know your kindness will forgive me if I do not write you a long
letter ; but we are just going to the train to meet friends from the north. So I shall
conclude with much love, tender embraces, and fond kisses. Sweet love, adien. Ever,
with love, yours, M.

No. 125 ; postmark, “Bridge of Allan, 13th March 1857” (reached
Glasgow, 10.45 same night) :— ‘

DEAREST AND BELOVED,—I hope you are well. I am very well, and anxious to gel‘
home to see you, sweet one. It is cold, and we have had snow all the week, which is
most disagreeable. 1 feel better since we came here. I think we shall be home on
Tuesday, so I shall let you know, my own beloved sweet pet, when we shall havea
dear, sweet interview, when I may be pressed to your heart, and kissed by you, my
own sweet love., A fond, tender embrace; a kiss, sweet love. I hope you will enjor
your visit here. You will find it so dull; no one here we know, and I don’t fancy you
will find any fiiends, as they. are all strangers, and don’t_appear nice people. I am
longing to sec you, sweet one of my heart, my only loye. I wish we had not come here
for another month, as it would have been so much nicer ; it would then be warm. I
think if you could wait a little, it would do you more good ; but you know best when
you can get away. Adien, my only love, my own sweet pet. A Kiss, dear love, s
tender embrace, love and kisses. Adien, ever yours, with love and fond kisses. I am
ever yours, M1, |

Nos. 127, letter of deceased to Mr Kennedy, 129, letter to Mr Ken-|
nedy, and 131, French letter to Mr Thuau, were given in, having been
previously read in the course of examination of witnesses.

No. 133 ; postmark, ¢ Stirling, 16th March 1857 :—

MY DEAREST WILLIAM,—It is but fair, after your kindness to me, that I should write
you a note. The day I part from friends I always feel sad; but to part from one |
love, as I do you, makes me feel truly sad and dull. My only consolation is that we
meet soon again. To-morrow we shall be home. I do so wish you were here to-day.
We might take a long walk. Our walk to Dunblane I shall ever remember with plea-
sure. That walk fixed a day on which we are to begin a new life—a life which I hope|
may be of happiness and long duration to both of us. My aim through life shall be to
please and study you. Dear William, I must conclude, as mamma is ready to go to
Stirling. I do not go with the same pleasure as I did the last time. I hope you got
to town safe, and found your sisters well. Accept my warmest, kindest love, and ever
believe me to be yours with affection, MADELINE.

No. 135 was a memorandum in French of I’Angelier’s address at the
Bridge of Allan; and 139 an envelope addressed to “ M. L’Angelier,
Post-office, Stirling.”

No. 137, envelope ; postmarks, © Glasgow, 19th March 1857 ;” and
¢ Stirling, 20th March, 9.0 a.m.,” addressed to M. L’Angelier at Glasgor,
were also given in.

No. 141 ; postmark, “ Bridge of Allan, 20th March” :—

Dear MARY,—I should have written to you before, but I am so lazy in writing when
away from my ordinary ways. I feel much better, and 1 hope to be home the middl |
of next week. This is a very stupid place, very dull. I know no one; and besidesit:
is ver{; much colder than Edinburgh. I saw your friends at Portobello, and will tell !
you about them when I sce you. I should have come to see some one last night, but !
the letter came too late, so we are both disappointed. Trusting you are quite well,,

and with kind regards to yourself and sister, believe me, yours sincerely,
1 shall be here till Wednesday. P. EMILE L’ANGELIER.

No. 143, letter to Mr Stevenson from Bridge of Allan, formerly read.

1

{



109

No. 145, letter to Mr Kennedy from Bridge of Allan, formerly read,
postmark, “ Bridge of Allan, 20th March.”

No. 147, letter from Mr Stevenson to Mr L’Angelier, posted at Glasgow,
21st March 1857, at night, and reached Bridge of Allan 9 A.M. next
morning.

No. 149, letter from the panel to L’Angelier at his lodgings, Glasgow,
with postmark, « Glasgow, March 21, 1857.” This was the one found in
L’ Angelier’s vest pocket after his death :—

Why, my beloved, did you not come to me? Oh, my beloved, are yon ill?  Come
to me. Sweet one, I waited and waited for you, but you came not. I shall wait again
to-morrow night—same hour and arrangement. Oh, come, sweet love, my own dear
love of a sweetheart. Come, beloved, and clasp me to your heart; come, and we shall
be happy. A kiss, fond love. Adleu, with teuder embraces. Ever believe me to be
your own ever dear, fond MiMI.

The LorD ADVocATE then proposed to give in the deceased’s pocket-
book, and to have the cntries in it read. The Court had decided when
he offered it before that then a sufficient foundation had not been laid;
but he thought that objection could not be made now. The handwriting
of the entries was proved to have been L’Angelier’s; and various circum-
stances had been proved, in the course of the evidence already adduced,
to have occurred on the very days under date of which they were entered
in this book. He therefore submitted that these entries were statements
by himself of what he did on these days, and that the pocket-book should
be received.

Mr Youna argued that the book was irregularly kept ; that the entry
of the occurrence on the 22d had been proved by the several witnesses to
be inaccurate ; and that, though some of the matters entered under dates
did occur under those dates, there was no guarantee that they were all
so. Instead of being a memorandum-book regularly kept, the entries
were the exceptions. So far as he had been able to discover, there was
no case in which such a book had been received in evidence of facts
mentioned in it. If such a case existed, it would no doubt be founded
upon on the side of the prosecution ; but if there were not, he submitted
that the present was not a case of the kind in which this Court should
begin the admission of such evidence.

The SoLICITOR-GENERAL said that he knew of no principle in the law
of evidence which excluded a document written by a deceased person
from being used as evidence in such a case, and contended that it was
good secondary evidence. It was a statement by L’Angelier that a cer-
tain circumstance happened on a certain day. Their Lordships would
not have excluded the evidence had it been deponed to by a third party
who had heard the deceased make the statement ; and though he could
not give a precedent precisely similar, he thought the whole principle of
secondary evidence was in favour of its admissibility.

" The DeaN oF FacuLry was also heard on the point. He contended
that no precedent could be shewn in which the ordinary pocket memo-
randum of a deceased person had been used for the purposes sought in
this case. There was no evidence to prove that the dates were correctly
entered ; and, in fact, the book did not profess to be a regular diary. The.
journal was begun in 1857 ; the deceased lived eighty or eighty-one days
in that year, and the number of entries was only twenty-six ; and for up-
wards of a week prior to his death it had ceased to be his journa.l at all;
besides, even amongst these few entries, there were instances to prove the
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loose and careless manner in which they were sometimes made. The
Solicitor-General had said that it was good secondary or hearsay evidence;
but it appeared to him the present was an attempt to apply secondary
evidence in a manner hitherto unknown. He had always understood that
the principle by which secondary evidence was admitted was subject to
this proviso—that a statement made for one purpose could not bg rc-
ceived for another—that a statement made by a party, even.on oath,
upon one sybject was not receivable for another purpose. To shew
further the incorrectness of the entries, the Dean referred to one under
date 5th March—“ Saw Mimi—gave her a note and received one,”
which was contradicted by letter 119, which had been put in evidence on
the ground that the prisoner’s letter of the 5th March was an answer to
it ; whereas, according to the entry, they were exchanged one for another.

The Courr then retired; and on their return,

The Lokp Jusrice-CLERK intimated that the Court would give their
decision on Monday morning.

The Lorp ApvocaTk stated that, in the event of the memorandum \
book being received, he would close his case, with the exception of one
witness, named Aunderson, from the Bridge of Allan, who had been indis-
posed ; but in the event of the book being rejected, he would reserve his
right to call further evidence.

In reply to a Juryman, the DEaN oF Facurry said that he had a
number of witnesses to call for the defence, and would not undertake to
say that the case would be closed before Wednesday.

The Lorp JusTice-CLERK remarked that, in a case of such importancs,
he could not be expected to go on with his charge immediately after the
speeches on both sides wer'e concluded.

The Court then adjourned till Monday.

SIXTH DAY—Monpay, July 6.

The Court resumed this morning at ten o’clock.

On the point of admission or rejection of the diary of deceased as evi-
dence, the consideration of which their Lordships adjourned from Saturday
till Monday, - -

The Lorp Jusrice-CLERK, after alluding to the great importance of the
matter, saild—The admission of hearsay evidence is an established rule in
the law of Scotland, but under restrictions and conditions which go in
many instances to the entire rejection of the evidence. What is now to
be proposed is this—to produce for the consideration of the Jury certain
memoranda or jottings made by the deceased, in which certain things are
said to have been done, which go directly to the vital part of this charge.
The Dean has felt that so strongly that he did not scruple to state what
was the purport of one of the entries; but we must take care that the
rules of evidence are not relaxed, merely because it appears that the

_ matter is ofsthe highest importance in the case. DBefore evidence can be
received and allowed to go to the Jury, it must be evidence competent to
be tendered. It will not do to take a half view of the case, and think
it material that such a thing should go to the Jury as evidence if it is
not legally admissible against the prisoner. That is the rule also in
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civil cases. It is of importance, them, in considerilg whether the
evidence is admissible, indeed I should say it was vitally important, to
consider and ascertain in what circumstances, if possible from what motive,
and at what period of the transactions going on at this time, these entries
were made. Now, it is a most remarkable fact that there is no entry
regarding the prisoner, or circumstances connected with the prisoner,
before the 11th of February, while the purpose on her part of breaking
off this engagement, and of demanding the letters, had been communicated
to the deceased, and his purpose and resolution not to give up the letters,
and to keep her to the engagement, appeared to have been made known
on the 13th; and his purpose in writing these entries obviously was to
endeavour to strengthen his hold upon the prisoner, #ot only by refusing
to give up the letters at that time, but afterwards to object to their inter-
views and communications, so as to endeavour to effect his object in pre-
venting the marriage, and to entice her into giving up the engngement
at once. I make this observation not merely with reference to the weight
and credibility of those entries, but with reference to their admissibility.
In the case of hearsay evidence, we can ascertain from the witness a state-
ment of all the circumstances, and all the motives connected with the
statement being made by the deceased. What staggered me a good deal
was—1I put it to my mind thus: Supposing an entry is found in a diary,
“T met A B, and arranged to meet A B at such a place to-morrow
night,” and at that place he was found murdered. It might be
admissible against the panel charged with murder, that the statement
was of a kind to be left with the Jury to say whether his being mur-
dered at this particular place was not the result of that appointment.
I was a good deal affected, too, altheugh I own the law is generally very
strong on this point, by what tho Lord Advocate so forcibly stated.” Sup-
posing that in this book there was found an entry that this man had
purchased arsenic, would that not have been available in favour of the
prisoner? I think there is an objection, without giving a different
opinion on the point, which may arise, and that is, it may be also evi-
dence against the deceased. One illustration was suggested to my mind
by a person whose authority and experience are higher than any of our
own. Take an action of divorce against the wife, where the paramour was
dead, and an entry is found in any diary of his that he had enjoyed the
embraces of this woman in her husband’s absence—could this diary be
produced against the wife? I say no. What we are asked here to do is
a thing altogether without example or precedent. No traces or indica-
tion of such a proceeding are to be found in any book that a memorandum
made by the deceased shall be proof against the panel in a charge of
murder. I am unable to admit such evidence. One cannot tell how
many documents may exist, and be found in the repositories of the de-
ceased. I have a dim recollection of a case in 1808, the trial of a man of
the name of Patch for murdering a man named Page, and in which a
letter of the murdered man, prior to his death, was produced, but I have
not found that it was allowed to be admitted. ~The point is perfectly new,
and I am certainly of opinion that it should not be admitted.

Lord Hanpysipe said—We are asked to receive, as evidence for the
Crown, a pocket-book containing an almanac and diary for 1857, in
which certain entries are made opposite to certain days of the week from
Feb. 11 to March 14. I mention these extreme dates, first, because they -
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include the period of the whole of the entries in the diary—the entries
not beginning with the commencement of the year; and second, because
the period during which the entries were made has reference only to the
first and second charges in the indictment. The third charge is about
time, and is subsequent to the entries ceasing to be made. The special
point is, whether the entries of certain dates—two in number—are to be
read to make evidence for the prosecution as regards the first and second
charges in the indictment. The whole of the entries have been written
with a lead pencil. I notice this to make the observation that ink and
penmanship afford to a certain degree the means of ascertaining whether
the entries were made at the time opposite to which they are written.
When all the entrid are in pencil there can be no clue as to the time
when the entries are in point of fact made, or that the original entries
have not been expunged, and others substituted in their place, whether
this be in correction of memory or with the purpose and design of impo-
sition. But waiving this peculiarity in the present case, the point to be
determined is, whether the entries of a deceased person setting forth as
having occurred at particular dates, and connected with the name of an |
individual, are admissible as evidence to support a criminal charge. So
far as my knowledge goes, this is a new point. We have received no
assistance from the bar by reference to any authority. No case has been
stated to us bearing upon the subject; and having taken some pains
myself to search for authority and precedent, I have been unsuccessful in
finding either. If the fact be so undoubted, it is a circumstance on
which the objector to its admission as evidence is entitled to found, as
shifting from him to the prosecutor the burden of shewing that such
cvidence ought to be received. I think the question is one of great
difficulty, at least I have found it to be so. Had the writer of the
memoranda been living, they could not have heen held as evidence.
They might have been used in the witness-box to refresh the memory
of the witness. What would be required would be the oath of the
witness, and his evidence would be taken irrespective of any weight
being put upon the memoranda. It js the oath of the witness and
the authority of his statement in the box that the law requires; but if
the writer has died, is this circumstance to make such memoranda
thenceforward admissible as evidence? There is no check upen the
accuracy of these statements, whether arising from innocent mistakes
or from prejudice. I don’t say that they are supposed to be false,
for the idea is repugnant, from the consideration that it would be
idle and fanciful to say that such memoranda would be kept by the
writer ; but it is quite conceivable that statements may be made wholly
imaginary, with a view to the subsequent injury of the party, and could
it be admissible to take as evidence such a diary, which might be made
a baneful instrument of calumny and accusation? I speak just now of |
private memoranda, diaries, and journals taken in the abstract. As to
other writings of a deceased person, such as letters, I do not say that
they may not be admissible as evidence after death ; for they had been
communicated to at least one person. It was contended that the
principle of hearsay evidence was admitted to extend to documents
written by a deceased person. It is assumed that a declaration in writ-
ing of what is spoken would have been admissible, but this would
be a fallacious ground to rest on, if words written would require to be |
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taken as they stand without explanation or qualification. Words spoken
to another are subject to further inquiry by the party spoken to as to
the meaning of the speaker, and a sort of cross-examination made as to
the matter which was communiceated to him ; and all those things may
be brought out in the examination of the witness who comes into Court
and gives us hearsay evidence. Now, a mere writing in the way of
memoranda or an entry in a pocket-book, in the sole custody of the
writer till his death, cannot be subjected to any such tests. It may be
an idle piece of writing, or it may be unfounded suspicion or ambiguous
charges preferred by hostile and vindictive feelings in a moedy and
spiteful mind. This view impressed me strongly against the idea of
admitting a journal or diary as evidence to support the prosecution. I
think the question before us must bhe decided as a general point., As
such, I take it up. If I were to take into ascount the peculiar circum-
stances of this case, I see much perhaps to vindicate the Court in its
reception as evidence, and there is to be found in the letters which have
been already read in evidence much to give corroboration and verifica-
tion to some at least of the entries in the pocket-book; but I feel com-
pelled to close my mind against such considerations, and look above all to
a general and therefore safe rule by which to be guided. I have core,
therefore, to the conclusion that the production of the diary as evidence
in th; case, in support of the first and second charges, ought to be re-
jeoted. : .

Lord Ivory said, that, like their Lordships, he had given his most
anxious, serious, and unremitting consideration t6 this subject. He had
sought every book, and had found little or nothing in the way ef authority-
certainly; but judging by the abstract rules of evidence applied to other
cases, he could find no principle to exclude the document. He therefore
felt himself totally unable to come to the conclusion that this evidence
should be excluded fromn the Jury. * He would content himself with simply
intimating his dissent.. It appeared to him it was admissible as evidence,
and it would be for the Jury to consider what was the value of that

evidence, and to decide. I _ L

The Lorp ADVOCATE said, there was a passage in.the letter No. 79
which he eonsiderdd material to the case, and which he wished read.

The following passage was then read by the Clerk :<—+B. and M. are
from home. Will you not come tq your wife Mimi? - I' think you may
come shortly to the house. I shall let you in. 'No one will hear you.
You can make it late; twelve if you please. I will long for you, sweet
dear Emile. Emile, I will see your sweet smile, and hear your sweet
voice. You will come to your Mimi and clasp her to your bogom, kiss
her and call her your wife. I will not wish you a mmerry Christmas; but
if we are saved till next together, we shall then be happy.”

Mrs ANDERSON examined by the Lorp ApvocaTe—I am acquainted
with the prisoner. I recollect meeting her at my own house on 5th
February last. I had no conversation with her then about Mr Minnoch.
I met her at a party at Mrs Wilkie’s house, and it was then that we
spoke of Mr Minnoch. She wore a necklace on that occasion. She told
me she had got it from her papa. I'asked her if she had not got it from
Mr Minnoch. She said “ No.”

-The LorD ADvooaTE intimated that the case for the Crown waa closed.
1 4
t
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EXCULPATORY EVIDENCE.

The DEAN oF FAcuLTY said it was desirable, in bringing forward the evidence as to
L’'Angelier's character, that, if possible, no names should be dragged into public
notice.

The Lorp ApvocaTe said he was willing to endeavour to avoid bringing out any
names.

The following evidence for the defence was then proceeded with :—

RoBerr BAKER—I am a grocer at 8t Helier's, Jersey. I lived in Edinburgh at
one time, and acted as waiter in the Rainbow Tavern, and when there I was
acquainted with Emile L’Angelier. That was in 1851. He lived in the Rainbow
between six and nine months, till he went to Dundee. We slept together. The
tavern was kept by an uncle of mine, Mr George Baker, at that time. L’Angelier
was then in very bad circumstances, living on Mr Baker’s bounty. He was out of a
situation, and waiting till he could get one. I saw a good deal of him at that time.
He was a quiet sort of a person. I was not much out with him. He was very easily
excited. He was at times subject to very low spirits. I have often seen him erying
at night-time. He spoke of suicide a while before he went to Dundee. He said on
more than one occasion he was tired of existence, and that he wished he was out of
the world. I remember on one occasion he got out of bed and walked to the win
dow. I awoke and asked him what he was doing there; he said if I had not dis-
turbed him he would have thrown himself out. The windows of the Rainbow are
six storeys high, very nearly the height of the North Bridge. He was in the habit of
getting out of bed at night and walking about the room weeping, and in a very
excited state. I was aware that about that time he met with some disappointment
in a love affair. He did not tell me about it, but my uncle did. I heard him talk
to other people about it. It was some lady in Fife. . He was very distressed at his
situation, and not being able to keep his engagement. When he was speaking on
this subject, I did not see him crying. On that occasion when he said he intended
to have thrown himself over the window, he seemed very cool ; he was not crying,
He did not seem excited or agitated in any way. He came to his bed at once when
1 spoke to him. I thonght he was in earnest, because he had talked about it so
often before. We were in the habit of taking walks together in the morning before
business began. Several times we walked together to Leith Pier. He talked to me
about suicide when we were on the pier. He said one morning he had a great mind
to throw himself over; for he was quite tired of his existence. I have seen him
reading newspaper accounts of cases of suicide. I have heard him say on such an
occagion— Ah, there ig a person who has had the courage to do what I should have
done ; I wish I had the courage to do the same.”

By the Lorp ApvocaTE—I had met him once in Jersey. He had been living in
Edinburgh before I saw him, and was over in Jersey on a visit. It would be about
1846, I think, that I saw him there.

By Mr Younc—[Shewn letter No. 1]—I received that letter from the deceased
from Dundee. There is no date on it. It was shortly after he left the Rainbow to
go to Dundee that I received it. In it he says (after giving me instructions as to
his trunks and letters) :—« I never was so unhappy all my life; I wish I had courage
to blow my brains out.”

WiLLiaM PriNGLE LATRD—I am a nurseryman in Dundee. I was acquainted with
the late L’Angelier, and knew him when he was in the service of Dickson & Co., in
1843. Itook him into our employment in Dundee in 1852. He had been away
from the Dicksons’ a long time, and had been in France before he came to me. He
came to me about six o’clock on the 25th January, or ‘Old Handsel Monday. He
remained with me till the end of August or 1st of September. I thought he wasa
very sober young man, and, very kind and obliging. He was very changeable and
excitable in his disposition. He was sometimes very melancholy, and other times
very lively. When he came to me in January 1852 he was very dull; he was mot
very well, and had a kind of cold. He did not tell me exactly at first, but shogly

Aafter he came to me he told me about a cross in love. He had assisted me sofme
times in the seed-shop, but he sometimes wrought light work in the nursery
It was aboyt & fortnight or a month after he came that he told me he had hadis




115

cross in love. He told me it was reported that the girl was to be martied on
another, but he would scarcely believe it, as he did not think she would
take another. I understood it was because she was pledged to him. He
told me who she was. Was she of a higher rank than himself%—I did not
know the lady, but I believe she was in the middle station of life. After this I saw
the lady’s marriage in the newspapers. I got a letter from my brother in Edinburgh,
and he asked me if L’Angelier had seen an Edinburgh newspaper of a certain date,
in which the marriage was? L’Angelier had read the notice of the marriage. I
know Wm. Pringle. He is my cousin, and was my apprentice at the time I refer
to. I think it was he who told me about something L’Angelier had done. I spoke
to L’Angelier in consequence. I told him I was sorry to see him so melancholy, and
was still more sorry to hear that he had taken up a knife with which to stab himself.
He saild very little; but was very dull. I did all I could to soothe him. He said
he was truly miserable, and wished he was out of this world-—destroy himself, or
something to that effect. He was in a very melancholy state after this. He was
gloomy and moody, and never spoke to any one. I had frequent conversations with
him every day; at least several conversations.. Did he appear to be a person who
had any religious feeling that would deter him from doing what he said 2—He attended
church regularly, and was very moral, but he did not shew anything particular as to
religion. He went sometimes to church with me, and sometimes he went to the
English Chapel. He told me often about his having been in France, and that he
*was in Paris during the Revolution of 1848. He told me he was engaged in the
Revolution. i

The Lorp Jusrice-CLERK asked if this was necessary ?

Mr Youne—TIt is to shew his nationality.

Examination continu® by Mr Younc—He told me he was a member of the
National Guards. He was rather a poor man. I don’t recollect the wages he had
from me. He came to me as an extra hand, and was out of employment at the
time; and I think he had 8s. or 9s. a-week, with bed, board, and lodgings. He had
no engagement, and was very well pleased with what he received.

WiLLiam PRiNGLE—I was in the service of Mr Laird in Dundee in 1852. I knew
L’Angelier, who was there at that time. We both lived in Mr Laird’s house, I had
frequent conversations with L’Angelier. I remember of seeing a marriage in the
newspapers. I did not see L’Angelier read it ; nor did I tell him, so far as I recollect,
what I had seen in the newspaper. I told him I had heard of the marriage in
the nursery. I mentioned that to him when we were in the shop. I don’t remem-
ber the express words I used ; but I told him the circumstance that I had heard at
the nursery that there was such a marriage. I don’t remember of saying to him I
had seen it in the newspapers. He seemed to be very much agitated when I told
him about it, and he ran two or three times behind the counter; at least once or
twice. He then took hold of a counter knife. He did not point it to his throat,
but held it extended in his hand. I stepped forward to him in consequence, and
he then put it down. I don’t remember what he said. I don’t think he was crying;
at least I did not observe it. He was very changeable in his temper and spirits, and
was particularly melancholy for some time after this occurrence. He and I slept
together. I was a little afraid, in my own mind, that he would do something wrong.
I am now twenty-one, and that was in 1862—five years ago. .

ANDREW WaTsoN Suxre—I am an upholsterer in Dundee. I was acquainted with ’
L’Angelier when he was in Laird’s employment in 1852. He and I became pretty
intimate. I was lodging at that time at Newport; and L’Angelier was frequently in
the habit of visiting me. He sometimes came on a Saturday, and remained till
the Monday. We slept together on these occasions. I had very good opportunities
of observing his disposition and state of mind. I-thought him a very excitable
sort of character, often in high spirits, and often very low. He mentioned to me a
disappointment in love he had at that time. ‘ He mentioned the lady’s name. He
told me he had been engaged to her for a number of years—that he loved her very
much—and that it had been broken off; and that on these occasions he felt inclined
to destroy himself. He shewed me s ring he had got from the lady. There was
a name on it, and I think it was the lady’s, but I am not sure. Generally, when he
spoke about destroying himself, it was in a very melancholy strain. He said he
would never be happy again, and that he thought he would drown himself, Did he
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‘ever actually tell you at one time of his having gone to déstroy himselft—I have a
very faint remembrance of it, but I am not sure. The question pressed.—He said
he once went to the Dean Bridge at Edinburgh to throw himself dver, but I am not
quite sure.

By the Lorp JusticE-CLERE—Was that before he came to Dundee —Yes.

By Mr Youne—And why did he try to do this—Becanse this lady had jilted
him. Did he say what hindered him from doing it%—No. Was self-destruction a
very frequent subject of conversation with him }—Yes. * Did you think him serious
when he spoke of destroying himself %—1I thought him serious in his own mind ; but
still T had no_ serious apprehensions he would do it. . Was it want of courage that
made you think so?—Well, want of conrage, perhaps. Anything else?%—No;
nothing else that struck me. It was only when he was in his low moods that he
spoke about self-destruction. He told me about being in France at the Revolution.
Did he mention to you about any injury he had received there %—He told me he felt
very nervous after leaving France, which he attributed partly to the excitement of
the occasion. He said he frequently heard a noise behind him, which he described
like a number of rats following him, He was always very excited when he spoke
about the lady who had jilted him. I remember of his crying once on those ocea-
gions. He appeared to be in great grief. That was the first time he talked to me
about destroying himeself, and of drowning himaself. .

Wn. ANDERSON examined—I was a nursery and seedsman in Dundee in 1852. 1
was acquainted with Emile I'Angelier while he was with Mr Laird. He sometimes’
came to my shop. I saw a good deal of him, and had several conversations with
him. What was his character %—I think he was rather sanguine and excitable. He
had the appearance of being vain. His convérsation bad that character. When
women were spoken of, he boasted of his sucoess with ladies; and spoke a great deal
about them. Do you remember what he said about them ?—I remember one occasion
particularly. It was in my own house. One night I had him to supper, and the con-
versation turned upon ladies. He told me he was very intimate with two ladies in
Dundee at the time; that he felt an attachment towards them, and that it seemed to
him it was returned. He said they were very beautiful girls, and worth a consider-
able sum of money.

The Lorp JusTicE-CLERK—Did he mean he was successful in seducing ladies, or
what +—No; that he loved them, and that they loved him in return.

By Mr Youna—I thought he spoke in earnest. He did boast of ladies being
attached to him. That was not his constant subject; it only came up occasionally.
Did he ever speak of being jilted 2—He said he could not tell what he would do if
he were jilted. He spoke to the effect that he would -have revenge in some shape
or other on them if they did jilt him. Was he irritable in his disposition +—~Occa-
gionally he was. How did he shew it +—He would sit on some o¢casions quite dull
when females were spoken of, and then he would suddenly get up in an excited
state. Did his manner or disposition appear to you like that of a Scotchman or
Englishman?—1It wes more like the French, Italian, or Spanish style. ]

WiLLram OGILVIE, examined by Mr Youwe—I am assistant teller in the Dundes
Bank. In 1852 I was seeretary of the Floral and Horticultural Society in Dundee,
and a number of the meetings of that Society were held in Laird’s back-shop. In
this way, I became very intimate with L’Angelier. He was very variable in his
spirits—remarkably so. What were his favourite subjects of conversation?—Well,
it was generally about ladies.. Was he vain of his success with them?—From his
conversation he was.

The Lorp Justice-CLERK— Vain of what’—He talked of ladies always looking at
him in passing along the street. He seemed to have dongidersble success in getting
acquainted with them. ° .

By Mr Youne—He spake of them falling in love with him. Did you ever hear
him say what he would do if he got & disappointment }—On one oecasion—it was in
Laird’s shop—standing and speaking to him one evening, he said that if he got a
disappointment he would think nothing of taking that knife (lifting a large knife
which they had for catting twine, and suiting the actien to the word) and sticking
it into himself. He was not speaking of any real case, The idea seemed to excite
him somewhat. He spoke to me on one occasion about being in France, and travel-
ling there. He did not mention any date. I understoed he travelled with some
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persons of distinction, and that he had charge of all their luggage, horses, &e.I
don't know in what capacity. He said that, in travelling, the horses were very
much knocked up in consequence of the long journeys, and that he had given the
horges arseniec. .

By the Lorp JusTior-CLERE— Was it in French or in English he said thatt—It
was in English. Allow me to explain, At that time I was not much acquainted
with the effects of arsenic, and I was interested in what he said, and wanted to know
what effect it had on the horses. What he told me was that he had given it to
the horses in order to enable them to accomplish a long journey. T asked him what
effect the arsenic had. He said it made them long-winded, and by t¢his means thay
were enabled to finish the journey. In reply, I asked if he was not afraid of poison.
ing the horses. Oh, no, he said, 8o far from doing that, he had taken it himself.
I told him I should not like to follow his example. He seemed to say that he had
not felt any bad effects from it, or that there was no danger, or some expression
like that.

Examination continued by Mr You~xe—Did he tell you any other property it
had?—He mentioned that another effect of it was that it improved the complexion.
Did he lead you to understand that he had taken it to improve his own complexion?
—He did not say so in so many words; but that was what I inferred from what he
said. Did he say anything about having taken it as a medicine, or for 2 pain that
he had ?—Yes ; he said he had a pain in his back, or a difficulty of breathing, and
that it had a good effect in that way. Did he ever shew you any arsenic?—I am
not sure that he did. I rather think that he opened the desk and shewed me some
in a paper. He either shewed me some, or said that he had some—I am not sure
which—but it was either the one or the other. Did he shew you any mineral at
the same time 7—Yes; he shewed me a fine piece of copper ore. It wag that which
led to the conversation about arsenic. He told me he had got that piece of ore on
his journey, and it was that brought on the conversation both about the journey and the
arsenic. Did you ever see him eat anything that you understood to be dangerous?
—I have seen him on more than one occasion eat poppy seeds in large quantities—
in handfuls, in fact, while in the shop. Did you make any remark at the time%-—
He had been selling a quantity of poppy seeds from a drawer, and after the customer
had left the shop, he took out a handful and eat them. I expressed my surprise,
and said I pnderstood they were poisonous.. He said, “So far from that, they are
much better than filberts or nuts.” Did he say anything more about them %—Yes ;
he said he had taken them in such quantities that he had got quite giddy with them.
I think he said he had done that in Dickson and Son’s shop when he was there. ‘-

Cross-examined by the Lorp ApvocaTe—I became acquainted with L’Angelier in
the early part of 1852. He used to talk a good deal about ladies. He said what
he would do if he were jilted; but he did not say he had been jilted, I did hear
that he had, but not from himself. We had only one conversation about the arsenie.
He did not say in what shape he took it, or in what quantity, The way it came
about was this: I was making a collection of minerals, and I had expressed a wish
to possess some specimens. - He gaid he had a number of specimens at home, and
he shewed me the piece of copper ore which he had in his desk. I gaid I would
like a bit like it, and it was in the course of conversation abont that, and the mode
in which he had obtained it, that he spoke about the arsenic.. Why did you suppose
that poppy seeds are dangerous—I understood that opium was made from them.

By the Lorp Jusrtiox-CLERk— Was it only on the day that they were exhaunsted that
he gave the horses arsenio +—I amnot able to say ; he just said in general terms that
he gave them arsenic. I cannot say that he spoka like a foreigner. I knew he was
a foreigner, but he spoke remarkably good English. I think I only heard him spesk
French on one occasion. I am quite sure that it-was not the French word for the
common bere that they give to horses. He spoke in English. I am quite sure he
meant arsenic. - .

Davip Hitr—I am a market gardener in Dundee. I wag in Mr Laird’s employ-
ment when L’Angelier was there. That was in 1852, when I was in Mr Laird’s
service, and L’Angelier was there. I once found a small parcel. That. was before
L’Angelier was there. 1 found a small parcel, and lifted it, and put it into my
pocket, and brought it to Dundee. The person I shewed it to there supposed it t6
be arsenic. I don’t recollect how long that was before L’Angelier came. I men-



118

tioned it to him. I told him of finding it there. He said, Oh, that was nothing
strange, he used it regularly. He said nothing more; at least, I don’t recollect.

Mr Youne—Did he tell you for what purposes he used it?—No, he said he used it
regularly. I tried to remember, but I don’t recollect for what purposes.

Cross-examined by the Lorp ApvocaTE—You have been trying to remember; how
long *—Well, I can’t say; since I have been asked about this affair.

The Lorp ApvooaTe—When was that 2—Saturday last.

The Lorp Apvocare—Who asked you ?—Captain Miller.

The Lorp ADvooATE—That is Captain Miller of Glasgow?—He was Superin.
tendent of Police at Glasgow. He is now Messenger-at-Arms. Do you know that
anybody was there with you when you spoke about it *—No.

The Lorp ApvocaTe—He said he used it regularly ?—Yes, Sir.

The Lorp ApvocaTe—Did he say in what way —No, he did not mention it. I
did not inquire,

Re-examined by Mr Younc—How long is it since you were cited to appear?—
Since Monday.

Mr Younc—A week ago; you have been thinking about it since then *—Yes, Sir.

Mr Younc—You were examined on Saturday ?—Yes, Sir.

Mr Younc—You have heard of L’Angelier's death from the newspapers1—No,
Sir; but I had heard pcople talking about it.

Mr Young—After you heard of L’'Angelier's death in Glasgow, did you remem-
ber this circumstance?—Witness hesitated.

The Lorp Justice-CLERKR—Did you recollect this circumstance of the converss-
tion about arsenic when you heard of L’Angelier’s death *—No.

Mr Younc—But you recollected it some time ago?—Yes, 8ir,

The Lorp JusTice-CLERK—If you did not recollect it then, what brought it to
your mind *—1I do not recollect.

The Lorp Justice-CLERk—Was it any conversation of others at Dundee that
made you recollect this conversation about arsenic?—I do not know, Sir.

The Lorp Apvooare—Did you recollect it before Mr Miller spoke to you?—Yes,
Sir.

EpwaARD MAckAY, examined by Mr YouNc—I am a merchant in Dublin; was in
the habit of visiting Edinburgh in the course of my business. On such occasions |
went to the Rainbow. I got acquainted with L’Angelier there. 1 was acquainted
with Mr Baker, who keeps the tavern. I was first acquainted with L’Angelier in
1846, and continued to see him at the Rainbow till the day or so before his going to
Dundee. I had many meetings and conversations with him. T saw quite enough
to enable me to form an opinion of his character and disposition. My opinion was
anything but a good one. I considered him a vain, lying fellow. He was very
boastful of his personal appearance, of parties admiring him—Iladies in particular—
of his high acquaintances especially, and the society he moved in, when he returned
from the Continent, and was more of a man. He boasted of the high society he
met on the Continent—the titled people. Not believing what he said, I did not
store up any of their titles. I met him one evening in Princes Street Gardens,
shortly before his going to Dundee. He went to Dundee the following day. He
was sitting when I came on him accidentally. “He had got his head in a cambric
pocket-handkerchief. I put my hand on him and said, L’Angelier. He looked up,
and seemed as if he had been crying very bitterly. His eyes looked as if he had
been weeping much. He mentioned a lady in Fifeshire who had slighted him, and
treated him very badly. I made light of the matter. He was much excited when
he was telling me. He spoke about ladies admiring him very often. On one
occasion, I.remember particularly, he came into the Rainbow and told me a lady in
Princes Street, walking with another lady, had remarked what pretty feet he had.
I believed it to be a story latterly. I mever believed & word he said. On that
occasgion in particular, he spoke of ladies admiring him.

The Lorp Jusrice-CLerk—He said he heard the ladies say this?—Yes.

The Lorp Justice-CLerk—Was it a common occurrence for him to speak of
ladies admiring him in this way?—Yes. : :

Re-examined by the Lorp ApvooaTe—I have a counting-houge in Dublin. I
believed the story of the Fifeshire lady, because I saw him weep.

.
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The Lorp ApvocarE—You believed him when he wept?—Yes, I thought there
was gomething in it then. (Langhter).

Janer CHeisrie, examined by Mr YouNe, deponed—Some years ago I was
acquainted with a Mrs Craig, residing in St George’s Road, Glasgow. She had a
son in Huggins and Company’s warehouse, Glasgow. I visited her house frequently.
I occasionally met L'Angelier there. I recollect hearing him say that the French
ladies used arsenic to improve their complexion. That was about four years ago.

Cross-examined by the Lorp-ApvocaTe—I can’t recollect exactly when it was that
L’Angelier made this observation. I have not the slightest recollection whether it
was at a difner or an evening party. I do not recollect in whose presence he said so.

By the Courr—My acquaintance with him was very slight I thought he was
rather forward and full of pretension. .

ALEXANDER MILLAR, examined by the Dran oF FAOUM‘Y—I am in the employ-
ment of Huggins and Company. I wasacquainted with the late L’ Angelier. He was
there before I was. He told me he was going to be married. He told me so several
times, first about nine months before his death. He said several times he intended
to be married on certain days, but:these days passed. At last he said he was really
going to be married. I said it would pass over as usual. He affirmed, however, -
that it would not. He gave me to understand that it would be in about two months
after the time he told me. He told me on that occasion to whom he was to be
married. He was very sensitive, easily depressed, and as easlly uplifted.

The Lorp JusricE-CLERK—On a former day we got an expression from Mr Kennedy
that he was very mercurial.

Examination continued—I do not recollect him speaking to me about suicide, or
desiring to be in &iis grave. On one occasion, however, he said he wished he was
dead. He once spoke to me of a person taking his own life. He said he did not
consider there was any sin in a person taking away his own life to get out of the
world when tired of it. Having lost all happiness in it, I think was his expression.
I objected, and said that our life was not our own, and that we had no right to do
with it as we chose. He did not acknowledge, 8o far as I recollect, having altered
his opinion. Upon the occasion when he said he wished he were dead, I was just
going to say something, when a party came into the room, and our conversation was
brought to an end. I was going to remonstrate with him. I said it was & singular
expression he had used. He seemed to me to be talking nonsense, so I anawered
him, “ You certainly don’t believe what you say?” He said he did. I then said,
“You certainly don’t mean it?” He said he did. When I was about to remonstrate
farther, a party came in and put astop to our conversation. He seemed very serious.
There was no other occasion on which such conversation passed between us. He
complained to me several times of baving a kind of diarrheea ; and about the middle
of February he said he had pains in the bowels and stomach, and his eyes were
watering very much. He thought at the time that it was the effect of cold. He had on
several previous occasions complained of the effects of diarrhecea. Almost since I knew
him he complained so, but, latterly, he did so more frequently. I went to Huggins
and Co., the 18t September 1853, and I beeame acquainted with him then. L’Angelier
received a great many letters. I knew that he had letters from some lady, but I did
not know her name till the beginning of February. He had several female corres-
pondents besides Miss Smith.

Cross-examined by the SoLicrror-GENERAL—In the warehonse we had the impres-
gion that he was a young man, of regular habits. We considered him a worthy young
man. The occasion in February when his eyes were suffused, was, so far as I can
remember, about the 13th. There was another occasion when he complained—per-
haps the 19th or 20th. I saw him that day in the warehouse. He came in at one
o'clock. IHe had not been there earlier that day. When I first saw him that day,
there was a sort of blackish appearance round his eyes, and a dark-red spot on his
cheek. I asked him what was wreng with him? He said he was nearly dead last
night. I then asked what had been the matter with him? He said he had bLeen
rolling on the floor all night. He had been so weak that he had to remain quiet. He
could not call for assistance. He was 80 sick, he said, he was like to vomit his inside
out. I asked him what he had vomited? He said it was yellowish, and very bitter.
I suggeated it might be bile. He said his landlady suggested the same. He gaid that
between four and six o'clock in the morning he called his landlady to get a cup of
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ten, he was g0 weak. I believe he got it. It was on the 19th or 20th that he told
me this. He said he was very mucli pained in his bowels and stomach. While he
spoke to me, he felt very sick. He used no action when he told me of this. Hedid
not say where he had been the night before. He was not regularly in the office
after that. Some days he looked in. I believe he was absent for gome time. That
was in consequence of his illness.

Acnes M‘Mmniuaw, examined by Mr Youne, deponed—I was at one time in Mr
Smith the architect’s service as table-maid. I was with him for a year. It is three
years previous to last May since I left. Miss Madeline Smith was at home when I
was there. The second daughter, Miss Elizabeth Smith, left home to go to a school
near London when I was there. I understood that Miss Smith bad returned from
.the same school some time before. On one occasion, Miss Smith told me something
about arsenic. I caunot remember what brought the conversation onm, but I per-
fectly remember her saying, either that argenic was used for the complexion, or that
it was good for the complexion; either the one or the other. I can tell nothing
more about it. )

James Girowoob, surgeon in Falkirk, examined by Mr Youxae—I have been in
practice in Falkirk for about forty years. Have you ever been asked as to the safety
of using arsenic as & cosmetic—Very frequently, sinee the publication of that
article in “ Chambers’ Journal.” How long ago is that %It is about two years ago,
I think.

Cross-examined by the Lorp ApvooaTe—Doctor, who consulted you, if that is a
fair question?—Many of my friends. What did you sayi——l said it was highly
injurious, and ought not to be used so.

JorN ROBERTSON, druggist, Queen Street, Glasgow, examined by Mr YouNe—Do
you remember gome time ago of arsenic being asked in your shop by a man-servant ?
—Yes I do; about the middle of May last, 8o far as I can remember, Would you just
tell us about it, if you please, Mr Robertson?—There wag a yonng man came in, I
should say from seventeen to nineteen, and asked for 6d. or 1s. worth of arsenic. I
asked him for what purpose. He said that it was for a lady who was waiting out-
side. For what purpose, I again asked? He said she was going to use it for the
complexion. Did you see any one waiting outside —No. - Did you give the arsenic ?
—No, I declined to give it.

The Lorp Justior-CLEBK said this evidence  was of no use. The circumstance
happened at the time when rumours about the case had been circulating.

The Lorp ApvocaTE—I did not ask his name.

PrrER GUTHRIE, examined by Mr Youne—I am the manager of an apothecary
establishment in Sauchichall Street, Glasgow. It is Froyn and Gun’s. We sell
arsenic among other things. I remember a lady coming to me and asking as to the
particular use of arsenic. That was at the beginning of last year. She came alone.
8he produced a copy of “ Blackwood’s Magazine,” which contained an article on the
use of arsenic for improving the complexion. She asked me if I had seen it? S8he
expressed a strong desire to have the arsenic, and I declined to give it. 8he asked
again and again, and I refused. .

Cross-examined by the Lorp ApvocaTe—There was nobody with her at the time.
I mentioned the matter to a man named Johnston, who was in the shop at the time.
I cannot say whether it was daring the day that this happened.

WiLLiam Roprrrs, examined by Mr YouNe—I am a merchant in Glasgow. I
became acquainted with the deceased L’Angelier about 1853. He once dined with
me. That was on Christmas-day 1855. It was on a Sunday. On that occasion he
became very ill. It was after dinner. There were a few friends dining with me at
the time. When the ladies left the room, L’Angelier got ill. I shewed him the
water-closet and then left him. I sat for a considerable time waiting on him, and
wondered why he was not coming. I opened the dining-room door, and heard a
groaning, and some person vomiting. I went to the water-closet, and found L’Ange-
lier very ill indeed, vomiting and purging. The men who were with me rushed out
to his assistance. I went up stairs and got him cholera mixture, and he took a con-
siderable quantity of it. We got very much frightened, as cholera was in the towa
at the time, I/Angelier remained in the water-closet a considerable time. Some
time after a genﬂeman took him home in & cab. L’'Angelier returned a fow days
after to apologise for his illness. He was s eonsiderable time illin my house. I
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think an hour, probably two. I did not pay much aitention as to time, never
fanoying that the case would come to this.

Cross-examined by the Lorp ApvocaTe—I thought a good deal of L’Angelier. He
was a nice little fellow. o sat in the church with me, and in the same pew, for
three years. 1 would have believed his word at that time, as I had a very high
respect for him.

By the CouBT—I would not latterly have believed his word. That feeling does
not arise from my own observation or knowledge, but what I have heard since. I
mean from what I have heard since the commencement of these proceedings.

CHARLES BaIrp, examined by Mr Youna—I am the son of the late Mr Robers
Baird, writer in Glasgow. I have an uncle in Huggins and Co.’s warehouse, I was
acquainted with the late Mr L’Angelier, It was about two years ago I first became
acquainted with him. I frequently met with him after that in his lodgings. I
remember him on one occasion being very ill in his lodgings. He was living with
Mrs Jenkins at the time, I think the date was about October 1856, I went to
Spain immediately after that. When I went up to L’Angelier’s he was just coming
in. He said he had just returned from the office. He put hishand on his stomach,
doubled himself up, and screamed with pain. This lasted, I should say, for about &
quarter of an hour. I advised him to send for a medical man, and I believe he did
go. I left him going to bed. This was about ten o'clock. I saw him on the follow-
ing day between nine and ten o’clock in the morning. I asked him how he was?
He gaid he had had a very bad night of it, and that he had sent for a medical man.
I think Dr Steven, in the Great Western Road, was the name. I remember the
name of the medical man distinctly. I remember the name of the Great Western
Road distinotly. L’Angelier told me he had vomited a great deal indeed. L’Ange-
{i«:ir was once in my mother’s house. He never met Miss Smith there to my know-
edge. ' \

By the Courr—My family was acquainted with Miss Smith,

Croes-examined by the LorD ADvooaTE—Mrs Jenking was with L’Angelier when
he was so bad. I could not say whether she was present when L'Angelier told me
that he had sent for Dr Steven. I returned from Spain about the 5th of April.

RoBERT BAIRD, examined by the Drax oF Facurfy—I am s brother of the last
witness. I was acquainted with I’Angelier. 1 am unable to mention the date when
I became acquainted with him., It is not less than two years ago. I remember his
asking me to introduce him to Miss Smith. I cannot say how long that is ago.. I
should think somewhere about two years ago. He asked me several times to do it.
He was very pressing about it. I introdueed him to her ultimately. I believe that
I asked a gentleman to introduce them, but he declined. That was an uncle of my
own. I think I asked my mother to do it. I asked her to ask Miss Smith to call
some evening, that I might introduce Mr LiAngelier. She declined. They cer-
tainly never met in my mother’s house, to my knowledge. I introduced them on
the street. He never asked me to introduce him to Miss Smith’s father, but he
stated his determination to be introduced, and expressed some anxiety about it.
‘When I introduced them, Miss Smith was not alone; her sister was with her, My
age is nineteen. .

By the Soriorron-GENERAL—L’Angelier asked me once to go to Row. I thought
that was for the purpose of seeing Miss Smith. He frequenily sxpressed his desire
to see her father. You know her father’—I have been at her father's house.

EL1zaBETH WALLACE, examined -by Mr YounNa—I keep lodgings in Glaegow, and
have done 8o for a number of years. Mr L’Angelier lodged with me at one time. I
understand that was when ho first came to Glasgow. He came in 1853, about the
end of July or beginning of August, and remained till December 1858, about a year
and a-half. Did he give you any aecount of himself*—He said something sbout
being a lieutenant in the navy at one time, and that he had got a situation in Glas-
gow. I understood that he meant the British navy, bat I may have been wrong.
He did not tell me he had sold his commission, but just that he had left the navy.
He spoke of having lived in Edinburgh before he came to me. He did not say any-
-thing of being in any situation, but that he had been long out of a situation. He
never alluded to Dundee. I have.lived in Fife. He told me he had been frequently
in Fife. He mentioned being aequainted with families of distinction, but I den’t
remember now who they were. He said he had heard of the Balcarras family.
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By the Lorp AnvocaTe—He was a well-condueted young man—kept good hours.
He kept no company when with me. Did he mention any disappointment in love
which he had?—One day he gaid he had met an old sweetheart. He had a great
aversion to medicine. He played on the guitar and sung occasionally.

Colonel FRaser, examined by Mr Youne—I reside in Portobello. I was not
. acquainted with the late Mr L’Angelier. I never saw him in life to my knowledge.
Did he ever dine with you?—No, never. At the time of his death I received a note
from Mr George M‘Call, intimating his death. He mentioned him as a friend of
mine, and I was very much surprised that he did so. There is no other Colonel
Fraser in Portobello.

By the Lorp Apvooare—There is a Captain Fraser, of the navy, in Portobello.

Dr CHARLES ADaM, of Coatbridge—I am a physician at Coatbridge. I keep a
druggist’s shop there. 1 was -in my shop on Sundsy the 22d March last. I
remember a gentleman coming in as a customer wanting something that after-
noon. A gentleman called and asked twenty-five drops of laudanum, which I
gave him. He then asked for a bottle of soda water. I said I had none, but that I
could give him a soda powder, which I did. This was about half-past five o’clock.
1 took the gentleman for some military man, because several of them were in the
habit of calling on Mr Buchanan of Drumpeller. I took him for one of them. He
had a moustache. [Shewn photograph.] That has a resemblance to the person, but
I could not be certain it was the same. It is like the person. My shop was dark
at the time, because I had not the shutters down, and had only light by the glass
door. I therefore could not clearly observe what his dress was. I supposed his
dress to be of a dark brown shade in colour. He had on a bonnet, not a hat. It was
a Balmoral bonnet. [Shewn the bonnet of the deceased.] It was like that. I re-
member seeing a handkerchief sticking out of his outside breast pocket.

By the Lorp ApvocaTE—I saw no person with him, but he came in as if he had left
some person at the door, and had been talking to him. How does a man look when
he appears as if he had been talking to somebody at & door '—He was looking around
as if he had been answering some question. -Are you generally in the shop?—Not
always ; sometimes. Were you in the shop that night 2—Yes. Was anybody else in? —
A girl came in. Who was she?—I do not know. What did she want?—I am not
certain. Were not many of the military men in the habit of coming to your shop ?—
Not to myshop. You have seen many of them ; are you rure that is not the picture
of one of them —No. Is that picture like any of them you have seen ?—Not to my
knowledge. When did you first mention this?—About three or four weeks ago to
Mr Miller. He was the first person I mentioned it to. I met him for the first time
three or four weeks ago. I told him this when I first saw him. I told him he had
got cigars. I was not certain at the time, but I knew he had got something beside
the soda water. I recollected afterwards that it was laudanum. , I don’t know what
object Mr Miller had in-coming to me. What question did he first put to you?

This was objected to by the DEan or Facurry, and the witness was. removed.
After a short discussion, he was recalled.

Examination resumed by the Lorp Apvocate—I did not recollect at the first;
Mr Miller inquired if I had given arsenic? I said 1 had given none. He then
asked if a person had called and got any medicine at all? I did not recollect for a
few minutes, but I did at that time.

The Courr—That is not entered in the book. Why not?—Because it is not re.
quired. We never put it down if under a 6d. worth. .

Mr YounNe—It is only the practice to book arsenic. It is not the practice to
enter any other medicine. T was precognosced on the other side by the Procurator-
Fiscal, whose name I don’t know ; it was on Thursday last. I was precognosced in
no different way by Mr Miller than by the Fiscal.

The Lorp ApvocaTE.—My shop is about 600 yards to the west of the inn. -

The Courr—That pictufe is not like any of the moustached gentlemen, so far as
1 have seen. I cannot be quite certain that was the man who was in my shop. 1
have some supposition that it is the same, but I am not quite certain. I was shewn
that portrait at the end of last week. By whom ?*—I don’t know the name of the
gentleman. By the Figcal?—I don’t know. I was able to give Mr Miller a descrip-
tion of the person. He was rather taller than I am. I saw the photograph in Edin-
burgh on Friday last,

\
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Dr Jaues DicksoN, draggist, Baillieston, examined by Mr Younc.—Bailliéston is
on the road between Coatbridge and Glasgow. It is five miles from Glasgow, and two
and a half from Coatbridge. On a Sunday evening in March, a gentleman came
into my shop—about the end of March—at half-past six evening. He appeared to
be unwell. He was holding his hands over his stomach and bowels, and complain-
ing of pain. He wanted laudanum. I gave him some at the counter. From twenty
to twenty-five drops. He said he had come from Coatbridge, and was going to
Glasgow. He was about five feet seven inches in height, as far as I can remember:
He wore a moustache, which we don’t very often see in our locality. He was from
twenty-five to thirty years of age. His complexion was not very dark. He had on
a tight-buttoned coat. I recollect that distinctly. He had a Glengarry or Balmoral
bonnet. I was precognosced by Mr Miller, and I told him what I said now. I was
cited without seeing any portrait. I saw one when I came here. [Shewn portrait.]
It is extremely like the person who called at my shop. I think he had a white
‘pocket handkerchief in the breast pocket of his coat.

By the SoLiciTor-GENERAL—This was one of one or two Sundays when I was at
home in the end of March. It might be April, but I don’t think it was in the
beginning of March. I said to the Procurator-Fiscal that it might be two and a
half or three months ago. His coat was darkish, but I can’t tell the precise colour.
There was no one with him in my shop. I did not observe any one in the streets
before or after he came to me. He spoke, it struck me at the time, with a slightly
foreign accent.

* By Mr Youne—My shop is about two or three hundred yards from the high road
to Glasgow.

By the Courr—If a person wished medicine, he would require to come to my
shop, as there is no other medical man in the place. He took the laudanum,

Dr Apau re-called by the Courr—The person who came into my shop did not
complain of illness. He swallowed the laudanum. I did not ask him what it
was for.

Miss Jane Kirk, Gallowgate, Glasgow, examined by Mr Youne—I am sister to
Dr Kirk, who keeps a druggist’s shop in Gallowgate. It is on the north side, to the
west of Abercrombie Street. On a Sunday night some time ago a gentleman came
in, and got something. It was in March, but I forget the day, about the end of the
month, at eight o'clock .M. He wanted medicine. I do not remember what pre-
cise medicine he wanted. He got it, and took it away with him. I think it wae a
powder. I don’t remember what kind of powder. I served him. He was a young
man, about thirty years of age. He was not tall, rather to the middle size ; not very
thin, but rather slenderly built. Complexion fresll and rather fair., He had on a
Glengarry bonnet, but I could not say what was the rest of his clothes. [Shewn
portrait.] This is as like him as any thing I have ever seen. I was struck with his
appearance at the time; noticed it particularly. He paid for the medicine he got.
He took the money from a little purse. [Shewn No. 1 of inventory No. 2.] This is
the purse.

Cross-examined by the Lorp ApvocaTe—This happened in March, I think.
L’Angelier was alone. He was about five minutes in the shop. I am sure that is
the purse. It is not only like it, but I thixk it is it. I can’t remember what the
medicine was. I did not enter it in the books. I did not enter the money in any
book. I never emter in a book the money I get over the counter. There was
nobody else in the shop serving. There was another woman in the shop whom I
did not know. I was asked whether & gentleman had called and bought medicine.
I never said so before I was asked. I was asked that about a fortnight or three
weeks ago.

By Mr Youne—The woman who was in the shop made some remarks to me about
the appearance of the gentleman. The remarks were as regards his dress.

By the Courr—8he spoke about the hair at the lower part of his face, and his
appearance generally, That was after he went out. He did not appear to be a
foreign-looking gentleman such as I have seen.

By the Lorp ApvocaTE—There was gas-light in the shop.

RoBrRT MORRISON was examined by Mr YouNe—I am in the employment of
Messrs William and Robert Chambers, publishers and editers of Chambers's Journal,
Edinburgh, [Shewn four numbers of Chambers's Journal, numbers 8, 9,10,and 11,
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of inventery No. 1.] These.ars numbers of Chambers's Journal, and were published
in the usual way, The present circulation is about 50,000. The first of these num-
bers is dated 20th December 1851, The circulation was a little larger then than
now. The second is dated 11th June 1853, when the circulation was the same. The
third is 9th June 1856—same circulation; and the fourth is 9th July 1856, the same
circulation, There is an article in each of these numbers on the subject of the use
of argenic. I am not aware whether or not the publication of these articles created
& sensation at the time. .

GroRGE S1MPsoN, examined by Mr YouNe—I am in the employment, of William
Blaeckwood and Sons, publishers, Edinburgh. [Shewn No. 12 of the inventory, s
copy of Blackwood's Magazine for December 1853.] That is a number of Black-
wood's Magazine. The circulation was about 7000 at that time. Messrs Blackwood
were also the publishers of a book called “The Chemistry of Common Life,” by
Professor Johnston, in two volumes. That book was published in 1855. The
circulation of the numbers varied from 5000 to 30,000. The circulation of the
separate publication of the volume is now, I should say, about 10,000. As to the
chapter in the same number of the Magazine—article 28—1I can, I think, say posi-
tively, that the numbers containing it sold to the extent of 5000 copies; and the
copies sold in numbers and volumes of that one article were about 16,000. There
was a larger sale of the first article. . .

A number of letters were then put in. The first, having postmark September 18,
1855, was from the prisoner to the deceased, and was as follows :—

BerLovED EMiLe—I have just received your note. I shall meet you to-day., I do not
care though I bring disgrace on myself. 1o see you I would do anything, and bear ahri;

ing. I desire to make you happy. Beloved, you are young. You ought to desire life-
Oh, for the sake of your love, what would I not do, Emile? To succeed in this life, m
dear, every one must suffer disappointments. I have met with disappointments, and
will meet with them again.—Your beloved, Mixr.

Letter marked 257 was then read. It was dated ¢ October 19, 1855 ” :—

BerLovep EmMiLe—Your kind letter I received this morning. Emile, I adore you. Itis
for yourself alone that I live. Ilove you. I can give you no other reason than this for
desiring you ; but I can have no other. If you had been a young man belonging to Glasgow.
there would have been no objection to you by my parents; {ut as you are unknown to them,
they have rejected you. Betore long, you say, I shall rid you and all the world of my
gresene_e." God forbid that you should ever do this—(sensation). My last letter ‘was not

lled with rash promises, No, Emile; the promise in my last letter must be kept. God
forbid that it should be prevented. i Mint.

No. 176 was next read. It was dated « Tuesday” :—

Dear Eyivg,—I am almost well to-day. If the weather would only get warmer! I
have lost my appetite entirely, It is just anxiety and coldness that is the cause. I am
better to-night. I have asked once or twice for a conversation with you. Am I to get it?
Do you really think the conversations of the girls are what you say? I never heard a
young lady speak on the subject you mention ; but perhaps it is different in the schools. I
always had a bed-room for myself, and never heard of such conversations. Do you think
they are sobad ? Some may, but I cannot think so of all. —Yours, Minr,

Dr RoBerr PATERSON, examined by the Dxax—I am a physician in Beith, and
have been in practice there for years. I have seen several cases of suicidal poison-
ing. These cages were of persons in different situations in life, principally young
females in mills. In seven cases thd poisonings were by arsenic. In many the
arsenic was got about the works, in others it was purchased. I was called to pre.
scribe for them professionally. They all died, with one exception. I used all the
remedies I conld think of. Ingix cases the patients submitted to medical treatment;
and made no attempt to prevent it. Not one of the six disclosed before death that
they had taken poison. I inquired directly at several of them whether or not they
had taken arsenic or poison. They all denied it, and: submitted to medical treat-
ment just like any other patients. In the case of .the seventh that was a recovery.
She admitted to me that she had taken poison, but it was after she had almost
recovered. She was then awars that she was recovering. During her illness she
was sullen and morose, and would not speak on thesubject. Arsenic is used to a
large extent in colour establishmemts. It was 80 more extensively somé time ago.
The peoplé in these establishments had great facility in taking away arsenic. The
seven cases of which I speak occurred within eighteen years. The symptoms weré
characteriatic of poidon, the vomited matters shewing different colours, according to
what the patient had particularly eaten. .
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Cross-examined by the Lorp Apvooarz—These were all cases of known suicide.
I can’t say whether any of them asked for a medical man to attend them. The
intervals between taking the poison and death were very various ; none of them was
before six hours, and one of them exceeded twelve hours. The early symptoms 1
cannot speak of.

By the Courr—There ‘are less facilities in obtaining arsenic now. There is leas

of it made now.
' JouN FLEMING, examined by Mr Youm——-l am storekeeper to Messrs Todd &
Higginbotham, printers and dyers, Glasgow. I have been so for the last eleven
years, and take charge of the chemical matters used in their printing and dyeing
matters, Arsenic is one of the subatances used in large quantities for colouring,
We get at a time from three to four hundredweight. We generally get it from
Charles Tennant & Co. in its pure white state. It iz used for the purpose of making
colour. We get it in barrels. The arsenic barrel is put into the store among other
things, and quite open. When the arsenic is taken out for sale, the lid is loosely
laid on again. Three men and a boy work in the store along with me. Their duty
is to weigh out the different substances to the colour-maker. From 80 to 90 lbs.
are generally given to the colour-maker at a time. I give that quantity several
times a-month.  There is no person allowed to enter the store except those engaged
in the store. ‘I could not give the number of hands employed in Higginbotham’s
establishment. I would not miss three or four ounces of arsenic if it were taken
away. ‘ S

RoBerT TowNsEND, examined by Mr Younc—I am foreman to Joseph Townsend,
manufacturing chemist in Glasgow. My brother deals largely ih arsenic. We have
always large quantities at & time in our concern. We have from one to ten tons at
a time. It is kept in the counting-house, It is locked up during the night, but not
during the day. It stands in casks, as meal does in a meal shop, One cask is kept
open. We employ from 100 to 140 hands. There would be no difficulty in them
taking quantities away, if they were so disposed.

By the Lorp ApvocaTeE—I have never known any taken away.

JANET SMITH, examined by the DEAN oF Facurry—I am sister to Madeline 8mith,
and am 13 years old. I'was sleeping in my father's house last winter aud spring in
Blythswood Square. I slept in the same bed with Madeline. I generally went to
bed before her, but we both went at the same time on Sunday. It was in general
the same thing every Sunday. On the 22d of March we both went to bed at the
game time. We went about half-past ten, or after. We went down stairs from the
dining-room. I don’t remember who went to bed first, but we weré both undressed
at the same time, and we both got into bed about the same time. We take about
half-an-hour to undress commonly. We were in no particular hurry that night in
undressing. She was in bed with me before I fell asleep. She was in her night-
. clothes as usual. I don’t mind who fell asleep first. It would not be long before I
fell asleep. I recollect papa making a present of a necklace to my sister. It was
about a year ago. I have known her take cocoa.

By the Lorp ApvocaTe—She kept it in a paper in her room. We have a fire in
the room.  We went to bed at our usual time for Sunday.

By the DEaN oF Facurry—I have seen her take her cocoa in the dining-room. There
wag nobody else in the house took it except her. ~On the 23d March I found her in bed
when I woke on the Monday morning. That would be about eight in the morning.

Dr James' A, LAWRIE, physician in Glasgow, examined by the Dxax or Facurry—
1 have been in prattice for a good many years. I have not made arsenic my parti- .
cular stady, but I have lately tried it on my skin. I have taken a quarter or half an
ounce of the arsénic 'sold by Currie, and washed my hands with it freely. I bave put
half an ounce in water, and washed my face. I tried the latter experiment on Satur-
day, bat washed my hands before that. The effect was the same as using a ball of
soap with sand. It softened the skin, I do not think that increasing the quantity
would make any difference, on account of the arsenic’s insolubility. There would be
as much dissolved out of half an ounce as out of a whole ounce. I used an ordinary
harid bagin. T have treated one case of poisoning by arsenic. Some years ago,
during the prevaleue of cholera, I was asked to see a gentleman about seven or eight
o’clock in the évening, and the account was that he had been ill gince three or four
¢’clock in the afternoon. I found him then labouring under premonitory symptoms
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of cholera, and I prescribed for him. I returned about ten o'clock, and discovered
the symptoms very much aggravated, and the vomiting and purging still continued,
His voice was not affected, and the vomiting was not the same as that superinduced
by cholers. It was a reddish-yellow matter, and I requested it to be set aside. 1|
thought that it was not a case of cholera, and asked the gentleman what he had
taken. He said he had only taken his ordinary food, wine, &c., but nothing else.
The symptoms went on still further, and I called a consultation of other medical men,
1 put the question still more strongly to him, and he said he had taken nothing. I
was still satisfied that something else was the matter from the aggravation of the
simptoms, and at last he died about three o’clock in the morning. Next day I dis-
covered from a druggist’s assistant that the deceased gentleman had purchased half
in ounce of arsenic on the day of his death. I then caused an analysis of the vomited
matter and of the stomach to be made, and discovered that arsenic was present in
large quantities. ‘

By the Lorp Apvocare—I filled the basin with the usual quantity of water, and|
mixed the arsenic with it. It'is a practice I would have no fear of adopting, so far|
as one experiment goes. If I had a case which required it, such as vermin on the|
skin, I would not hesitate to adopt it, but only if necessity required it. About the

“experiment you mentioned, is extreme thirst an early symptom in poisoning by
arsenic—So far as I know, it is. Is it equally so in cholera’—I don’t say that it
is equally so; thirst in cholera belongs to a later stage.

Dr Doueras Macracan, Edinburgh, examined by the DEax oF Facurry—You
have had some experience in cases of poisoning by arsenic?—I have. You have, of
course, read a good deal upon the subject?—Yes. And have devoted a good desl of
your attention to chemistry?—Yes. From what you know of the properties of
arsenic, do you think that there would be any danger in using water in whichs
quantity of arsenic had been put, to wash the faceand hands. There is so very little
arsenic dissolved, that I cannot conceive that it would do any harm to anybody.
What proportion of arsenic will dissolve in cold water *—If the water is merely
poured upon it and allowed to stand, a very minute quantity indeed ; but if agitated
in cold water, I think it dissolves 1 part in 400, or some such proportion as that
That is so very minute a quantity, that it could not do any great harm, I suppose!
—It would do no harm to the entire system, unless there were some ulceration or |
abrasion. If it is kept long in contact with the skin, it might be absorbed into the |
system. If a person were to wash his face and hands with water into which half an |
ounce or an ounce of arsenic were put, do you think that would have any effect—I |
should think that there would be but very little. Arsenic will dissolve to a greater
extent in hot water will it not?—Yes. But of course that depends a great desl
upon the temperature +—Of course. In the case of hot water used for the purpost
of washing, would the increased temperature make any difference in the amount
dissolved +—It would make some difference; but it does not make a very grest
difference, because the quantity dissolved by simply pouring hot water upon
the arsenic is not very great. In order to make boiling water an efficient solvent
of arsenic, you must boil the arsenic in it ?—Yes, and for some time. How long!
—7You require to continue the boiling for some little length of time, in order.
to dissolve it in very minute quantities; but if you want to dissolve a good
large quantity of arsenic, from the experiments which have been made—not by
myself, but by Dr Taylor—you will require to boil it violently for balf-an-hour
Suppose you were to boil it violently for half-an-hour, what portion will be dis
solved 2—I cannot mention the exact proportion dissolved. I think it retains

"about a 40th part of its weight after the water cools. Now, will the presence
of organic matter in a fluid interfere with its solvent power upon arsenic?—Ass
general rule it does. Would tea or coffee be equally solvent as water 2—There does
not appear to be any difference between tea, coffes, or water, when poured upon
arsenic. They dissolve but a very small quantity. Would such a mixture as choco-
late or cocoa be a sufficient solvent of arsenic?—I do noi know how you can daet-
mine whether it is a sufficient solvent or not. You cannot filter throngh it, and 2
vesiduum of the arsenic is undissolved. There is a great deal of organic matteri
the ordinary chacolate or cocoa. It ghould be entirely organic matter, except in®
far as it is water. If a solution of arsenic were applied to the skin, would that l}
any effect—I do not know that it would have any effact, at least I never heard'{
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any effect being produced by & watery solution of arsenic. I do not think it would
have mach effect either one way or another, If the water containing arsenic is kept
in contact with the skin, or rubbed into it, the arsenic may be absorbed into the
skin. There are cases on record where arsenic in ointment has proved poisonous by
external application. You remember the case of a girl Davidson, who took arsenic
by mistake?—Yes. You published an \account of that?—I did. I attended her
during the whole of her illness. How did she come to take the arsenic ?—She took
it by accident. In the first place, I may mention that she is not a very strong-minded
person, and the accident would hardly have happened to a reflecting person. She
was going to take what she thought was an effervescing powder, 8o she took up a
white powder, which was in a paper, and put it in a jelly can, containing water, and
swallowed it off  She was immediately taken ill with symptoms of poisoning, but
did not become aware of her situation till she saw a dog pulling about a paper with
the words, ““ Arsenic, poison.” She then remembered that the arsenic was in the
house, and belonged to her father. You have directed your attention to the symptoms
of arsenical poisoning?—Yes. We all know the ordinary symptoms. Most of them
are very much, almost identical with the symptoms of cholera. In the case of
slight quantities of arsenic, it would appear that the symptoms very closely resemble
those of what are called bilious or British cholera attacks. In fatal cases of arsenical
poisoning, there is a more close resemblance between the patient and a person
labouring under the malignant or Asiatic cholera. Can you diagnose a case of
arsenical poisoning by the symptoms ?—1I believe you may. What are the ordinary
symptoms ? —In the first place, the vomiting would be bloody. Can you account for
that symptom 1—From the violent irritation, and the pouring out of a bloody mucus
into the stomach ; that is, after the stomach has emptied all its contents. What
are the symptoms 2—Supposing there were two more affections of some of the mucous
membranes, an unaccountable occurrence of an extensive inflammatory redness about
the eyes, and the occurrence of nervous symptoms, such, for instance, as paralysis
or numbness of the limbs. But these are not necessary symptoms*—A person may
be suffering from the effects of arsenic without these being produced if the quantity
is small. You never saw jaundice as a symptom of arsenical poisoning *—I am not
entitled to speak of my own experience, as I never saw it. Are you aware that
there is any authority for saying that jaundice is a symptom of arsenical poisoning?
There is a single line in Taylor’s book which says that jaundice has been observed,
and which refers to the remarks of Dr Marshall in the case of Tarner. [Read from
Dr Marshall's book the account of Mr Turner’s experiment on his son, who states
that he observed a yellowness in the face which had not heen noticed in former
experiments.] Is that a description of jaundice ™It is a description of at least one
symptom of jaundice—yellowness of the skin; but it is rather strange that it does
not mention the most common of all gigns of jaundice, yellowness of the eyes. If
you were determining the presence of that disease, jaundice, you would not be satis-
fied by observing merely the yellowness of the skin?—One looks to the,eye first in
a case of jaundice, because you see it best there. Do you think that a sensation of
choking and a feeling of inflammation of the throat are symptoms of arsenical poi-
soning*—Certainly. Would that occur in a case of ordinary British cholera? I
have seen people who are affected with choleraic symptoms complaining of being
sore about the throat, but it is genera)ly the soreness arising from what they first
vomit, and after that is the muscular soreness.

Cross-examined by the Lorp ApvooaTe—What is it that causes the yellow out-
line of the eyes and skin?— Absorption of the choleraic matter into the blood. I
presume there is nothing in cases of arsenical poisoning that produces that?*—It is
certainly very remarkable that we have so few cases of arsenical poisoningwhere
the jaundice shows itself; we have eruption of those same parts of the duodenum,
according with arsenical poisoning. I am not so certain that jaundice is a symptom
of arsenical poisoning.

The Lorp Justick-CLERK—But if you saw the appearance of the eye was much
darker than usual, would that lead you to think there might be jaundice %—Oh, cer-

- tainly. .

The Lorp Justic-CLERE—I knew a case of jaundice where the man grew yellow
i and yellower every day, and at last it was found that that arose from using a cake of
+ yellow soap, (Laughter), :
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the prosecution in cur bands, we know of no cage in which a prisoner has had
greater facilities than the prisoner at the bar. Not too great facilities, for everything
which we did in that matter had a tendency to elicit the trnth, which is the only
object of this inquiry. Nor do I think that in so rare and singular a case a8 this,
we in the slightest degree departed from our public daty in cnabling the prisoner
more easily to conduct her defence. But, gentlemen, so far as the proceedings
have gone, whatever remarks may be made 48 to the particular conduct of particular
efficials, I think I shall shew you most clearly that the prisoner has suffered nothimg
in that respect; but that, in truth, if the matters referred to in these observations
have had any effect on the accused at all, it is not against the prisoner that that
effect has been produced. Gentlemen, on the death of L’Angelier, a great quantity
of documents were left by him in various of his repositories. His death was sudden
and unexpected. Drs Thomson and Steven made a post mortem examination.
They could not state what the cause of death was. His employers, who took an
interest in him, grew anxious. They examined his repositories, and they found that
in his dggk in the office, and in his lodgings, there were a variety of letters. The
* first examined were those in the desk in the office, which were examined by Mr
Stevenson himself ; and on reading some of them, it gave them a misgiving as to what
the truth of this case might be. I’Angelier died on the 234, and on the 25th Mr
8tevenson made a communication to the Procurator-Fiscal—not charging anybody
with the erime, or implicating any one, but simply calling his attention to the fact
that I'Angelier had died under these circumstances, and stating that there wcre
letters found in the desk which might be of importance, by throwing light on the
mystery of his decease. The result was, that Mr Stevenson himself brought up six
or seven letters to the Procurator-Fiscal himself that day. These letters were
clearly identified. The investigation went on, By the 30th of March, Dr Penny
made his medical report. A warrant was that day issued by the Procurator-
Fiscal—not against Miss Smith, or in a criminal charge at all, but in the case of a
sudden death—to search the repositories of the deceased. Gentlemen, that was
done. The letters in the desk were sealed up in the presence of Kennedy and
Stevenson. They were sent to the Procurator-Fiscal’s office. They were found with
the seals unbroken by Stevenson when he was there; and I think the box was
opened in his presence. Mr Wilson, the Procurator-Fiscal’s assistant, received the
box in that state in the presence of Hart. He swears he locked it up at that time,
and delivered it to Murray in the state he got it. Murray swears he marked the
letters there, and delivered them in the state in which he got them; and from that
time their identification was certain. In the lodgings, letters were found in the
portmantean, in the desk, and in the tourist’s bag. The letters in the portmunteau
and desk were made up into bundles by Mutray. They were carried by M‘Lauchlin
to his house. He swore they were not touched during that night. Murray received
them in the state he found them the night before. They marked the documents,
keeping them under lock and key during the process, and handed them to the Pro-
curator-Fiscal, who marked them himself; therefore, if you believe these circum-
stances, the identification of these letters is also complete. As regards the letters
in the tourist’s bag—the bag was opened by Murray in the presence of Mr Stevenson
and Mr Hart; and there can be no doubt, therefore, of what the letters were con-
tained in that repository. Now, gentlemen, it has been said this is a very loose and
improper mode of conducting business, and that these letters should have been
handed over to the Sheriff-Clerk. Now, I am very far indeed from saying that the
proceedings, in the first instance, were what I couldy wish them to have been ;
because I know of no excuse for an officer, in the execution of his duty,
when he recovers documents, and by the authority of the warrant, not iden-
tifying them completely at the time. But, on the other hand, that iz a
question not, as I think, relating in the least to the interest of the panel at the
bar; because, if you shall be gatisfied that these letters came into the hands of the
Procurator-Fiscal in the state in which they were found, if these officers had not been
officers of the law at all, that evidence would have been perfeetly complete. But it
is said that they do not know yet what documents were recovered by the Procurator-
Fiscal. Gentlemen, they are not entitled to say so, for this plain reason, that they
had it in their power, at any period, to ascertain what documents were recovered by
the Procarator-Fiscal. It geemed to be said that the public prosecutor was in a
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position in which it depended entirely on his will and pleasure what facilities should
be given to a party accused of a crime before this Court. There is no such law in
this land. If the documents were in the hands of the Procurator-Fiscal the prisoner
was entitled to access to them, and an application to the Court of Justiciary would
have hindered the prosecutor from keeping back a single document to which
the prisoner was entitled. If they had wished to know what documents were
recovered by the Procurator-Fiscal, and if any documents were retained by
him, they had it in their power, before this trial began, to make their applica~
tion to the Court, and ascertain that fact in the proper and legitimate manner.
Every scrap of paper that passed between the prisoner and the deceased, in one
shape or other, was produced in this process. It is not now in the mouth of the
prisoner, or her advisers, to say that one single document has been retained. There
was a complaint made that we had refused access to the original documents. Gentle-
men, we did 80 on our own responsibility, and that we did rightly there can be no
shadow of doubt. You have heard it explained in what state the repositorics were,
and you have geen how vital every scrap almost we have produced is to the justice
of this case. It was absolutely necessary that we should have the use of documents
to identify the handwriting and trace the letters, to ascertain their date amd their
import, and it was necessary that we should take care that under no circumstances
these important elements of evidence should run the slightest risk of bcing lost to
justice. The prisoner used a right which the law gives to a prisoner in this country.
She used the remedy of what was called “ running her letters” immediately after the
time she was apprehended. - The effect of “running letters” is this—that unless
the public prosecutor bring the case to trial within a certain time, he or she goes
free ; and therefore it was absolutely necessary that within a limited time the case
for the prosecution should be prepared. But the prisoner conld have delayed the
trial at any time. If her advisers had clearly thought there were improper obstacles
placed in the way of her defence, do you imagine that for a fortnight or so they
would bhave refrained from applying for delay of the trial, which they would have got
at once from the indulgence of the prosecutor without any further proceedings, but
which, if the prosecutor had been unwilling, the Court would have granted as a matter
of course ? I mention this, because I think an undue impression might have rested upon
your mind in regard o these results during the discussions that arose. Gentlemen,
to what extent the Sheriff should personally superintend precognitions, is a matter
relating to the general administration of the criminal law. I am right when
1 say, that whatever may be the theory, the practice in any county in Scotland has
never been for the Sheriff-Clerk to be custodier of documents. In regard to taking
precognitions, although the Sheriff is responsible, it is not possibie that in all cases
he shall personally superintend the precognitions of a witness ; nor do I think it a
subject of observation on the part of my learned friend that any particular witness
has been precognosced on my account without the Sheriff being present. I venture
to say the result would have been, that this case must have been delayed until it was
impossible for the public prosecutor to bring the prisoner to trial, or that the impor-
tant public interests, which in the great community of Glasgow are committed to
these important and learned officials, would have been neccessarily injured. I do
not say that the Sheriff ought not, as far as possible, to be present at the pre-
cognitions of witnesses, especially in such a case as this, nor do I say, in one
way or other, in this case, that that duty was or was not discharged, for we have
no means of judging; but what I say is this—these are matters in r¢ lation to the
eriminai law of this eountry which have n¢ bearing on the interests of the panel
in this case, and that this is a subject which does not affect it in any vay, so far as
the prisoner at the bar is concerned. Gentlemen, it has been stated that I should
nevey have produced only a part of the correspondence. Gentlemer ,I believe it.
It ig unfortunate only to have a partial correspondence ; but I have pr oduced all the
correspondence referred to. It is a most essential production. But we have only
ong side of the correspondence. We have nearly 200 letters, or more t..an 200 letters,
fro/m the prisoner to the deceased, and we have only one copyof a letter from the de-
to the prisoner. There were other writings in the handwriting of the prisoner,

bt these, it seems, cannot legally be made evidence in the case. Iregret that,in a case
such importance, we have only the letters on one side —that we have all the letters

of ‘the prisoner, and only one copy of & letter of the deccased, It is well known from

A
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the correspondence that the letters of L'Angelier were in existence at a very recent
date. I could not have been much surprised that a lady would not preserve letters
of the description of those recently written ; but that does not interfere with the
evidence. Down to the 7th or 8th of February these letters were in existence, and we
have had no explanation at the same time as to what has become of them. This we
know, and this only, that there is not a single scrap in the handwriting of L’ Angelier,
except those four documents, three of which have not been admitted as evidence. I
have done all I could to make that complete ; but there is no doubt that at this very
moment we have her whole correspondence, and you will have tg consider the cir-
cumstance that there is only one single letter of the deceased Emile L’'Angelier’s.
Gentlemen, the only matter in which the prisoner is interested in regard to this
question is not of great importance. She has an interest whether these letters were
in their proper envelopes, because they often bear no date themselves, and the post-
mark on the envelope is the only evidence to satisfy us if they were in the proper
envelope ; but let me make this observation on that subject, that this is a difficulty
which necessarily occurs in every case where quantities of letters are sent in envelopes.
It has been a misfortune in letters sent that there is mo evidence that they were
received in the same envelope in which they were found. Sometimes the letter
might be in the right envelope and sometimes it was in the wrong one ; and all that
the officers in this case could do was to look with the closest and most scrupulous
nicety, 80 a8 to put it beyond all question that it was produced in the same envelope
as it was found in ; and the remark of my learned friend would have been just as for-
cible and well founded had he asked what evidence we had that, althoughthey were con-
tained in these envelopes, they were sent in them,and how we can prove that the letters
found in the desk in the office, not made up in any particular manner, were in the right
envelope at all. The remark made in every case of the kind is the same as my learned
friend ventured to make,—why we don’t shew that the envelopes are the same; but
I will say this, the envelopes are evidence to enable us to arrive at a conclusion.
If we find in a series of letters that, in the first place, one letter is dated on a
particular day, and the postmark corresponds to that particular day, and should we
find that one bears date “ Monday night,” and the postmark is “Tuesday morning,
December 28th,” the letter having the date Monday night, without the day of the
month, but the next day it is posted, and the postmark is the 28th; that the next
is dated “ Monday morning,”and we find the postmark “ Monday, 20th February,” and
that we have found from another source that that was the day—we must conclude
that the letters were kept in their proper envelopes. I don’t think that is the case,
but it will enable you to judge as to the position of the case, and if you find that
uniformity in a series of letters, one after another, you can have no doubt that they
have been found in their proper envelopes, and that the true date is the date of the
postmark. But, gentlemen, I do not wish to rest solely on that. There is scarcely
one which I could not prove; though there were no envelopes and no postmark at
all, I could prove every one in their relation to each other. Before the investigation
was made into this matter, that was clearly and distinctly found out. Although the
postmark is a strong presumption that there is evidence that the letters were in
their proper envelopes, it does not depend on that circamstance; for it will be
proved to a certainty, so far as it can be traced, that it is true. Now, gentlemen,
having dispoed of these preliminaries, I come to the principal details of this
cage. My stary is short. This young lady returned from 4 London boarding-school
in 1853. She¢ met L’Angelier somewhere about the end of the year following, in
-the city of Glasgow. L’Angelier’s history has not been very clearly brought out. It
has been shew.1 that in 1851 he was in poor and destitute circumstances in Edin-
burgh. Of his character I will say nothing at present but this—that it is quite; clear
that by his ene-gy he had worked his way up to a position which was at least re-
spectable, and t.1at those who came in contact with him had very considerable re/gard
for him. It is 10 part of my case to maintain the character of the unhappy deceaged.
The facts of this case make it quite impossible for any defence of him to be malde ;
nor am I at all ready to say that his conduct was that of a man. It has béen
found that when Miss Smith, the prisoner, first became acquainted with Emjle
L’Angelier, he was a man moving in a respectable position, and bearing a respect- e
character, and liked by all who came in contact with him. He was spoken of ]
three of his landladies in the best of terms ; the Chancellor of the French Consu
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spoke of him as respectable and steady ; and he was spoken of by Mr Kennedy, and
his fellow-clerks in Huggins’ office, with respect; and I do not say anything at
present but that such is the fact. L’Angelier and the prisoner were introduced by
a gentleman, and after some time it seems that an attachment had commenced between
them, which was forbidden by her parents. It isonly right to say that the early letters
of the prisoner shew a great amount of proper duty, proper obedience, and proper
feeling ; ‘but since that time interviews went on between the deceased and her; and
in the year 1856, as we find from these letters, their intercourse assumed a criminal
aspect. From that time till the end of the year, not once nor twice, but on repeated
occasions, he had criminal connexion with the prisoner, The prisoner had so far
committed herself by the end of 1856 that she was, I need not say, in L’Angelier's
power. But her affection was damped within that period. In December she seeks
to break off all connexion with L’Angelier by the coldness of her letters. She
wanted hers back. He threatened to put them in the hands of her father. It has
been rather severely said that that was dishonourable; but, gentlemen, I do not see
anything dishonourable about it. The dishonour would have been greater if he had
allowed the prisoner to become the wife of any honest or honourable man. She
therefore saw in what position she was. She knew what she had written had put
her in the power of L’Angelier. She knew that if these letters were sent to her
father, not only would her marriage with Mr Minnoch be broken off, but that her
parents would be set against her; and she writes in despair to him that such would
be the case. She attempts to get her letters back. He refuses. There is one in-
terview: she attempts to buy prussic acid. There is another interview: she has
bought arsenic. There is another interview: she has bought arsenic again. Her
letters—from being cold, from the demand for the letters being connected with
them—again assume all the warmth of affection they had before. On the 12th
March she makes arrangements with Mr Minnoch for their marriage; and on the
21st she invites L’Angelier to her house, with all the ardour of seeming love. She
buys arsenic on the 18th, and L’'Angelier dies of poison on the 23d. The story is
strange—almost incredible; and no one can wonder that such a story should
carry a chill of horror into every family. She is well entitled to have the
charges against her proved; and T am about to lay before you such proof as shall
bring conviction to your minds, and such as no reasonable doubt can remain in your
minds. Fearful as the result of your verdict may be, should you consider my case
established, I have to ask, and you have to return that verdict. In occult cases, the
ends of justice would be frustrated if we were 10 say, you shall not convict a man of
murder unless some one saw the deed done. But in the administration of poison
that remark applies with peculiar force. In truth, the giving of poison before wit-
nesses is 8o far from being presumptive proof of guilt, that it may be the strongest
evidence of innocence. In a recent case, which created as great an interest in a sister
country as this has done in ours, the poisoner sat at the bedside of his victim, sur-
rounded by medical attendants, administered the poison to* him in sheir presence,
and witnessed his dying agonies with a coolness that could hardly be believed.
Nothing could have been stronger presumptive evidence of his innocence than that;
and he very nearly escaped conviction, from the fact that it was done without con-
cealment, in the presence of witnesses. And, therefore, in cases of poisoning, the
fact of there being no eye-witnesses of the act of administration is truly not an ele-
ment of much weight or materiality. If it told at all, it would seem that, if it were
done with an evil intention, it would be done gecretly. The question is, whether we
have been able, by the appliances at our command, to track the stream of crime
through all its courses. I now proceed to consider the evidence in detail. In doing
‘80, I shall follow a more simple and direct course than could be done in hearing the
witnesses. This we commenced with the symptoms of death, and were obliged, in a
certain unconnected way, to take evidence of the different parts of this chain out of
their order. I shall go now exactly in the order of time, beginning at the 29th
April 1856. The first letter which it is necessary for me to refer to is a letter dated
29th April 1856. I have already told you of the nature of the conmexion which
began between them at that time, and I intend to read a few passages from the corre-
spondence between the 29th April 1856 and the end of that year, in order to shew
you, in the first place, how far the prisoner had committed herself at that time ; and,
/in the gecond place, the moral and mental atate to which she had reduced herself,
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and you will then be better able to appreciate the eourse which ultimately she was
driven to pureve. The létter I am going to read is dated July 29, 1856. It is
posted at Helensburgh:—

Dearest, I must see you ; it is fearful never to see you, but I am sure I don’t know when T shall
8ee you. Pwpah&snotbeenamghtmwwnforsomotimo but the ﬁrstuightheisoﬂ I shall see
you. Wo shall spend an bour of bliss. There shall be no risk—oniy C. H. shall know,

C. H. was Christina Haggart, who had been the confidante of the amour’ from its

commencement, or nearly so, who had been the vehicle through whom the letters

hed been transmitted, and who had been cognizant of all, from firat to last. The

g{ext letter is Friday, without a date; but the lotter reached Glasgow on Saturday, 3d
ay 1866 :—

Papa has been in bed two days. If he should not fecl well and come down on Tuesday, it shall
make no difference. Just you come ; only, darling, I think if he is in the boat you shonld get out
at Helensburgh., . .

In another letter, d&ted “ Wednesday morning, five o’'clock,” with the postmark
::ﬁ « Helensburgh, 7th, 1856,” and the postmark at ¢ Glasgow, 7th May,” she
tes :—
Wednesday morning, five o'clock.

My owN BELOVED HuseAND,—I trust to God you got home safe, and were not much the worse of
Leiny Ol;t ’l'lnnk you, my lmc, for coming so far to sec your Mimi. It is truly a pleasure to see
my ile.

Then, after referrmg to Lima, where it seems L’Angelier had once intended to go,
she goes on to say :— I shall write dear Mary soon. What would she say if she
kuew we were so intimate. She would lose all her good opinion of us both—would
she not?” This letter speaks a language not to be mistaken, and from that fatal
time dates the commencement of this tragedy. The letters proceed, between this
date of May 1, down to the end of the year, in a strain that really I do not think I
should be justified, even in a case of this kind, in bringing fully and fairly before
you. I may say this, however—and my learned friend knows it only.too well ; if
there is any doubt about it, it is.very easy to prove it—that the words in which
they are couched, the things to which they refer, shew such an utter overthrow of the
moral sense, of all sense of ordinary delicacy or decency, as to create a pictare
which I do not know ever had its parallel in an inquiry of this kind. This is the
character of these letters from May 1856 down to the end. Where she had learned
this depraved moral state of thought and feeling is another matter; and if my
learned friend means to say that L’Angelier had his own share in corrupting her, I
do not mean to deny it. It iz no matter to this inquiry whether it was so or not; but
such is the fact as regards the tone of the letters. There is scarcely one of these letters,
down to the middle of December, and beyond that, that does not allude in direct
terms to sexuel intercourse. On Friday, a letter, with the postmark, ¢ Helensburgh,
Friday, 27th April : ”—¢ Would to God it were to be by your side, I would feel well and
happy then. I think I would be wishing you to love me if I were with you, but I
don’t suppose you would refuse me. For I know you will like to love your Mimi.”

In another letter, which has no date, but which bears the postmark “18th July,”
she swears she will never marry any one else ; and in another letter, enclosed in the
same envelope, she says :—* Our intimacy has not been criminal, as I am your wife
before God—so it has been no sin our loving each other. No, darling fond Emile,
I am your wife. - You know I'have wished as much as you do to give you my like-
ness. But I have not had an opportunity. I promise you you shall have it some
day—so that promise won’t be broken. If I did not sign my name it was for no
reason. Unless it is to a stranger, I never do put Smith, only Madeline.” The
conclusion of the letter is in the same strain as the rest.. Then the correspondence
proceeds, In a letter, dated “Saturday night,” and bearing the postmark “ Helens-
burgh,” with the day illegible, but which must have heen written some time during
1856, she says :—*I shall not see you till the nights are a little darker. I can trust
C. H., she will never tell about our meetings. She intends to be married in No-
vember. But she may change her mind.” Christina Haggart was, in fact, married
soon after that time. The next letter I refer to is one dated Thursday evening, in
which she says:—*I cannot see you ere you go, for which I am sorry. You forget
that my little sister is in my bed-room, and I could not go out by the window, or
leave the house, and she there. It is only when P. is away I can see you, for then
Janet sleeps with M. You see I cannot see you.” In that letter she alludes to the



135

Augnst number of Blackwood as having read it, and says she is just going to read
the September. one, so that indicates that it was written at the commencement of
September. - At the bottom of the page there is a very significant passage :— I did
tell you at one time that I did not hke Minnoch; but he was 8o pleasant he quite
raised himself in my estimation.” Instead of Minnoch, the word William had
originally been written, but afterwards.scored out. Now, you will find that in the
correspondence at the end of the year there are constant allusions made to Mr
Minnoeh, by way, evidently, of prepering L’Angelier for something in regard to that
man ; and it turns out, unquestionably, that L’ Angelier was very jealous of Minnoch’s
attentions. The next letter has the postmark ¢ Monday, September 29, 1856 : "—

I did not write to you (she says)on Saturday as C. H. was not at home, so I could not get it posted.
{el;ope, love, you are home and well, quite well, and quite able to stand all the cold winds of win-
“ There is some chance,” she adds, “of our being in town at the end of October.”
Her next letter is dated ¢ Tuesday, P.M.,” and was posted in Octoben She says :—
I forgot to tell you last night that I shall not be able of an evening to let you in—
my room is next to B., and on the same floor as the front door. [This refers to the
Blythswood Square house, which she had never yet seen.] I shall never be able to
spend the happy hours we did last winter. [That difficulty, as we shall see, was
soon got over.] Our letters, I don’t see how I am to do. M. will watch every post.
I intended to speak to you of all this last night—but we were so engaged otherwise.”
Then the next letter I take up is dated Sunday, and was posted from Helensburgh
on Monday, 20th October. In it she refers to papa being busy with the elections,
evidently the Glasgow municipal elections, which take place in October, and this
fixes the date—“ Do you know I have taken a dislike to C. H.? I shall try and do
without her aid in the winter. She has béen with us four years, and I am tired of
her, but I won’t shew it to her.” Then in another letter, dated “Friday night, 12
o’'clock,” in November—

Sweet love, you should get those brown envelopes, they would not be so much seen as white

ones put down into my window. You should just stoop down to tie your shoe, and then slip it
m.

She had 80 arranged that, instead of having her room on the same floor with the
front door, she should have it on the same floor as the low front door, so that the
window of her room, being on a level with the pavement, might be a depository for
their correspondence. This is the first letter giving instructions as to what is to be
done. She mentions also that she had seen a friend, Mr William Anderson, and
that he fancied she was going .to take Minnoch. [The jurymen having each been
furnished with a plan of the house in Blythswood Square, the Lord Advoeate went
on to explain it to them.] On the right hand of the front-door is the drawing-room,
the next door to that is the dining-room, and then when you go along the passage
there is no door of any kind, till-you come to Mr John Smith’s bed-room. Now,
according to this arrangement of rooms, a person coming in at the front door could
go into the drawing-room without attracting the attention of any one occupying
either the bed-rooms at the back of the house or the bed-room in front. Then in the
sunk flat, there is a door leading into the dres, and in the passage the boy’s room
was on the left, and on the right the kitchen, and through that area-door any person
could obtain entry without disturbing the people in the kitchen or bed-rooms. Now,
gentlemen, I think that plan will give you a clear idea of the house ; and that being
80, I will call attention to a letter, No. 61, dated Monday evenmg, Novemher 18, and
posted at Sauchiehall Street receiving. office on the same day, in which she says—
“¢ Firat letter I have written in Blythswood Square house. Good night, my very
sweet love. A kiss. Adieu, dear pet, my little husband, thy Mma.” This brings us
then to the house in Blythswood Square. She had already said, “I do not see how

am to let you in,” and had spoken of the window being too small ; and in the letter
zl' 0. 63, posted 218t November, and plainly written in Blythswood Square house,
he says :—
My v{nv DEar EmiLe,—I do not know when this may be posted. Now about writing, I wish
ou to write me and give me the note on Tuesday evening next. You will, about eight o’cl., come
nd put the letter down into the window (just drop it in, I won’t be there at the time), the wmdow

ext to Minnoch’s close door. . If M. and P. were from home, I would take you in very
ell at the front doar, asld:dmlnmast.reet and I won’t let a chance pass. .

could very well have taken him in by the street door ; she could leave her own
oom, g0 up stairs without pauing any bed-room, and had only to open the hall door
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softly, and bting L’Angelier into the drawing-room without atéracting the attention
of any one. This letter proves that that is not a mere theory, but was what she pro-
posed to do. The next letter I shall notice is dated 6.23 p.u., Friday, 5th December
1856 ; and I allude to this letter for the purpose of making an, observation with re-
gard to the dates. She says—* Will you, darling; write me for Thursday first? If
gix o'cleck, do it; Ishall look. If not at six o’clock, why I shall look at eight.
T hope no one sees you; and, darling, make no noise at the window. I hope our
next meeting will be as nice as the one on Tuesday. Thursday, 11th December,
6 o'clock, 8 o’clock "—that might be taken as the date of the letter; it is not that,
it is the date of the assignation. In the body of the letter she says— Put it in my
window at six, if not, then at eight.” That proves that the letter was written before
Thursday, 11th December, and the postmark bears Friday, 5th December. The next
letter is dated Sunday morning, 14th December, and Sunday was the 14th. Itseems
when we come down to this period that there was a serious intention on the part of
these two persons to make an elopement. You had that proved by several letters,
and there are in the letters various propositions about their being married by a Jus-
tice of the Peace. The next letter bears date the 16th December, which was Tues-
day, and the envelope bears the postmark of 17th, the month being obliterated. In
that letter she says, and I read this for the purpose of connecting it with the next
letter—“ I am going to the concert to-morrow; I do not know if Minnoch is going.
J.and J. and others have sent out nearly fifty invitations to-day for the 29th. James
is to be home on Friday.” That was dated Tuesday. The next letter was written
on Thursday, the 18th of December, and the envelope bears the postmark of the
19th. You see that in every instance the day of the week in the letters precisely
corresponds to the postmark which you find on the envelope. This letter was dated
Thursday. Thursday was the 18th, and.the postmark was the 19th. It was one
found in the desk, so there can be no mistake. It plainly was written after the
last letter I read, and I mention this to shew you how the dates correspond ; because
in that letter she was going to a concert, and speaks about Minnoch. In No. 75, she
8ays :— .

Emile, will you never trust me—she who is to be your wife? You will not believe me. You say
you heard I took M. to the concert against his inclination, and forced him to go. I told you the
right way when I wrote. . . .

There is evidence here of a fact, which we have under the hand of the prisoner a
little further on, that about this time her atfection towards L’Angelier had cooled.
Whatever the reasen of that might be, it is plain that a change had come over her
feeling about this time. Ihave now brought you down to the 18th of December 1856.
She says herself in a subsequent letter that her coldness began when she came to
Glasgow in November. Not only so, gentlemen; but she begins to do what L’An-
gelier calls flirting with Mr Minnoch. Mr Minnoch tells you that at this time, and
during the whole winter, there was a tacit understanding between him and Miss
Smith that they were lovers, She repudiates that in this letter. She says, “ You
should not listen to reports, there is no truth in them atall.” On the next day she
says, “ For your sake I shall be very Kind to M. Our party was spoiled, as all the
people James asked were old people. I am rather more fond of C. H. now; I can
trust her.,” There is in the rest of this letter what I shall not read, for a plain and
obvious reason, which it is impossible not to see the force of. It ends with this,
«] am thy dear, fond, little, loving wife.” That is the 18th December. The next
letter bears date, Thursday night. Thursday was the 25th December, and it was
posted at Glasgow on the 26th. But the next letter, No. 79, is one of great conse-
quence, because it refers to meeting in the Blythswood Square house. It is dated
Monday, 22d December, and it was posted at Glasgow, and there is no date on the
envelope, the postmark being obliterated. But you will find internal evidence that
it must have been that Monday, and you will see at once why. She says, in the
beginning of the letter, “ My lovely Emile, we must meet ; if you love me, you wil
come.” And she goes on to speak of a Christmas dinner, which, she says, is a greaa
bore, and she says, “ Will you give me a letter on Friday, at six o'clock? T sa,
six; because I have promised, if I can, to go with Jack to the pantomime.” And a
the top of the page she says, “ How very nasty to go and speak about James givi

a party I” You know there was a reference in the ladt letter to James giving
party ; and both that and her going to the pantomime shews that this letter w.
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written abont that time. And as it bears date Monday, which was the 22d Decem-
ber, I think you will see that I am right when I say this was written on Monday
the 22d, without another evidence which you have at the bottom—* Good night,
I need not wish you a merry Christmas; but I wish we may spend the next toge-
ther, and that we may then be happy.” This shews, therefore, that it plainly was
written on Monday the 22d. She says—

SIf P. and M. go, will you not, sweet love, come to your own Mimi. Do you think I would
;ﬂ; tAy;ou, if I saw danger, into the house? I shalllet you in. No one will sec you. We can make
That means, you shall come into the house. Does it not mean, you have been in the
house before? It speaks of his clasping her to hig bosom. ¢ You will come if papa
and mamma go te Edinburgh; no one will see you, and there shall be no danger.”
The next letter bears date the 27th, and keep in mind what was said about the pan-
tomime in the last letter. “Saturday night” is the date of this letter. Saturday
was the 27th, the postmark was the 28th. She says:— .

Kow, I must tell you something you may hear. I was at the theatre; and ple, my love,
may tell you that M. was there too. ’ peorie: '

1 have been candid, because I think it best. Is it not 80?” Then she says—“If
you would drop me a note on Wednesday at 6, 8, or 10. I hope you may be happy.
What are you to do on New Year's Day?” corroborating beyond all possibility the
statement as to the date of the letter. There is an interval in the correspondence
from 27th December till January 9th. Now, having traced this correspondence
down, proving in the first place the greatest intimacy—proving that the correspond-
ence was of such a character that no eye could see it without the character of the
person who wrote it being blasted—proving over and over again her saying, not that
she would marry him, but that she was his wife, and would never be the wife of any
other man, because it would be a sin—having protested in language as strong as she
could nse, that for Minnoch she had no affection whatever, and had no intention of
flirting with him, far less of being his wife—that being the state in which these two
persons were at the end of 1856, we now come to the crisis, and I must beg you to
keep the dates in mind from this time forth. The letter of the 9th of January 1857
bears a date, and it is one of the few which does so. It i posted at the receiving-
house in Glasgow, January 10, and says :—
It is past eleven o'c., and no letter from you, my own ever dear beloved husband. . Why this, my

sweet one? I think I heard your stick this evening. .

He was in the habit of drawing his stick across the bars. -

(Pray do not make any sounds whatever at my window.) I fear your finger is bad. If it were
possible. sweet one, could you not leave my notes at six, as at 10 o’c. the moon is up, and it is
light. I ho]ge,.my own ever dear beloved one, you feel better and tbat you are in better spirits.
Sweet dear Emile, I do truly and fondly love you with my heart and soul. But you, I know, think
me cool and indifferent.

And she goes on to say—1 often wish I had you with me. Would you not put your
arms round your Mimi, and fondly embrace her and keep her warm?” Then ghe
wonders if the time would ever come. And then you have an observation of some
consequence—I wish I could see you ; but I must not even look out of the window,
as some one might see you; so, beloved, think it not unkind if I do not by any means
look out. But just leave your note and go away.” That is a general instruction.
If you come to my window, and I don’t look out, you may assume there is some
reason why I do not pretend to see you, and just leave my note and go away. The
next letter iz dated “Saturday night,” and bears the postmark of the 11th. She
says :—“My own dear beloved Emile,—I cannot tell you how sorry 1 was last night
at not hearing from you.” Then she says :—“ My own sweet Emile, I hope you got
my note. It was posted at ten o’clock.” It was dated Friday, and she says:—*I
hope you got my note to-day, it was posted at ten o’clock,” proving the date of this
‘letter to be Saturday the 10th. Then, there is nothing material in the letter. She
‘says towards the end:—“1I don’t think there is any chance of our living at Row again,
‘but P. cannot get a nice place—he wants a much larger place than we have.” She
‘closes then in the warmest language—* A kiss to you whose form is ever on my
‘eyes, whose name is ever on my lips. A kiss, a warm, tender embrace. Bless you,
‘my own sweet love. Iam your ever dear, fond, loving wife.” At the time that
letter was written, Mr Minnoch told you that though he had not, until a few days
afterwards, asked and received her consent to be his wife, there was no doubt of the
:relationship between them. At that time she writes to L' Angelier :—* Monday night,
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Bweet love, six if you can.” The next letter bears date Monday night. Monday was the
12th. It seems to have been a habit of L’Angelier’s to come to the window and leave a
letter, and get an answer in-the course of the day by coming back to the window. This
letter wasdated “ Monday night,” and is posted on the 14th. Iam not sure that there is
anything material in it. The next is dated Tuesday, and says—I do not hear of
Papa and Mamma going from home, 80, my dear pet, there is no chance for us. I
fear we will have to wait a bit.. I do not sec how I could venture to do it in Edia-
burgh; but if I do, you will hear.” That means, “I do not see how I could go to be
married in Edinburgh,” as she explained afterwards, “I could not leave a friend’s
house in that way.” She says:—¢ Mr Minnoch dines with us to-night, do you know ?
I think if you knew him you would say he is kind. I like him very much, better
than I did.” Then there is a Aetter, « Friday, three o’clock afternoon,” posted the
same day. When she writes, she posts the letter the same day almost uniformly ;
when she writes at night, it is posted in the morning. She says, among other
things—1 ought ere this to have written you. I hope your hand is better.” She
regrets not being at the college, as « Sir Edward Lytton Bulwer is a great favourite
of mine,” referring to his inauguration as Lerd Rector. She then says—“I shall
have a note on Monday night, leave it at six. I will give you a note on Monday
morning ; but it is only when C. H. goes to church that I can get it posted, and she
only goes every second Sunday. I hope you will enjoy yourself.” The next letter
beays date, “ Monday, 5 o’clock,” and the postmark is “ Glasgow, 19th Jan. 1857.” It
is one of the letters that was found in the desk, and was taken by Mr Stevenson to the
Procurator-Fiscal. She says—“ My sweet beloved, I could not get this posted for
you to-day; love, I hope you are well.” Although the expressions from this time
forward are much of the same kind as before, there is a manifest chill in them. The
letters are shorter, curter, and colder.

I did not sleep all night thinking of my pet. I wentio Govan with M., and when I got home, I
was looking so ill, M. made me go and take a walk to get some colour, so B., Pattison, and I took a
long,re walk on the Dumbarton road. When I told you, love, to write me for to-night, I forgot I am
to be out.

This is on Monday, 19th January, and she writes further :—

As we go at 9 o’c., your letter will not be there, but I shall tell C. H. to take it in. Dearest Emile,
all this day I have wished for you one moment to kiss you, to lay my head on your breast would
make me happy. . . .

And so he was at the window on Sunday, the 18th January. Two of the letters I
have passed contain passages which we will go back for a moment to point out. The
letter of the 9th January contains this passage :—* When we shall meet again I
cannot tell.” And the letter of the 10th of January, No. 87, contains this passage:
—“My dear Emile, my sweet dear pet, I should so like to spend three or four hours
with you, just to talk over some things; but I don’t know when we can meet, not
for ten days. I might say Monday, same as last.” This proves that they had met.
“If you would risk it, my sweet beloved pet, we would have time to kiss each other,
and a dear fond embrace; and though, sweet love, it is only for.a minute, do you
not think it is betier than not meeting at all?” In the course of ten days they were
to meet. They plainly had met before; but you see the meeting is postponed for
the present Now, there is a letter, No. 97, which is enclosed in an envelope, bear-
ing date “Glasgow, 22d Jan. 1857,” and is written on Friday. This letter was
ghewn to the prisoner, and she recognised the letter and the envelope. But in the
envelope there was another letter bearing no date but “ Sunday night, half-past eleven
o'clock.” At first it is not easy to see how that should have been enclosed in the
envelope of Friday, 28d January. But that letter was writlen, not posted, and in
all probability never was in an envelope at all. In the beginning of the letter she
8ays i— . .

Emile, my own beloved, you have just left me. Oh, sweet darling, at this moment my beart
and soul burns with love for thee, my husband, my own sweet one. . . .
T think it is plain that the true date of that letter is Sunday the 18th, because the
letter of Monday the 19th says:— I did love you so much last night when you wag
at the window.” The next date is “ Wednesday afternoon, 5 o'clock,” the postmar
is “21st Jamuary 1857,” and Wednesday was the 21st January 1857. It is writtesd
at five o’clock, and, like all the letters which are written either in the morning or aftegy-
noon, bears postmark of the same date. It is a very short letter :—“ My dear Emi
~—1I have five minutes to spare, my darling. Ihope you are well. Why no lettepsfon
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Monday night? It was such'a disappointment to me.” The next letter bears date
¢ Thursday, twelve o’clock,” and the envelope bears the postmark of the 28d January,
and Friday was the 234 of January. This letter, therefore, was written on Thursday
the 22d. She had gaid in her former letter :—* I cannot gee you on Thursday, as I
had hoped.” She said that on Monday the 19th; and on the Thnrsday she writes—
‘ My dear Emile,—I was go very sorry that I could not see you to-night.” That is
No. 97, and that letter was found in the desk. and was spoken to and identified by
the prisoner in her declaration. She says— M. is not well enough to go from home.”
You recollect they meant to go to Edinburgh. S8he says—

My dear little sweet pet, I don’t see we could manage in Edinburgh, because I could notleave a

friend’s house without their knowingit. . . . .
This is on the 23d, and about that letter there can be no question, because she iden-
tifies it in her declantion. On the 28th the prisoner accepts Mr Minnoch. The
next documents are two envelopes, and they bear date the 24th and the 26th of
January. You will see why they have no letters in them immediately. Passing
these over, we come to two letters of the deepest possible consequence. They were
enclosed in an envelope, posted at Glasgow in February 1857 ; and before I read
them, let me refer to the evidence of Mr Kennedy on a most material point.
She had accepted Mr Minnoch on the 28th of January. Mr Kennedy says that on a
morning in February, and that a fortnight or so before the 23d, I’ Angelier had come
to the counting-house with tears in his eyes, and said that Miss Smith had written
asking him to give up the letters, and bring her engagement to an end, as there was
a coolness on both sides ; that he had got the letter that morning; that he would
not give up the letters; and that she would marry no one else while he lived.
I’ Angelier told that to Kennedy the day the letter came; you can, therefore, have
no doubt whatever substantially of the date when the two letters I am now about to
read to you were sent to L’Angelier. ‘She says—“1 felt truly astonished to have my
last letter returned to me.” There are two envelopes produced. One of these letters
must have been retarned by L’Angelier—¢ I felt truly astonished to have my last
letter returned to me,” which had been done plainly because it was not couched in
the language of affection.

The Lorp JusTice-CLerk—TIt is stated that the postmark on that letter may have
been 2d or 22d February.

The Lorp ApvocaTE—That is true. But the figure 2 is the only one that is
stamped, and the 2d was the date beyond all question. It was posted on the 2d, and
he must have received it on the 8d. Bhe goes on—«It will be the last you shall
have an opportunity of returning to me. When you are not pleased with the letters
1 send you, then our correspondence shall be at an end—and as there i8 coolness on
both sides, our engagement had better be broken.” The very words that Kennedy
told you 1.’Angelier repeated to him the day the letter was received:— -

This may astonish you, but you have more than once returned me my letters, and my mind

was made up that I s}zou]d not stand the same thing again. . . .
She had found coolness and indifference on both sides, and for that reason, and, as
she says, nothing else, the engagement had better be broken off. She had been
engaged four days before to Mr Minnoch. She was to return L’Angelier's letters.
Therefore she had them. On the 2d of February 1857 she had his letters, and she
had them to return. She was to retwrn them on the Friday, and the likeness. She
never returned the likeness. It was found in her chamber. What became of the
letters? We have no explanation of that whatever. There is a postscript to that
letter :—

You may be astonished at this gudden change, but for some time back you must have noticed a
coolness in my notes. .

She was engaged at t.lns txme to another man : —

.My conduct ﬁou will condemn, but I did at one time love you with heart and soul. It has cost
me much to tell you this—sleepless nights—but it is necessary you should know. . . .
Gentlemen, what a labyrinth of bewilderment this unhappy girl—first by her lapse
from virtue, and then by her lack of truth—is gradually getting herselfinto. She tries
to preak off this engagement by coolness, which, I dare say, was not affected. But
she cannot do it with trath. She says:—¢I have no reason for my conduct but that
1 do not love you as I used to do,” when she knows that her reason for her conduct
is that she has pledged her word to another. But she thought, by telling L’ Angelier
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in these strong terms that her affection was gone, andthat she had no other reason,
that his indignant spirit would induce him to fly off, and that she would then be free
to follow her second engagement. She had behind the dreadful recollection of the
correspondence that had passed. She probably did not know how much L’'Angelier
had preserved of it; but she knew that, if he chose, she was completely in his power.
She did not hear from L’Angelier for more than a week. She wrote this on the 2d of
February, and the next letter bears date of the postmark of the 9th. Its contents
prove the time at which it was written. She says—¢1I attribute it to your having cold
that.I had no answer to my last note. On Thursday evening you were, I suppose,
afraid of the nightair. I fear your cold is not better. I again appoint Thursday night
first, same place, street gate, seven o’clock.— M.” Now, the first Thursday in Feb-
ruary was the 5th, the next must have been the 12th, therefore this letter must
have been written after the 5th of February, and before the 12th; and some days
before, because Thursday the 12th is the time appointed. “If you can bring me the
parcel on Thursday,” says a postscript, ¢ please write & note saying when you shall
bring it, and address it to C. H. Send it by post.” She had heard nothing, got no
answer to her demand for letters, got no note, and she writes this very cold letterina
tone quite consistent with her former letter, assuming that everything was broken off,
but making a second appointment forthe delivery of the letters. But L’Angelier refused
to give up her letters. He refused to give her up. He told Miss Perry, and he told
Kennedy, and I think he told others, that he would not give up the letters, and that he
would shew them to her father. Now, gentlemen, in other circumstances, and if matters
had not gone so far between these persons, it might be thought a dishonourable and
ungenerous thing in a man in L’Angelier's position to take that line of conduct.
Whether it was 80 or not in this case is entirely immaterial to the matter in hand.
But I cannot omit to say that, in the position in which the prisoner and L’Angelier
stood, I do not see how, as a man of honour, he could have allowed that marriage to
take place with Minnoch, and have remained silent. It may be doubted whether they
were not man and wife by law. It is needless for me to discuss or consider that
question. There certainly were materials in that correspondence on which that might.
have been maintained. But if L’ Angelier chose to do it, and considered the prisoner as
his wife—although, of course, they wished to celebrate it in the ordinary and respectable
manner in which that ought to be done—if he considered her as his wife, he was entitled
to refuse to give up that which proved the justice of his claims, and therefore I do not
think there is much to be said, supposing it were relevant in this case, on the subject of
L’ Angelier refusing to give up the letters, or even on the subject of his intending to
use them, to compel the woman who ought to have been his wife, by every sanction of
promise and of act, to fulfil that promise in the face of the public. But it matters
not. The fact is, he refused the letters ; and the fact is,.as you will find, that he
made the threat to herself what he said he would do, to Kennedy, to Miss'Perry, and
to others. Monday night was the 9th of February. The appointment stood for the
12th, and the following letter is dated “Monday night,” and the envelope is ad-
dressed “immediately.” Recollect the strain of the letters that went before, and
listen to this:—
Monday night.

Emile, for the love you once had for me, do nothing till I see you—for God’s sake do not bring
your once loved Mimi to an open shame. Emile, I havedeceived you. Ihave deceived my mother.
Look at that date. She writes on Monday at night, and it is posted in Glasgow on
the 10th :— '

Be at the Hamiltons’ at 12, and I shall open my shutter, and then you come to the area gate. 1
shall see you. It would break my mother’s heart.

Unfortunately, in this case, the deliberate falsehoods into which this unbappy girl
has brought herself is one of the least of her crimes:—

hEgnile, for God’s sake do not send my letters to papa. It will be an open rupture. I will leave
the house. . . .

Yon will remark that throughout all this despair there is no talk of their renewing
the engagement, for the object was to be in a position to fulfil that with Minnoch :—

But, oh, Emile, do not make me go mad. I will tell you that only myself and C. H. knew of
my engagement to you. . . .

And now, gentlemen, we have traced this matter up till we have left her in this un-
happy position. She is 8o committed that she cannot extricate herself; and yet, if
not extricated, her character, her fame, her reputation, and position are forfeited for
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ever. But she does receive a letter from L’Angelier, which we don’t possess ; but on
that Tuesday she again writes. That is one of the letters found in the desk. It was
not posted at all; it was delivered. It was found in the envelope; but it refers
plainly to the letter of the 24th, and to the assignations which were made.
Gentlemen, every word of this letter, long as it is, I must read, as it is, perhaps, the
pivot on which this case turns:
Tuesday evening 12 o’c. Emile, I have'this cvening received your note. Oh it is kind of you to
writeme. . . . Ihave puton paper what I should not.
Doubtless, poor creature, she had done so, and we cannot see, throughout this unhappy
history of the gradual downward progress of an ill-regulated mind—one cannot see
it without feeling, what I am sure I feel from the bottom of my- heart, the deepest
commiseration ; and doubtless, L'Angelier had abused his opportunities in a way
which no man of honour ought to have done. He had stolen into that family and
destroyed their peace for ever. And, gentlemen, my learned friend cannot say
anything in that direction too strong; but still the fact remains that she put on
paper what she should not :—*“ I was free because I loved you with my heart. If he
or any other one saw those fond letters to you, what would not be said of me.” If
she was his wife, and considered herself as such in the eye of heaven, there was less
to be said about the strain in which the letters were couched, at least they might
have been written with a more innocent mind; but she saw what must be said if
she was not to be his wife:—

On my bended knees I write you and ask you as you hope for mercy at the Judgment-day, do -
not inform on me—do not make me a public shame. . . .

Even in this despairing remonstrance there is, gentlemen, a false assertion, for she
says-—

There is no one I love. My love has all been given to you. My heart is empty, cold—I am
unloved. Iam dospised. I told you I had ceased to love you—it was true. . . .

Gentlemen, T believe every word of that to be the truth, and to be the real founda-
tion of all that happened. But, then, she had committed herself beyond the possi-
bility of recovery. She goes on to say : —

Emile, I have suffered much for you. I have lost much of my father’s confidence siuce that
September. And my mother has never been the same to me. No, she has never given me the
same kind look.  For the sake of my mother, her who gave me life, spare me from shamc. Oh,
Emile, will you in God’s name hear my prayer? . . .

£.8.—I cannot get to the back stair. I never could sec the [there is a blank here, and I suppos
it means the way to the back stair] to it. I will take you within the door. The area gate mm
open. Ishall see you from my window 12 o’c. I will wait till 1 o’c.

Gentlemen, I never in my life had so harrowing a task as raking up and bringing
before such a tribunal and such an audience as this the outpourings of such a
despairing spirit in such a position as this miserable girl found herself, To have her
words which she wrote in confidence thus brought under public notice in any circam-
stances would be an intolerable agony; but the circumstances of this case throw all
these considerations fairly info the shade; and if they for a moment obtrude them.
selves—as obtrude they must—they must be repelled; for our duty is a stern one,
and must be discharged. And, gentlemen, passing from this for one moment, lct
me take in some of the surrounding circumstances, and see what they are. L’Ange-
lier, whatever were his faults, was certainly true to her. He spoke to Kennedy
about her; he said that in fact his attachment was an infatuation, and would be his
death. It was not revenge he wanted ; he wanted his wife. That is quité clear;
and he plainly has told her that he would not permit his engagement to be broken,
and that he would put these letters into her father’s hands. And, gentlemen, now,
a8 I have already said, I do not know that, in the circumstances, any one can say
that he would be altogether wrong in so doing. But, gentlemen, at this time a very
remarkable incident took place. More than four, and less than cight weeks, as one
of the witnesses says, or about six weeks, as two of the witnesses say, prior to the
apprehension of the prisoner, on the news of the death of L’Angelier becoming
public—that is to say, something between four or eight weeks from the 26th of
March, or, in other words, on the second week of February—the prisoner asked the
boy, the page who served in the family, to go to a druggist’s with a line for a bottle
of prussic acid. The date, I think, iz brought quite clearly within the period
for any purpose which I have to serve. 8ix weeks before the 26th of
March would just.be between the 6th and the 13th of February. Then, as
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to the state of mind she was in. Some extrication or other was inevitable,
if she hoped to save her character; and with a strength of will which, I
think, you will see was exhibited more than once in this case, she would not go back
to L'Angelier. She had accepted the love of another, and had determined to marry
that other, and she determined to carry out that resolution;-and throughout all
this, while she is in utter despair, and tries to move L’Angelier by protestations,
there i8 not the slightest indicatiom of an intention to go back to him, to love him,
and to be his wife. Quite the contrary ; but on that day, at the door of her own bed-
room, she gave to Murray a line for prussic acid. For what, gentlemen, for what
earthly purpose could she want prussic acid? And for what purpose did she say
she wanted it? For her bhands. This is the first suggestion of the extrication
which she proposed to her own mind from this labyrinth of difficulty. And why did
she want prussic acid? For her hands, as a cosmetic. Did you ever hear, gentle-
men, of prussic acid being used as a cosmetic for the hands? Has there been—
among & great deal of the curious medical evidence which we have had in this case
—has there been a suggestion that prussic acid is ever used for the hands? But it
will not have escaped your notice that not only is her mind now beginning to run
upon poison, but that it is also beginning to run on the excuse for wanting it. Ske
did not get the prussic acid; but it is perfectly clear that the time when she wanted
it was the date of this despairing letter, and immediately before the meeting ghe had
appointed for Wednesday the 11th. But, ag I have already said, she did not get the
prussic acid, and Wednesday the 11th came. “I cannot get,” she says, “to the
back-stair, but 1 will take you within the door.” Another incident happened at this
time. Christina Haggart, in her evidence, says that one day before the apprehen-
sion of Miss Smith—it was weeks, but not two months—an interview took place to
her knowledge between the prisoner and L'Angelier in the house in Blythswood
Square. She did not see L’Angelier, but she told you plainly that she knew
it was he, and that he and the prisoner remained alone for nearly an hour
in her room, and that she, Christina Haggart, remained in the kitchen while
L’Angelier and the prisoner were together. There could not be any doubt about
the date, although my learned friend tried to throw some obscurity over it.
What she says is, that less than two months, not weeks, before the apprehension
of the prisoner this interview took place. But when M. de Mean asked the pri-
soner how she and L’Angelier met, she denied he had ever been in the house at
all, plainly and positively. I shew from the letters that he had been in the
house more than once before that, but probably it was not in the course of 1857.
But she positively denied he had ever been there. You find allusions throughout
the letters of embraces, kisses, and interviews, and things which could only have
taken place had he been in the houge ; and one witness states that he had been taken
in at the front door, and another that he had an interview, however short. That
that interview did take place, you have sabstantial testimony on the evidence of eye-
witnesges. What took place at that interview we cannot tell. What we find is this,
that in one way or other this feud had been made up, and that the whole thing had
been arranged ; and how arranged? Not certainly on the footing of getting back the
letters—not certainly on the footing of the prisoner not continuing her engagement
to L'Angelier; but upon the opposite footing—upon the footing of the engagement
continuing. How was that to extricate the prisoner? What did she propose
to herself to do? She had found that L’Angelier would not give up the letters.
She did not persevere in her endeavour to induce him to do so by despairing
protestations. She took another line, and that line was by pretending—because
it could not be real—to adopt the old tone of love and affection—all this time
keeping up the engagement to Minnoch, receiving the congratulations of his friends,
receiving presents from him, and being engaged in fixing the time of their union.
But they met that day, and the next letter was found in the desk, and was one of
those brought by Mr Stevenson to the Procurator-Fiscal. It bears the date, “Os-
borne Buildings’ Receiving Office, Glasgow, 14th February 1857.” It is written
apparently on Saturday the 14th :—¢“ My dear Emile,—I have got my finger cut,
and cannot write, so, dear, I wish you would excuse me. I was glad to see you
looking so well yesterday.” Now, I don’t think that that refers to this interview.
She was in the habit of passing his window and looking up to it ; and the probabi-
lity. is, that this refers to some glimpse she had got of him in that way, or she
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might have met him in the street. The interview, as I have told you, took plaee on
Wednesday night. She goes on—*“1 hope to see you very soon. Write me for
Thursday, and then I shall tell you when I can see you. I want the first time we
meet that you will bring me all my cool letters back—[the only letters she asks for
are her cool letters}—the last four I have written—and I will give you others in their
place. Bring them all to me. Lxcuse me just now. It hurts meto write; so with
kindest and dearcst love, ever believe yours with love and affection—M.” She asks
for those letters back which she had written in her cool moments, to convince L' An-
gelier that she is as true to him as ever; but she, it will be seen, makes an appoint-
ment for Thursday, and if that was written according to the postmark, plainly the
" quarrel must have been made up, and Thursday was the 19th of February. Gentle-
men, be kind enough to bear that in mind. We are now coming to the very crisis
of this case. On Tuesday, the 17th February, L'Angelier dined with Miss Perry.
He told her he was to see Miss Smith op Thursday. Thursday was the 19th, and
you find in this letter corroboration of that statement of Miss Perry. She says,
“ Write me for next Thursday.” He must have gone with the letters. He had that
appointment with her, and he told Miss Perry that he had seen her on the 19th.
. Some day before the 22d of February, or I may say the 19th of February—and you
" will consider whether that is proved or not immediately—L’Angelier, in the middie of
the night, was seized with a sudden illness. You heard it described by his landlady Mrs
Jenkins. It was vomiting and purging-—vomiting of a green stuff, with excessive
pain, and he lay on the floor all night; he said he was so ill that he could hardly—he
could not, in fact—call for assistance for some time. The landlady found him in this
state in the morning. He was at last relieved, but only after a great deal of
suffering. These symptoms were the symptoms of arsenic. My learned friend,
no doubt, will say it might be cholera. Never mind at present whether it might
be cholera or not, These symptoms were the symptoms of arsenic—of an irri-
tant poison. I shall consider, by and by, whether, the symptoms of cholera were
precisely the same. It is enough at present that they were the symptoms of arseni-
cal poisoning. He recovered and went to the office. On the 21st, the prisoner pur-
chaged arsenic from the shop of Mr Murdoch; a very singular purchase, gentlemen,
for a person in her position to make. But it was not the first time in the history of
this case that she tried to buy poisen, for she tried to buy some before the meeting
of Wednesday the 11th., I shall not stop just now to discuss the question of the
reason which she gave for it, because my object, at present, is simply to give you
the historical fact, although, gentlemen, if you shall find that the excuse shie gave
for buying the poison was a falsehood, it is difficult to see how strong and inevi-
table is the conclusion you must necessarily draw from that singular fact. But
she went to Mr Murdoch’s shop and asked for the arsenic openly; but the
story she told in regard to its use was, upon her own confession, a deliberate
falsehood. She wanted the poison to kill rats at the Row. The excuse that is
. given for it afterwards may have been an afterthought or not; but you have this
singularly startling fact, that she, on the 21st February, goes to Mr Murdoch's
shop to get the poison alone, there being no person with her. She says that the
arsenic she wants is for the gardener at Row, to kill rats, and that he had first
tried phosphorus paste, but that it had failed. Now, this was an utter false- -
hood, an admitted falsehood. You shall see immediately what she says is the real
reason, and you will consider whether that is any more true than the one she at first
gave. Having purchased that arsenic on the 21st February, according to my story,
L’Angelier visited her on the 22d, which was a Sunday ; and on the night of the 22d
and morning of the 23d he was again seized with the very symptoms he had before
—the identical symptoms, in a somewhat milder form, viz.,, & green vomiting, purg-
ing, pains, and thirst—everything, in short, which you would expect in a case of
arsenical poisoning. I described these symptoms to Dr Christison, and you heard
what he said he concluded. Dr Thomson, who attended L’Angelier as his patient,
said that the symptoms which he himself saw were the symptoms which he would
have expected in a case of arsenical poisoning. And for the present, for the purpose
of what I am now maintaining, it is quite enough for my story that the symptoms
were in substance those which would: follow a cgge of arsenical poisoning; and that
was on the 22d. There is no doubt about it, | is of the night of Sunday the 22d,
‘and the morning of Monday the 23d of which Weo Are Bow speaking, Gentlemen, it
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is most material that you give me your attention to this particular time. If you be-
lieve Miss Perry—and I think you will find no reason to disbelieve her—L’Angelier
told her he had seen the prisoner on the night of the 19th, and that he had been ill
immediately after the 19th, and also that he had been ill on the 22d or 23d. Idon’t
know that she named these days, but she said he had been twice ill before she saw
him on the 2d March, and he told her that these two illnesses followed after
receiving coffee at one time and chocolate at another time from the hands of the
prisoner. Now, if that be true, then it is certain that he saw her on the 19th
and on the 22d. And, in corroboration of that, would you listen to this letter, which
was found in the tourist’s bag, and which was unquestionably in the state in which
it was when received, and I think you will consider it of the deepest importance on
the real facts of this case. It was posted at Glasgow, the date being illegible; and
we have had a great deal of discussion with the witness from the Post-Oflice as to
what really was the postmark. That witness thought, at least, he determined a
letter which indicated March. My learned friend disputed the accuracy of his in-
spection, and I am inclined to adopt his view; and, in fact, I do dispute it, and
think the witness was wrong. I believe the postmark is entirely obliterated ; and if
you have the curiosity, or, rather, if you think it would assist you to look at it, as
my learned friend proposed, I have no objection whatever; but I shall tell you the
right date, and shall prove it, irrespective of the postmark. The date I would fix
for it is Wednesday the 25th February, and the letter is as follows :—

DEAREsT SWEET EMILE,—I am sorry to hear you are ill. I hope to God you will soon be better.

. You looked bad on Sunday night and Monday morning. . .
Where had she seen him on the Sunday night and the Monday morning? It could
only be Sunday the 22d and Monday the 23d of February :—

I think you got sick with walking home so late, and the long want of food, so the next time we
]r(r)l::t I shall make you eat a loaf of bread before you go out. I am longing to mect again, swect
Now, gentlemen, if it was written on the 25th, it proves that he saw her on Sunday
and Monday, the 22d and 23d ; and it proves that he was sick at that time, and look-
ing verybad. According to my statement, he had been taken ill on the 19th; and it
proves that she was thinking about giving him food. It proves that she was laying
a foundation for seeing him ; she was taking stuff to bring back her colour; and it
proves she was holding out a kind of explanation of the symptoms he had ; because
she says she was ill herself, and that as every one was complaining, it must be some-
thing in the air; and it proves that all this took place the day after she had. bought
the arsenic at Murdoch’s. L’Angelier, it was also proved, had said his illness had
taken place after receiving coffee from the prisoner. That was what he said, and she
gays in her own declaration that upon one occasion she did give hith a cup of coffec.
Gentlemen, as to the date of this letter there are a few facts to determine it absolutely.
In the firat place, it was dated on the Wednesday; it was after his illness, and it was
after he was unable to go to the office in consequence of that illness; because she
says :—“1 am sorry to hear you are ill. I hope to God you will soon be better.
Take care of yourself. Do not go to the office this week ; just stay at home till
Monday. I think you got sick with walking home so late, and the long want
of food, 8o the next time we meet I shall make you eat & loaf of bread before you
go out.” The prisoner was shewn that letter, and she refers to it in her declara-
tion, and refers to it in alluding to his recent illness. She says it was a mere jocular
observation that about the want of food; but as she attributed his illness to want
of food, she had made the observation about & loaf of bread. Well, then, gentlemen,
if it was after he was ill, it was on a Wednesday; and in the month of March it
could not be, because she says in this letter, which is of Wednesday’s date, “I cannot
see you on Friday ag M. is not away, but I think Sunday P. will be away, and I
might see you I think, but I shall let you know.” Now the firet Wednesday of
March was the 4th. But there is a letter of the 3d March, which I will read imme-
diately, in which the prisoner says they were going to the Bridge of Allan on the
6th, Therefore it is impossible that this could have been Wednesday the 4th March.
The next Wednesday was the 11th, as she was still at the Bridge of Allan, and
L’Angelier had not seen her; and it could not be the next Wednesday, which
was the 18th, as L’Angelier was a great deal better, and had returned from
Edinburgh. T have now shewn you how the matter stands up to the 25th of

{
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February, No doubt the iliness of the 19th of February took ‘placy;, when 1 tam
not prove that the prisoner had any arsemic in her possession. - That ‘s perfoctly
true. 'The prisemer's counsel took some paing to .prove that arsenic might be had
without & parchise at a druggist's shop; but you will kave' to ook in the firat
place to the sarrounding circumstances, and to the fact that I’ Angelier said that his
two illnesses had followed immediately after receiving a cup of eoffeeon one vecs-
slon, and .a cap of cocoa or chocolate from the prisoner on the other. Then sha
admits that she did give him a cup of cocos, and that she had-the means of maksnis
it in the house; and the illness the seoond time was of the bame' nature as oh the
first oecasion, and upon both occasions tlie symptoms were those: of ursemioal poison:
ing. But:you will also consider what to mymind weighs with great foree, tha siatuté
of the arrangemenmt between L’Angelier and Miss Smith. How: did she pYo:
pose to extricate herself from ‘the difficulty in which she was involded? Bi¢
had everything at stake—character, and fame; and fortune, and evetything tb dopd}
axd yet she knew she could net get back thoge fiital le¢ters by #&my cajoling; and
she did not intend to cajole any longer; but she professed to adhdreto hdr engmge.
ment with L’Angelier.. What did she contemplate when she went for the fifst timg
to purchase pruesic a¢id? And. now for the excuse that i given: fod the purchase of
thearsenio. She says, in her declaratiod, that when she was in a dohool in England
ahid had beed told by a Miss Giabilei that arsenic was good for the semplexion. ~8hé
eame from the school in'1888; and, singularly enough, it #8 aot till’ that wéek: wnd
day of February last, the 22d, that she ever thinks of arsenie 8g & cosmetic. ‘Why,
gentlemen, should that be? . At that moment, I have shewn you, far frém thinking
of her complexion, she was fighting for her life, or ‘rather, for what wag dearer than
lfe; and is it likely that shé would at this time.be looking! &bout fér & hew cosmetic ?
Bat what is the truth? What she read in Blackwood’s Magadine snd Chambers's
JFournal refers to-the internal use of arsemie;. amd what- does:she sa¥ she- did with
what she purchased? She'poured {t into a basin and washed herface with #: ‘Do
you believe that, gentlemen? Was:that following out wha# she had found in the
magazines ; because, whether it be & true theory or: no; she -use bf arsenié there
referred: to, was to swallow it in very small quantities ;: and thetefors; you will kave
to consider this; and to say whether you believe she botight-the:arsénie for the ptrr
pose shie Bays. A very respectable gentleman eame into thd'witness-box and swdre'
that arsenic might be safely used in' the-way which the prisoner said she Had:dbne,
aud that ke  had the cournge to try the experiment. - I wetld not ilikte: to siy &ny~
thing to shake the nerves of 8o respectablo'a practitioner from Glsgow, but E.don’s
think that that experiment has been altégether yet completed; amd that etpéti-
ment ‘which ke tried- on' his own face and hands on Sdturdsy shdy; for diwht
we know, produee some bamefal results hereaftbr.: (A lswgh): - But ~wHH al¥
deferende to- Dr Madlagan and Dr Lawrie, you heard what -was sbid by the two
first authorities in Europe, that sach experimehts must " teeeégsatily” be attended
with dsnger. Dr Maclagan says that if you don't’ keep yodr siowthi''and: eyes
shut, the effeet will: be very bad; but that if i“r; koep theny -ulhrat, the ffect
is mothing #¢ sll: But Dr Pepny and Dr Christiten tol@ -you' plathly -hat
théy ‘would: not Wke to wash in water so prepared. - Bat of what avalt’ is WD
thisy . Has the prisomer ‘shewn, or her' couhsel, withi sH tkéir ' abitity;’ thas
any man ‘wnywhere ever prepired witer with arsesdé it as' o éosmetie? ' 1A

there~i8 but ohe conclusion! you ‘can come to; ‘and thattls, ‘that there- is- no%
ont werd. of truth in the' excuse she has statdd; and if heYefore: twd) falsehoods havé
been {old aboat this business, first in the ‘shop” dbout the peisoning! of ¥ats, asd
second, in her'declaration, sbout her aving used it for:a- éosmietic; ¥ fear thint {he
conclusion s ifrestatiBle t¥at tHe ‘purpose for which she did purehave it was &' ciitiinwl
one; and that, taking #11 the eirenmitances itito consideration, yotr estinot pousiBly
dsubs that the objéct waa 'to use it for'the purpbse:of peivontng 1/Ahdeltér. WY
this time it fails. Ho 't éxcoasively ill. - How she'got the phisonifor thé 1o 1 sy
#t'once—atid' the: privoriér i entitled to any Bemefit/that mily givé-LT. #m' inabiler to)
gecoutrt for, | But you will recollect what the symptéths aré, and you wAll aldé fecollect
the mesting of the 22d or 23d, and: of those letters Shab réferto that wedine s And't Rak
been proved donelusively what hins been said before thai 17 Angélier v siek at the'tinie
df the meeting, and: that reminds me'of what T had forifot; Tt the first place) thilt M.
Thuao, bin-liow-lodger, bad asked L'Ange)igr whether e had béen with Mins Shith
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on the oceasion of his first {llness. If that took place én the 19th—and I think I
have proved that pretty conclusively—then you have another witness testifying that
on the 19th these two people met. It is quite true that Mrs Jenking and M. Thuau
said they did not think that L’Angelier was out on the 22d. They say so with
hesitation ; and it is plain that Mrs Jenking’s recollection of periods is not very
accurate, unless she has something to go by. I shall shew you immediately that
her recollaction with regard to his last illneas was corroborated and fixed by certain
matters upon which she could not be mistaken; but from that letter of the 25th,
which I have read, and which I think I have proved was written on the 25th, I
“think I have shewn that unquestionably he was out on Sunday night and on the
Monday morning, and he told Miss Perry accordingly that he had been so. He
got better, and on the 27th of February a letter, found in the tourist's hag, clearly
identified, bearing the postmark of 27th February 1857, is sent from the prisoner in
these terms:—My dear, sweet Emile—I cannot see you this week, and I can fix
no time to meet with you.” That proves, if there were wanting proof, that the
Sanday night and Monday morning were not subsequent to the 25th February :—
¢ I do hope you are better. Keep well, and take care of yourself.” In the former
letter of the 25th she writes—“1 am sorry to hear you are ill.” Two days after-
wards, which is quite consistent with the first, she writes—“I do hope you are better.
I saw you at your window. I am better, but have got a bad cold.” Therefore this
letter of the 27th is clearly connected with the letter of the 25th, in which she says—
“ 1 am sorry to hear you are ill.” In the letter of the 27th, she further says—«1
shall write you, sweet one, in the beginning of the week. Ihope we may meet soon.”
Now, gentlemen, what was L’Angelier about all this time? We have very-clear
evidence of that from Mr Kennedy, Miss Perry, and Dr Thomson. The man was
entirely changed. He never recovered his looks and health, When he appeared in
the office, as Miller told you, his complexion was wan, and there was & dark, hectic
spot on either cheek. You have heard from Miss Perry that, on the 2d March,
when he called on her, he was a frail and tottering man, entirely altered from what
he used to be. He was allowed to be away from the office. He followed the advice
given him in the prisoner’s letter of the 25th; he did not return to the office till
next week. Here it was proved that this was the only occasion on which he was
detained by illness -from the office.. He was recommended to leave town for the
good of his health, and to get leave of absence from the office. And while I am
here, and before I pass on, let me just allude in a sentence to a conversation that
took place between Miss Perry and L’Angelier. Gentlemen, you cannot fail to be
struck with the significancy of what he said, that his love for Miss Smith was a fas-
cination; and he nsed the remarkable expression, ¢ Why, even if she were to poison
me I would forgive her.” He had said before, in a looser way, to Kennedy, that he
was utterly infatuated, and that she would be the death of him; but this time he
uses these remarkable words, « If she were to poison me I would forgive her;” and
that in connexion with the statement that his illness had immediately followed the
cup of coffee and cocon which he got from her. What could have put that into his
head, unless it was true that he had got & cup of coffee on the one ocopsion, and a
aup of cocoa on the other? What conld have put it into his head to say, « If she
were to poison me I would forgive her?” Do you believe Miss Perry’s story that he
did say that? And if he gaid that he had a cup of coffee the first time, and 8 cup of
oocoa the second, it was the effects that followed that put it into his head to say, «If
she were to poison me I would forgive her.” Now, having laid before you the evi-
dence which I have brought to bear on the critical period of the 19th and 224
February, I leave you to judge whether, at all events, it is not certain that 1’Ange-
lier met the prisoner on these two occasions ; secondly, that he got something from
her on both occasions ; and, thirdly, that his illness immediately succeeded after he
had received the cup of coffee on the first occasion, and the cup of cocoa on the
second ; and, in the last place, that this took place in circumstances which led him
to say, half in joke and half in earnest, ¢ Well, if she were to poison me I would
forgive her.” Miss Perry does not say that this was a serious belief on his part, but.
it wes'a floating notion that went across his brain ; and I suppose he drove it away
sgain. We ahall see what happened to drive it away; we shall see the protestations
of renewed love which made him believe that the phantom which had been conjured
B was, after all, a mere delusion of his own brain. But he secs Misg Perry on the
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2d-March, and had this conversation with her, ITn regard to Miss Perry, let me say
that the observation which was made in the Fiscal's Office, which she said made her
think of the day of L’Angelier's first illness, was certainly not the matter which led
her to say that the first illness was on the day specified ; for she recollected that it
must have been 8o, for he had been dining in good health with her two or three days.
before the time of the appointment. She knew she had not seen him between the
17th, when he dined with her, and the 2d of March ; and as he told her his appoint.,
ment was for the 19th, she began to recollect the circumstances, and remembered
that the 19th must have been the date of the first illness. When L’Angelier was
recovering, the prisoner writes a letter dated Tuesday the 3d March. , Now, here we,
come to a most extraordinary fact. It appears that L'Angelier had proposed to go
to the Bridge of Allan ; and on Tuesday the 3d of March the prisoner writes to say
that she and the. fa.mi‘ly go to Stirling for a fortnight, and were to go on Friday the
6th ; and it seems that L’Angelier had some thoughts of also going to the Bridge of
Allan She writes—

My pEAREST EMILE—] hope Ythm t:me you arec* uite well and able to he out. I s&w you at
your window, but I could not tell how you looked, well I hope. I am very well.

The terms of this letter, as. I have already said, prove, I think, dxst.inctly that the
letter which I hold was written on the 25th could not posmbly have been written
after that date. She continues:—
I :Zedl write you but, sweet pel;, it may be only once a- wcek as I have so many t‘nends m that
qnarger. .
She writes the next day a letter, posted on the 4th March, a.nd clearly wntten at
that time. It is:—
Drarrst EMILE—I have just time to give you a ]mc T could not come to the window, as B. nnd'
M. were there, but I'saw you.
This is very curious, gentlemen. She had made the attempt on two occasions, and
had failed. Apparently her heart misgave her. Probably she thought that if she
could get him out of the way, she mlght marry Minnoch without hLis interruption,
and that then she could say to I’ Angelier on his return that he ¢ould haye no motive
to interfere. You will see that her plan is to get T/Angelier to go to the Isle of
Wight. She says:—
If you would take m) advice, you would go to the south of England for ten days it would do
you much good.” .
Gentlemen, you cannot but be struck that these last letters, though written in the
old words, are not written in the old spirit of the letters between these two persons,
And, asyou might have expected this struck I’Angelier himself. And I may now
read what T regret to say is the only scrap of evidence under the hand of this un-
_happy young man that I have been enabled to lay before you. " Tt is of some conse:
quence. It shews the tone of his mind—it shews the position in which he stood as
regarded the prisoner—it shews what had taken place between them since the recon-
clha.tion, and indicates very plainly what at that time his suspicions were. He

writes :—

! Glasgow, March 5th, 1887,

""MY DEAR SWEE? PET Mimi—I feel i'ndeod very vexed that: the answer 1 réesived yettorday to-
mine ot’ 'I‘uesday to you, should prevent me: froqa sendins you $he kind lat.ter I-had ready for m
. L T ¢ Lo -

Refemng m.smfestly to the convemtxon between Mrs Anderson, rhom You SAW in:
the box yesterda.y, and the prisoner on the subject of the marriage :—¢ No, Minai (he-
continues), there is foundstion:for all this. - Yon often go to Mr M.’s house, and:
common sense would lead any one to beheve that-if you were not on the footing xe-
ports say you are, you would avold going near any of his friends. I know he goes,
with you, or at least-meets you in Stirlingshire. - Mimi dear, place; yourself in my
position, and tell me am I wrongin believing what I hear. I was happy the:
time we met—yes, very happy.” - That wason the 22d. Now, observe he-gays.that
after that meeting of the 22d he was forgetting all the past.. ~Whatever he had, felt.
passing throngh his mind on the gubjeet of the sizange coincidence betwepn his two.
illnesses was, he aays, being forgot—he was. for puumg it am, b"& .ngw he saya m
is all beginning. Here are his words:— .. . S aone :

tting all th but now i s :
it fb the Qucghions 7o Cradedim J;"i:&““.""f‘““‘”“ “““’ ! "“"""‘ having "’“’“"" ;
This letter was written on-the Gth March, 1857 ; aud the. me bﬂﬂ Mt lmpd
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otnce of arsenie the next day. But before she does s0, she writes a letter on the
5. Tt was plainly written on the 5th, because the press copy of the letter to
E'Angeler was on the 5th, and it was an answer to it As I tofd you, next morn-
ing she went to Mr Currie’s shop, and purchdsed an ounce of arseni¢, for the
purpose, as she said, of killing rats in Blythswood S8quare house. - She asked how
‘much was sixpence worth, although she had purchased & similar quantity before
on the 28th of February. When she got the letter from L’Angelier, in which he
shid, I will find another way of satisfying myself,” she replied, “Don’t come to
the Bridge of Allan, go to the Isle of Wight;™ on his stating the impossibility of

s going there, she writes him, « Well, gb your own way;” bat in the fear or’

expectation that he might come to the Bridge of Allan, she purchases the arsenic.
Tt is quite true that she says, 1 will answer all questions when we meet,” but she
purchased the arsenic notwithstandirig. '~ She purchased that arsenic incontestably an
false statéments. This time it was not rats at the Row, but rats at the house in
Blythswood Square—which was to be shut up, and all the servants taken away.
The whole of that statement was an absolute falsehood. There were no rats in
Blythswood Square house, the servints were not all to be removed, and the house
was not to be shut up. Gentlemen, again it is s4id, it is fof her complexion that she
bought it and used it. Do you reslly think that it had done her so much good in
that way before as to induce her to use it again? No one has had the hardihood to
go into that witness-box and say that it would have any beneficial effect vpon the
complexion, or any effect at all which could induce the prisoner to continue such a
practice; but what does she do when she finds the toils getting close around her,
and L’Angelier not longer to be put off—having pledged herself to one falsehood,
and seeing that she could not escape, what does she do? She goes and purchases an
ounce of arsenic. Gentlemen, draw your own conclusion. There is the statement
about the cosmetic, but it is one which no reasonable man can entertain. It may,
pethaps, be said, What did she do with all that arsenic—she could not use the half,
the tenth, éven the twentieth part of it, on the former occasion? Well, what she
did I apprehend was this—she was afraid to leave it lying about, and whenever she
had nsecf what she wanted of it, she put the rest in the fire. The family were going
to the Bridge of Allan, and when she found she was to leave town, she disposed of
that portion of the arsenic which she had still remaining by putting it where it conld
not be discovered by any one. The two last letters she wrote were from the Bridge
of Allan, They are cold letters enough. The first of them bears the postmark,
Bridge of Allan, 10th May 1857, and in it she says, amongst other things, “We shall
be home on Monday or Tuesday. I shall write you, sweet love, when we shall have an
interview ”—an interviéw, remark—*.I long to see you, to kigs and embrace you, my

only sweet love.” She says, “I shall write you when we shall have an interview;”

and we shall sce with what feverish impatience L’Angelier awaits that interview..
The laat letter hax the postmark 13th March. In it again she says:—*I think we
sbﬁl be homé on Tuesday,-go I shall let you know, my own beloved sweet pet, when

we ahall have s dear, aweetninterview, when I may be pressed to your heart, and’

kissed. by you, my owa sweet 1o A fond, tender embrace; a kiss, sweet Jove.”
Then she mays, “1 hope you will emjoyryour visit here.” About that time it was
arranged that L’Angelier should postpon® his visit till the family came back.
Gentiemen, whist was going én at the Bridge ¢f Allan at this time? The mriiage
with Midmoch was all settled ; the dsy was BX¢d; she ‘was committed beyoad ah
biope of ¥ebovety, snd:she could see no- way oltt. - But; leaving her there foi the
presant; lof us follew I’ Amgelior for the nuxt mosy eritieal ten days-of his fife. He
@t leave of abaence on -the 6th; he pees to Edi £
the. Towernen; talks to them sbout.his illness; and again Tepeats to' them the
singrular statbment which he made to Misy Perry)\ that he had got coffee and cocon
““fain temebody,” and tht hié illness foHowed imjmedidtely. He says, he should
not: wonder that ke should be ill after taking- ‘for he was net accustomed
to-4t, Dut ke haid ‘often taken veffes, and never
Powirwes were- so- mush strock: with what he mai
son been poisoning you?” To that he made ne
fall o ase > mlnnkabh carsoboration in the

circumstances I gm explaining. But he was to,
sppotating’an inferviéwiihe Had not had one Wit

thet they said; *Has any per-

whatever; bat you will not
told by Miss Perry, and the real
ave had a letter from the prisoner
‘tite 92d-xand he whs longlhg for

burgh for & week ; he dines with

1t any bad ‘effects from it. The’
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it with immm: e - He -epme back to Glasgow:on the 17th; he o od»mlf‘m !
not 3 letter for him;:and nome having come, he stayed at hame all Wednenday
expeeting. the letter, but still nonp cams. - He went to the Bridge of Allan og
Thureday the 19th, and after he had_gome, the letter came. Ho had made. arrangw
ments that he was to_stay at the Bridge of Allan for a week, and Mr Thugu was ¢
forward to him any letters which asrived in hig absence.. We have not goy tha$
letter, but the.envelope has been found, . It beats $0, have been posted between 8.45
and. 12,20 ., on Thuraday,: Gentlewen, that envelope was found in the tourisfs
bag. I bave to remark, in referenca to the observations of my learned friend, that
that letter bas never been found; we know not what bas becoms of it, or where it
is; but this is certain, that the envelope was foupd in the bag, and the things that

et in the bag were marked at pnce, and there can be no doubt, of the state in which
xmy were found. I regret the absence of that letter a8 much as my learned friend,
but I think we have internal evidence in the correspondence of what the import of
that letter was. But that letter came on the 19th, and Thuay, on: the ssme day, ads
dressed it.to the Post-Office at Stirling, to the address of L'Angelier, and it was
posted at Franklin Place on the night of the 19th March, and reached Stirling en
the 20th. On the 20th, I'Angelier writes ta Miss Perry from the Bridge of Allan.
Hesays, “I should have come {0 sea some one last night, but the letter came too late;”
After a lotter, or two, which are not material now (they were material at first, 38 shewr
ing the course he had taken), from Stevenson, we come to this, the lagt of the series—

Why, my beloved, did you not eome.fo me? Oh; my holoved, are you ill? Come to me. Sweet
ong, I waited and waited for you, but you came not. , -, | ,
Posted at Glasgow on the 218t March, between 9 o.M and 12.30 p.m., gud deliverable
between half-past one and 3 p.M. the same afternoon. That letter was found in the
pocket of his. coat, and of that letter and epvelope therc can be no dispute whale
ever. There was an appointment for Thursday the 19th, and.on Wednesday
the 18th she bought her third. packet of argenjc. She went to Cnrrie’s shop op
that day; she told him the rats had been killed, but she still found @ greaj
many: large ones in the houge; and as she had bought the arsenjc. before,. and
segmed a respectable person, and as the story was told without hesitstion, sbe
80t the third packet of arsenic, That Jetter was eamclosed by Thuau to L’Angelier
on the gsame day that byought it, In. hig note he says: “My dear sir, I find. 4
letter has arrived for you. I haste to put it in the post, if there ia yet time,”
L’Angelier got .that letter at Stirling after nine o'clogk on the Sunday morning.
He left Stirling shortly. after evening.sewvice had begun—-proved by his land-
lady that.he left at that time—proved by the postmasier that he got the leiter
—proved that he was in his usual health when he.left. He walked to Stip
ling from .the Bridge of Allan. The guard recogniged him as the gentleman
who came in the train from Stirling to Coatbridge. He handed him over: to Ross
the anctioneer, and swears that they two were the only persons who left the ¢rain
at Coatbridge, and that I/Angelipr had some refreshment when the traiy stopped,
and ate heartily. Thereafier he started in company with Ross at Gostbridge foy
Glasgow ; and Ross swears that he walked all the way with him, that he was quite well,
and walked briskly. Hearrived at his lodgings a little while after eight o’clock ; and
his landlady, Mrs Jenkins, said he was greatly improved since be left on Thyraday
the 19th, He.came home in the greatest spirits, and he told them thgt the letier
had brought him home. His Jandlady knew at night that he was going to wisit the
lady; but she never asked him any guestions on such occasions. She knew where
he was going. He stayed in the house for a whilg, took soms tea, and left the house
in his usual health a little before or after nipe o'clock, He is seen sanniering along
in the direetion of Blythswood $iquare about twenty minutes after nine. But he is
too-early ; he knows the ways of tha house; he knows the family are at prayers about
this hour; it is too soen for him yst to go, and he must put off a litile sime.  He
goes off from Blythswood Square to the ather side, and makes & oall on Mr M Allistex,
an acquaintance. He does not find MAllister at home, bnt the servant recognises
him, sud says that he was there about halfpast nine. Gentlemen, here my olue failg
me. 1 lose sight of him for two or thre¢ hours, and my learned friends on the other
side are equally unsuccessful in their endeavours to trage him. There is no attempt
to shew thet any mortal man ssw him-elsewhere than at the only placs he was going
to. Hewent out with the iniention of seeing her, believing that he had. an sppoint-
ment 3 thet place ; and you gennot believe for aznoment that, after coming from the
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Bridge of Allan, post haste as he did, walking first to Stirling, then from Coatbridge
to Glasgow, walki:f in the direction of Blythswood Square, he would give up his
urpose when within 100 yards of the house. That is incredible—it is impossible,
%ell, gentlemen, he Knew the'ways of the house, as I have said alréady; he knew
when it was the habit of the family to retire to rest. e knew he would have to
wait till Janet was asleep; can'you believe, can it be presented to your reason, that,
after all that, L'Angelier could have retarned without going to the house? The
thing is impossible. But, gentlemen, if-he did go to the house, what do you suppose
he did? He went of course to the window; and of course mede his presence known.
He could do it with certainty. The prisoner denies that she heard anything that
night.  Is that within the region of possibility? She writes him a letter to come to
her—TI know she says the appointmeént was for Saturday—but do you suppose, from
what you have seen in the course of that correspondence, that, even if that were
true, she would not have waited for him the next night, on the chance that he had
been ont of town the first one? An interview so long delayed, so anxiously looked
for, in which everything was to be told, which she knew he was waiting for, is it
possible that she wént to sleep that night, and never awoke-till next morning?
Gentlemen, whatever took place, I think you will come to this inevitable conclusion,
that L’Angelier did go to the house, that he did make his presence known; and if
he did that, what means the denial in her declaration that L’ Angelier was there that,
night? - The thing is impossible ; you have no other trace of him. The policeman,
it is true, does not see him; neither had he seen him in many a midnight walk
there. You know what a policeman’s beat is, and how easy it would be to avoid
him. - This was the critical night on which the question was to be decided of her
fame and reputation for ever. When and how do we see him next? He was found
at his own door by the landlady, without strength to open it, at two o’clock in the
morning, doubled up in agony, speechless with exhaustion and pain, vomiting,
parched with thirst, and burning with fever, and all these symptoms continned from
two o'clock in the morning till the forenoon, when the man dies, poisoned with
arsenic. So ends this melaticholy tale, which I have taken so long to tell you.
Nobody asked him where he had been—they knew where he had been, and that
is the way they did not ask him. So said Mrs Jenkins. S8he asked no
" questions; but she said to the doctor, “ What can be the meaning of this?
Why, he has gone out twice in good health, and come back ill. We must
have this looked into; we cannot comprehend it.” The unfortunate victim,
unwilling to admit what doubtless he suspected, only said, “I never was so
bad before; I don’t know what this can be; I never felt this before.” When
his landlady first proposed to send for a doctor, he said, “It is too far to go to-
night ;” for he seemed to be averse to giving trouble. She waits for a little while,
and as he appears to get still worse, she proposes to go for Dr Steven who lives at
hand. -She went, and came back with a preseription. He makes some difficulty at
4aking the landanam’ ordered—for although it gppeared from Thuau that he did
occasionally take it, yet he had always & horror at medicine. He thought he would
get round without the laudanom ; however he took it. - But he got worse, instead of
better; and he begs Mrs Jenkins to go'again for Dr Steven, and Dr Steven comes,
1 shall have to speak of the allegation of suicide immediately, but does it not seem
strange that my learned friends did not ask a single question either at Dr Steven
or Mrs Jenkins, as to whether L’ Angelier wished to recover or not? The evidence
of Mrs Jenkins was of a most interesting character, and given in the most explicit
and satisfactory manner, and she seemed a kind-hearted person. She was convinced
that L’Angelier wished to recover. At last, Mrs Jenkins, taking the alax;m, said,
¢ In there anybody you would like to see?” - He replied, “I should like to see Miss
Perry.” ‘He did not say, rematk, I should like to see Miss Smith. If he had
thought that he really was in danger, surely the most natural thing for him would
have been that he would like to -sece the one whom of all the world he was most
devotedly attached to. But he says, “I would like to see Miss Perry;” and, doubt-
less, if he had seen Miss Perry, we shéuld have known more of this melancholy case.
Before she came, death caught him—caught him more quickly than either he or his
landlady imagined, and 8o the scene closed. When the doctor raised his head, it
fell back ; the man was dead-—the mystéry of the night remained aealed, so far as
were the lips of the unhappy vietim ‘concermed.'1 have now ‘told you this long
and sad tale; and I am: very muék mistaken:if {t'does not produce an effect on
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your mind leading to one inevitable result. I don’t wish to strain any one point

against the unhappy prisoner at the bar; the case is one of such magnitude,

and one so depending on minute circumstances—the more so from the position in

which I have been placed in reference to the evidence—that I have had to collect all

the little facts I could, in order to produce a chain of evidence which appears to me

absolutely irrefragable. But, notwithstanding that, I have not the slightest desire

to press you beyond the legitimate consequences of the facts laid before you in evi-

dence. Before, with all possible candour, I go on to examine the course that has

been followed by my learned frignds for the defence, let me recapitulate, in a very

few words, the statements I have laid before you. We have brought this unhappy

prisoner down to the end of December, so indissolubly fixed to L’Angelier that she

could never, without his consent, wed any other man. You find her, nevertheless,
engaged to another, and a rupture with L’Angelier in consequence. You then find

her two despairing letters, and the first purchase of poison. A reconciliation takes
place ; but still the marriage engagement with Minnoch goes on. It is proved by
L’Angelier's own statement, and by others, that he was taken ill after receiving
something from her. She goes to the Bridge of Allan. (I forgot to call your attention’
to the letter which she wrote Minnoch from thence on the 16th March, and I shall not
now stop to do so.) Well, she tries to persnade him not to come to the Bridge of
Allan. He goes, however. She comes back, writes him another invitation, and
purchases another packet of arsenic on the same day. He comes home immediately,
with her note in his pocket, and after going out for the express purpose of keeping
his appointment with her, he comes home and dies of arsenic in twelve or fourteen
hours. I have now concluded that part of the case which I think it necessary to set
before you bearing directly upon the prosecution ; but it is right that I should refer
to the letter of the prisoner, addressed to Mr Minnoch. It is dated the 16th March,
from the Bridge of Allan, the day before the family returned. I read it for the pur-
pose of shewing the inextricable difficulty in which the prisoner was placed :—

My DEAREST WiLLIAM—I{ is but fair, after your kindness to me, that I should write you a note.
The day I part from friends I always feel sad. But to part from one I love, as I do you, makes me
feel truly sad and dull. My only consolation is, that we meet soon. To-morrow we shall be homd.
I do so wish you werc here bo-dai. ‘We might take a long walk. Our walk to Dunblane I shall
ever remember with pleasure. That walk fixed a day on which we are to begin a new life—a life
which I hope may be of happi and long duration to both of us. My aim through life shall be
to please and study you. Dear William, I must conclude, a8 mamma is ready to go to Stirling. I
do not go with the same pleasure as I did the last time. I hope you got to town safe, and found
your sisters well. Accept my warmest, kindest love, and ever believe me to be yours with affec-
tion, MADELINE,
This letter is written two days before she wrote to L’Angelier, making an assignation for
the 19th, and only four days before she wrote that warm note found in the vest pocket of
L’Angelier after his death. But there is another circumstance which I have omitted, and
it is this. Apparently the prisoner had shewn no particular agitation at the mews of
L’'Angelier's death. Gentlemen, if she was capable of committing the crime charged, you
will not wonder at her self-possession, But on the Thursday, something had come to her
ears. What that was I do not know; but one morning she is missed from the house.
Whether she had been in bed at all is not ascertained. When her sister awoke, she was not
there ; she was not seen in the house by any of the servants. She was found by Mr Min-
noch at half-past three o’clock in the Helensburgh steamer, at Greenock. Where she had
been during that interval, we have never yet been able to discover ; but that she must have
been somewhere between seven in the morning, when she was missed, and three in the after-
noon is certain. But, gentlemen, I do not ask you to accept this circamstance for more
than it is worth ; for the mere discovery of these letters would of itself have been sufficient
to induce her to fly from her father’s house. But still, such is the fact that these letters
have been discovered, and that she does leave her father’s house, and is found in the
Helensburgh steamer, She is brought back by Mr Minnoch, and to him she makes no
statement. She never explains, and never has explained what she did, or where she w;
during that interval. Gentlemen, I say here ends the case for the prosecution. As-
have said before, I have nothing but a public duty to perform ; I have no desire to plead
my case as an advocate; my duty is to bring it before you in the way in which I think
truth and justice require ; but I should have been wanting to that duty if I had not resolved
to do my utmost to bring these various elements, the. importance of which you will have
seen, together, and shew you how they all bear upon the accusation I have made in the in-
dictment. But I now come to consider the defence which I gather will probably be set up;
and ] shall endeavour to do so in a sgirit of candour as well as justice. Now, gentlemen,
the first thing that is suggested may be taken from the declaration of the prisoner herself.
Although the declaration of a frisoner is never evidence in his or her favour, yet, in this
case, if it be truth, I have no desire to prevent it from having its legitimate effects upon
our minds. If she can tell a atory consistent with iteelf and with the evidence, unqueg:
ionably I have no desire to press hardly upon her. Let us see what she says, i
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* Miaying vead her detlaration, ke projeaded to say—Now, getiemen,; that is hpr account
of what place, Shedenies entirely that she saw L’Angelior on the n;?htv of his death—
she denies that she heard him on the night of his death. Yon will consider if that is consistent
Wwith any reasonable probability. No doubt the girl Janet slept, with her. . She sayy uiae
fornd her sister in béd in' the morning, and that they went to bed at the same time thenight
before. My lenrned fiend did not ask her whether ‘slie had heard sny noise during: the
nighs, but the prisoner is entitled to the benefit of the supposition. that she did' not hear
any-noise. ., The bay Murray, who slept in the room close o the bagck-dpor, swears.he did
pot hear anything ; and the two servant-majds, who elept in & yoom hehind the door, swere
they heard nothing. But, as far as regards that, it is &roved that L’Angelier was in 31;&
habit of coming to the windew ;.and you have it provén that on many occasions he did
come into the hoose, and that he was in the house along with the ptisoner. It does mot
appear that Janét: knew anything of these meetings. Yom have her referred td i ‘the
prisoner's'fevters. Sometimes she says, ““I could not get Janes to fall asleep,” as:an
excuse for mot visiting the window. Im regard to the servamty you will' recollocs how
the house stgnds by the plan. I have shewn you that nothing could have. been easier
than for the prisoner to_go up stairs, open the frony door, and receive him in the
drawing-roum, and that she could also have opened the front avea-door, and let him id
that way. Whether she could let him in by the back without the connivance of Chris-
tina Haggart is another question. She says that she never connived at it, ‘and there-
fore it may bé doubtful whether it wus opened; bat while there is nothing in what
these witnesses sav to imply that they did hear anything, there is no&h& in it te
exclude the possibility. of a Hoise having been made. As to.the wse to. which she
the arsenic, 38 I have said before, you must be satisfied that it is a reasonable and credib
account before youan make up your minds upon the question; because, unless in some in-
telligible way you see that it was put to.that purpose and use, I am afrald the prisoner
stands in the position of having in her possession a quantity of the very poison of whidk her
lover died, without being able to account satisfactorily for the possession- of it. - You will
conxider—the . puison having been purchased only on these three occasions—never before—
far a eosmetic, and used in the way you have heard applied—whether this is or is not a
statement which is groved,. If you feel that she did not use it to poison L’Angelier—if
you think there is the slightest. probability of it—can any reasonable man explain how she
made these three solitary purchases, and used the whole of the arseni¢ in that way, and
how it happened that the visits of L'Angelier were coincident with these particalar occa.
ajons? If you come to that conclusion, it will go very far to prove her innocence; but if
not, an opposite result must follow. But it is said, perhaps with some amount of plausi-
bidity, that the meeting which was intended to take place was a meeting trysted for Saturday,
and not for Sunday. Now, gentlemen, the way in which I have presented that to you is, that
eitlwer of these two suppositions is quite possible. The lettér may have been posted after
eleven o'clock, and in that case there can be no doubt that the tryst of the meeting was for
Sunday. It uray have been posted at nine o’clock, and in that case it was probably for the
night before, Although it bears no date, it may possibly have meant that the tryst was to
be helct on the Saturday; but I may make this remark, that while throughont this corre-
spondence the Thursdsy, or Priday, or Sunday are the nights generally appointed for their
meetings, I have not found any instance of a meeting appointed for Saturday. Bat still
that is within the bounds ‘of possibility. But then it will be for you to consider—even
supposing she expected T’Angelier on Saturday—whether, knowing that ke was at the
Bridge of Allan, as she says she did, and that he did not come, it 13 at a]l unlikely that
she would wait for him on Sunday also. But if the appointment had been for Satur-
day, the question is—is it within the bounds of this case that he did not go to the
window that night and make himself heard in the usual way? Now, it had been indiea!
by the course the defence has taken, that it'will be said L’Angelier may have committed
sulcide ; and, of cotrse, that is a matter with which I am bound to deal. ~Why, gentlemen,
if we had found in this case anything indicating, with reasonable certainty, a case of
suicide, we might even then have disregarded all its facts, and given due weight to that in
regard to the prosecution. T own, however, that I have been unable to 'sée, in all the
evidence for the prosecation ér the defence, that this could possibly be a case of suicide.
You must déal withi it, and consider it as a question between murder and suicide, and
fip your minds accordingly. If you are not ‘satisfied that it was a case of murder, gou
wgll give the’ panel the benefit of the doubt; but, in ‘considering that, the first
question * is— between_suicide and murder—is there any othet congeivable cause for
what tdok place? and, theréfore, before you deal with the questionof suicide, you
must see whether the other ¢ontingency is ‘altogether ‘excluded:” It seetns to have been
said that L’Angelier was an eater of arsenic habitually, and may have been poisoned
by an overdose. I think that rests upon evidence so ‘little emtitled to' credit, that
- I don’t’ mean to ‘deal with it, and am willing to leave it-to'be dealt with by the
C urt. The only evidence of L’Angeli¢er ever having spoken of arsenic iz that of two

ties who knew Him in Dundee in 1852. On one occasion he sald 'to one of them

e had given it to horses, and used it himself; but that is entifely uncorroborated.
The only other case—that of the man who found a parcel of arsenic, and never retol-
lected the conversation about it until a few days before the trial—1 hrow ont of view
altogether. - There s, not, from the time he came o Gltsgow, the smallest rqom for



153

suspicion that he was in the babit of taking aysenic; and he .is. nok praved to ha
bought any, or to have had it in g{e house. That idea mus:? be. ex?tirely rejeote .
Naither is there the slightest evidence that it would be possible, even had he been in the
practice of eating arsenic, that he could have so arranged the matter that, the amount of
160 graing could have been found in his stomach. ; This is so completely out of reason in
this case, that I dismiss the fact as an hypothesis not fit to be dealt with. It seems, how-
ever, to be said that perhaps on the }onrney from the Bridge of Allan he had accidentall
taken arsenic. . But that won’t do. It is impossible. Cases in which arsenic shews itsel
after.five hours occur very seldom, and Dr Christison tells you that I}qhysical exertion wof
accelerate the working of the poison. But L’ Angelier quitted the Bridge of Allap at three
o’clock ; he ig found at Coatbridgeat five ; and he walked into Glasgow at eight, looking better
than:he had done for two wee revious.. He left his lodiin s at nine o'clock, aind is
seen at half-past nine in md health. It appears that up to this hour he is quite well, and
there is no proof that he arsenic at any of those places. It seems, then, that accidental
administration is out of the question, It is not suggested.that he saw anybody that night
exoept the prisoner ; and therefore you are left entirely in a sca of conjecture, ynless it is
a case of suicide or murder ; but, as I said before, this is for you to consider, and you are
bound to weigh the whole matter deliberately. If suicide is even within the f)oun.ds; of this
case, of course you will give it proper weight in coming to a conclusion; but it is my duty
to say, that I do not think the faets admit of the possibility of this case being one of suicide.
Gentlemen, under any circumstances, we should have had to consider the balance between
suicide and murder, because, although a great deal has been gaid as to L’ Angelier’s tempera-
ment, I don’t think much attention should have been paid to that, for I could not discover
from his temEerameqt whether he was a person likely to commit suicide or not; and I doaht
very much whether, in the statistics of suicide, it is true that the men of such temperaments
as lead them to speak of committing suicide are the oftenest to doso. As regards L’Angelier’s
history, we had a.good deal of it yesterday; but it was not of guch a nature as to affect
the case in the least. There wag evidence from two or three parties, that while in a rather
destitute condition in life he had spoken of putting himself out of the world. But the very
witnesses who had proved that, proved at the sgme time that he was a kind of boastin
gasconading person, in the habit of saying what he dl% not mean.. That he:had other goﬁ
qualities was unquestionable ; but still he was in the habit of saying things which he knew
not to be true. You must consider whether these statements are to be put in the balance
with those of persons who knew him in Glasgow also; and it comes out afterwards that be
was really a -somewhat popular man in his waﬁ. But it is said he talked about committing
suicide. Yes, he did ; but he did not do it. - He said if any lady jilted him he wouid put a
knife into his heart; but.he was jilted, and he did not do it. The man who goestoa window
for the purpose of committing suicide while his companion ig in, bed, and waits quietly til]
his friend gomes and takes him away from it, is not the man to commit suicide. All that
belongs to a temperament which, I apprehend is much averse to suicide.. It is character,
istic enough of our neighbours on the other side of the Channel ; but it does not to my miné
lead to the conclusion, one way or, other, of L’Angelier's baving committed suicide., Now,
his variable temperament is a matéer of some consequence, Extreme depression and extreme
elation should be considered in such cases ; and the conversation which he had with regard to
the abstrach question. of saicide, is perhaps the only thing that can at all bear upon this part
of the case. But, then, you will have to consider the circumstances under which this proposed
suicide was to. be committed. He had taken up his position. He did not mean to kill himself
if.the rumours of the marriage with Minnoch were true; but he said I will shew these
letters to.her father, That is what he meant.,. He came from the Bridge of Allan for th
purpose of seeing Miss Smith, very happy, in good spirits, and cheerful. He had a kins
note in his pocket; and went out at night; and up to nine o’clock he had no thought of
suicide. Is it coneeivable that, without v&oing near the house, he committed suicide? Is
that within the range of probability ? here did he get the arsenic at that time? Not
surely at Higgiabotham’s store. Not surely at any chemical work. . Certainly not at any
druggist’s Sb?ﬁ' ‘That is inconceivable, If he had it with him, how did he take it? Is:
in tﬁe least likely that a man in his position would go out and wander into Blythswoor
Square, swallow the arsenic dry there, and then totter home. Thix is a thing which is
entirely out of the question. There is a l})ossibility no doubt, that he went and saw Miss
Smith, and that she told him she was going to give him up; and that might make a great
impression upon his mind. 'But, gentlemen, if she saw him, then the declaration which she
has made’is untrue; and if she did see him that night, is there any link ayanting in the
chain of evidence which I havé been liying before you? This is, I own, a difficulty for
which I 4m unable to account, bus if the net-is thue woven, then the evidence is complete.
The only chance for the prisoneris to maintain that they did mot.meet that night; and if
they did not meet, I cannot see how this case can be ever eonsidered as one of suicide, It miaé
indeed ge. suggested that when he came to the house he was not admitted ; that Mis
Smith, it point of faet, would not.hear him, and that he went away in diegust. -This is an
obsexvation that may be mada; but you will consider; in :the first place, whether it j§
possible that she, having fixed the meeting for the night before, gnd L'Angelier hav ng foaz
on the Sunday, he would bave desisted until he had attracted her atténtion. And If
did attract her attention, then, gentlemen, they did meet on: that night, though she says in
her declaration she never heard him at the window. Therefore, it must be maintained by
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the prigoner that he did not come to the window, or make any noise ; and in that case, I say
again, I don’t see how this case can be treated as one of suicide. But, then, it is said the
quantity of arsenic found in his stomach clearly denoted a case of suicidé, because so much
could not have been given without wilful administration by the party himself. I don't
think that is made out at all, because if the poison was lgiven in cocoa, the probability is,
as proved by Dr Penny, that a large amount might be held in suspension. Dr Maclagan
proved the same thing. He was not asked what amount could or could not be givenina
cap of coffee ; no doubt it would require to have been boiled in the coffee to dissolve a large
uantity. But if the defence set up is that founded on the articlein Blackwood’s Maguzine,
the prisoner is not without some knowledge of the properties of arsenic. She could easily
boil it, having access to a fire in the kitchen, which was near her own bed-room. She had
also a fire in her own room, and therefore that presents no difficulty. If we are right in
saying that there were two former acts of administration, they were unsuccessful—and it is
proved that a slight dose might be given in coffee. Well, gentlemen, this, as I have shewn
to you, was the critical night, and if the thing were to be doneat all, it must be done with
certainty ;*and, therefore, there is nothing surprising in the fact that the third dose was
very large in quantity. Itis said, gentlemen, and probably will be inaintained on the other
side, that it was so mixed with soot or indigo that traces of it would have been found in the
stomach. But, gentlemen, the arsenic with the soot in it was taken on the 22d of Febru-
ary before, and no traces of it could by any possibility have been discovered. Currie’s
arsenic, if coloured by indigo, would have probably left a certain amount of colouring matter
in the stomach ; but, as you are aware, it was coloured with waste indigo, which by actual
experiment has been found to leave no trace of colour. In regard to the experiment on the
dog, there were certain minute carbonaceous particles found after the administration of
Currie’s arsenic. But you will remember that when Dr Penny examined L’Angelier's
stomach, his attention was not directed to that subject at all ; he applied his tests not with
the view of detecting carbon, but with a view to the detection of arsenic. And Dr Chris-
tison told you, that in the other parts of the body he would not have expected to find the
smallest trace, even if the indigo had been there. Besides, gentlemen, independently of the
fact that the analyst was not looking for the carbonaceous particles; these, being lighter
than the.arsenic, would have been thrown off by the process of vomiting, and, therefore,
could not be detected. _ Therefore, gentlemen, I must own that this supposition of suicide
does not appear to be of any avail ; neither is there any probability of this being a case of
suicide, from L’Angelier’s demeanour. The landiady did not ask him where he had been,
because she knew that he had been with Miss Smith ; and I think you would expect that
had he not been there he would have told. But, gentlemen, while that is quite sure, you
can easily see, especially in a man of the temperament described by the witnesses, that if he
thought he bad Eot anything injurious from her he wonld rather have died than disclose it.
Whether, when he sent for Miss Perry, he did not intend to disclose it, is another question ;
but there does not appear to have been the slightest desire for death, but, on the contrary,
the last words he said were, “ If I could only get a little sleep, I would be better.” As to
the character of L’Angelier, there has been a great deal of evidence brought forward, but I
think I may say it is not of any importance. It is not for me to defend the character of the
man. Now, gentlemen, having gone through this case with an amount of pain and anxiety
which I cannot describe, I leave it entirely in your hands. I am quite sure that the ver-
dict you give will be consistent with your oath, and with your own opinion of it. I bave
but a public duty to perform, and I have endeavoured to shew you as powerfully as I conid
all the circumstances which I found to bear upon the case ; nor should I bave done so but
from a solemn sense of duty, and my own belief in the justice of the case. If I had thought
that there were elements in the case which would have justified me in refraining from the
painful task I have gone through, there is not a man in this Court that would have more
rejoiced at it; for of all the persons engaged in this matter, apart from the nnhapEy
prisoner, I believe the burden resting on me has been at once the most difficult and the
most painful. Iam quite sure, however, that in the case as I have laid it before you, I have
not strained the facts beyond what was necessary and justifiable. In the meantime, I leave
* the case entirely in your hands. I see no escape for this unhappy girl ; and there is butone
course open to you if you come to the same conclusion.

His Lordship having concluded his address,

The Lorp Jusrice-CLEEK suggested that the Dean of Faculty should
defer making his reply until the following morning.

The DeaN-oF Facurry said, that as he could not promise that his
address would be shorter than that of his learned friend, he would act
upon the suggestion of the Court. :

The Lorp Jusrice-CLERK warned the jury that they should avoid
drawing any conclusion in the present state of the case, seeing that they
had heard counsel only on one side, ,

The Court then adjourned.
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EIGHTH DAY.—WepNespay, July 8.

The DEAN OF FAcuLTY then addressed the jury as follows :—GENTLEMEN OF THE
JurY—The charge against the prisoner is a charge of murder, and the punishment of
murder is death ; and that simple statement is sufficient to suggest to us the awful
solemnity of the occasion which brings you and me here together. But, gentlemen,
there are peculiarities in the present case of so singular a kind—there is such an air of
romance and mystery investing it from beginning to end—there is something so touch-
ing and exciting in the age, and the sex, and the social position of the accused—ay,
and I must add, the public attention is so directed to the trial that they watch our pro-
ceedings and hang on our very accents with such an anxiety and eagerness of expecta-
tion, that I feel almost bowed down, overwhelmed by the magnitude of the task that is
imposed on me. You are invited and encouraged by the prosecutor to snap the thread
of that young life, to consign to an ignominious death one who, within a few short
months, was known only as a gentle and confiding and affectionate girl, the ornament
and pride of her family. Gentlemen, the tone in which my learned friend the Lord
Advocate addressed you yesterday could not fail to strike you as most remarkable. It
was characterised by such moderation as I think must have convinced you that he could
hardly expect a verdict at your hands; and in the course of that address, for which I
give him the highest credit, he could not resist the expression of his vwn deep feeling of
commiseration for the position in which the prisoner is placed, which was but an involun-
tary homage of the official prosecutor paid to the kind and generous nature of the man.
But, gentlemen, I am going to ask you for something very different from commiseration ;
1 am going to ask you for that which I will not condescend to beg, but which I will
loudly and importunately demand—that to which every prisoner is entitled, whether
she be the lowest and vilest of her sex, or the maiden whose purity is as the unsunned
snow ; I ask you for justice; and if you will kindly lend me your attention for the
requisite period, and it Heaven will give me patience and strength for the task, I shall
tear to tatters that web of sophistry with which the prosccutor has striven to invest this

r girl and her sad strange story. What is the commencement of this matter?
mewhat less than two years ago, accident bronght her acquainted with the deceased
L’Angelier, and yet I can hardly call it accident, for it was due unfortunately in a great
measure to the indiscretion of 8 young man whom you saw before you the day before
yesterday. He introduced her to L'Angelier on the open street in circumstances which
plainly shew that he could not procure an introduction otherwise or elsewhere. And
what was he who thus introduced himself upon the society of this young lady, and
then clandestinely introduced himself into her father’s house? ﬁe was an un-
known adventurer. We have been enabled in some degree to throw light upon
his origin and history. We find that he is a native of Jersey; and we have
discovered that at a very early ,period of his life, in the year 1843, he was in
Scotland ; he was known for three years at that time to one of the witnesses, as
being in Edinburgh. He goes to the Continent ; he is there during the French Revo-
lution ; and he returns to this country, and is found in Edinburgh again in the year
1851, And in what condition is he then? In great poverty, in deep dejection, living
upon the bounty of a tavern-keeper, associating and s eepiu%in the same bed with the
waiter of that establishment. He goes from Edinburgh to Dundee, and we trace his
history there; at length we find him in Glasgow in 1853 ; and in 1855, as I said before,
his acquaintance with the prisoner commenced. In considering the character and
conduct of the individual whose history it is impossible to dissociate from this inquiry,
we are bound to form as just an estimate as we can of what his qualities were, of what
his character was, of what were the principles and motives that were likely to influence
his conduct. We find him, according to the confession of all those who observed him
then narrowly, vain, conceited, pretentious, with a- great opinion of his own }}irsonal
attractions, and a very silly expectation of admiration from the other sex. at he
was to a certain extent successful in conciliating such admiration may be the fact; but,
at all events, his own prevailing ideas seem to have been that he was calculated to be
very successful in paying attentions to ladies, and that he was likely to push his fortune
by that means. And accordingly once and again we find bim engaged in attempts to
get married to women of some station at least in society. We heard of one disappoint-
meut which he met with in England, and another we heard a great deal of conuected
with a lady in the county of Kife; and the manner in which he bore his disappoint-
ment on thosg two ogeasions is perhaps the hest indication and light we have as to the
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true character of the man. He was not a person of strong health, and it is extremely
ﬁrobable that this, among other things, had a very important effect in depressing

is spirits, rendering liwi changeable aud uneertain-—fow uplifted, as one of the
witnesses said, and now most deeply depressed—of a mercurial temperament, as
another described it, very wariable, never to be depended .on. Such was the indi-
vidual whom the prisoner unfortunately. became acquainted with in the manner
that ] have stated. The progress of their acquaintapce is soon told. My learned
friend the Lord Advocate said the correspondence must have been improper, because
clandestine 5 yet the letters of the young lady, at that first period of their connexion,
breathed nothing but. gentleness and propriefy. I thank my learped friend for the
admission, but even with that admission I must ask- you to bear with me while I
call your attention for a few moments to one or two incidents in the course of, that
early period of their history, which I think are very important for your guidance in
judging of the conduct of the prisoner. The correspondence in its commencement
shews that if L’Augelier had it in his mind origir to .corfupt and seduce this
poor girl, he entered upon the attempt with considerable ingenuity and skill ; for
the very first letter of the series which we have contains a passage, in which sle
says, ‘I am trying to break myself off all my very bad habits; it is you I have
to thank for this, which I do sincerely from my heart.” He had been suggesting
to her improvement in her conduet, or in something else. He had thus been insi-
nuating himself into her company. And she no doubt yielded a great deal too easily
to the pleasures of this new acquaintance, but pleasures comparatively of a most inno-
cent kind at the time to which I am now referring. And yet it scems to have occurred
to her own mind at a very early. period that it was impossible to maintain this corre-
spondence consistently with propriety or her own welfare ; for, so early as April 1855, she
writes to him in these terms—*‘“1 now perform the promise I made in writing to you
soon. . . . Ithink you will with me in what I intend proposing, that for
the present the correspondence had better stop. I know your good feeling will not
take this wrong. It was meant quite the reverse. By continuing the correspondence
harm may arise; by discontinuing it nothing can be said.” And accordingly for a
time, so far as appears, the correspondence did cease. Again, gentlemen, I beg to call
your attention to the fact that in the end of this same year the conuexion was broken
off altogether. That appears from the letter which the prisoner wrotg to Miss Perry in
the end of September or bsginning of October 1855. In the spring of 1856, it. would
appear, the correspondence, having in the interval been. renewed, was discovered by
gle family of Miss Smith. ,On that occasion she wrote thus to her confidante, Miss

erry :— | . :

DeagesT MARY—I am extremely glad that it is known ; now that it is so, I do not mind. I sLall
be of age soon, and then I sha]tohave a right to decide for myself. }u marrying Emile, I take the
man of my love. I am going to Edinburgh on Monday for a-week or ten days, and after comiry
bagk ‘we shall go home for the summer. R e

After this the correspondence was put an end to- by the interference of Mr Smith;
and for a time’that- interferefice had effect.’ But, alas! the next scene is tlie most
painful of all. " In the spring of 1856 the corrupting influence of the seducer was sue-
cessfal, and the prisoner fell. " That is recorded in & letter bearing the postmark of the
7th of May, which you have ‘heard read. ~ And hew corrupting that influence must
have been, how vile the acts which he resorted to for accomplishing his nefarious
purpose, can never be proved so well as by looking at the altered tone and'language of
the unhappy prisoner’s letters. She -had lost not her virtue merely, but, as the Lord
Advocate said, her sense of decency. Think you that, without temptation, without
evil teachings, a poor girl falls into such depths of degradation? No. Influence
from without—most corrupting influence—can alone account for such a fall. ~And
yet, through the midst of this frightfal correspondencec—and I wish to God that
it conld have heen concealed from you, gentlemen, and from the world, and I am
sure the Lotd Advocate would have tpared us it if he had not felt it necessary for
the ends of justice—I say that, even through the iidst of this frightfal correspondence.
there - breathes ‘a- spirit of devoted affection towards’' the man that had destroyed
hér that strikes me as most remarkeble. The history of thé affair is soon tokd.
It is in the neighbourhood of Helensburgh almost entirely that that correspondenc:
took place. In'November the family came back to Glasgow. And that becomes an
important era in the history of the case ; for that was the grst time at which they came
to live in the house in Blythswood Squaré. "'What we are chiefly concerned in is to
know what meetings' took pliee between them: in ‘that last winter in the house in
Blythéwood 8quare ; how these took place, and-what was' necessary for them to do in
order to come together ; for these'things have & most imiportant bearing on the question
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which &ou aré met here to try. Now, the first lettar written from Blythswood Squete
bears date November 18, 1856. There is another letter, also written in November 1856.

In this second letter she gives her lover some information of the means by which they

may carry on their correspondence in the course of the winter. He was to get brown

envelopes, and stoop down as if he were tying ‘his shoe when he slipped in the letter.

That shews by what means their correspondence was carried on by letter ;. and the jury

would sce that by letter chiefly, if not entirely, was the correspondence carried on int

that house. The next letter was the 21st November :— B

You will, about eight in the evening, come and drop the letser down. Tell me in it what night of

the week is the best to leave your letters. If papa and mamma were from home, 1 could take you
in by the front door; the same as I did in India Strect. '
Now, you see the conditions on which she understood it possible, and alone possible, to
admit him to the Blythswood Square house. That condition was the absence of her
father and mother from home—an absence which did not take place throughout the
whole of the period with witich we have to do. ¢ If M. and P. were from home, I
could take you in at the front door, and I won't let a chance pass.” But that chance,
gentlemen, never came. Her father and mother were never absent. Again, it is very
important for you to understand the means by whicli communication was made be-
tween the two at the window. - The Lord Advocate seemed to say that there were
some concerted signals by rapping at the window or ont the railings with' a stick in
order to attract astention.” This, you will find, was an‘entire mistake. 'L’Angelier did
on one or two occasions take that coutse; but the prisoner immediately forbade it, and
ordered him not to do it again. ' In a letter which bears the Kostmark of December 5,
1856, she says, ** Darling, do not knock at the window.” bout this time it is quite
obvious that they had it in view to accomplish an elopement. - I won't' detain you by
reading the.repeated mentions of preparations for this. But'I beg you to observe,
gentlemen, that in going through this series of letters passing in the course of last.
winter, I endeavour to notice, as I pass, evzgthing that relates to proposals for meet-
ings, or reference made to meetings that had been had. 1 shall not willingly pass by
one of them, for I wish thoroughly and henestly to lay before you evety bit of written
evidence that can affect the prisoner in that respect. In a letter which bears postmark
‘¢ 17th December,” she says :— : : " '

1 would give anything to have an hou’s chat with you. Beloved Emile, T do not sec how we qan.
Mamma is not gomg from home, and when Papa is sway, Janct does not sléep with Mamma. She
will not leave me, a8 I have a fire in my-room, and mamma has norie. Do ysu think, beloved, you
could see me some night for a fow moments at the door under the front door. But, , it
would not be safe.” Some one might pass as you were going in. We¢ had better not ; but k would
80 like to see you. . ' ‘

Notw, you will recollect that Christina Haggart told us that ti]|l)on one occadion, and one
only, that there was & meesing in that place, arranged in the way spoken of in this
letter—a meeting, that is to say, at the door under the front door, to which, of
course, he required to be admitted through the area; and that was accomplished
through the assistance of Christina Haggart. Then, again, there is reference in the
next letter, of the 19th, to a desire for a meeting :—** Oh, wotld to God we could meet.
1 would not mind mamma. ' If papa and mamma are from home—the fivst time the,
ave; you shall be here. Yes, my love, I must see you, I must bé préssed to your heart.
. « .« « 0 yes, my beloved, we must make a bold effort.” Here again 1§ the same
condition, and the impossibility of carrying the meeting through unléss in their absence;
but the first opportunity which occurs she will certainly avail herself of. “Thén in another
letter; dated 29th, she writey:— - I :

Belbved Emile, wo must meéet. 'If you love me you will comé to me when papa and mamma are.
away:ia Edinburgh, which I think will be the 7th er 10th of January. -~ ' v )
On the 9th of January she wiites sgain'a letter, in which ydu Wil fiiid a repetition of
the same wartting how-to condnct Mimself at thé window, In the tiext letter, dated
the ¥1th, she says :—“ I' would so like to spend three or four hours with you, just o
takk over some things ; but I don’t know when you can come; perhaps in the course
often days. . . . If yoy would rigk it, my sweet beloved pet, we would havé time,
fo kies-each other, and a déar fond embrace; and thotigh, siveet love, it is only for a
minute, & yon not think it is hetter than not meeting at all? ., . nte as
Iast.” Plainly, that was the short meeting which Christina Haggart told of as occur-,
ring in the area under the front door ; and, so far as I can see, thiére is not & vestige or
tittle of written evidetce of dny meeting whatéver, except that shoit ineeting . in, the
ares, down to the time of which I ath now speaking—that is to say, from the 18th of
November till the date of this letter, which is the 10th Junaary. ~Then, on the 13th
Janusty, shie wiites a letter, which is also very important with reference to the eventa
at this period, because at that time he had heen very unwell.
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There 15 a dinnet for a slek perdon?  All that took place tipon the 21st, when the man
was near death’s door on the morning of the 20th, from that irritation of stomach, no
matter how produced, which necessarily ‘leaves behind it the most debilitating and
sickening effects. I say, gentlemen, there is real evidence that the date is not the date
which the prosecator says it is. But, gent]emen, supposing that the date were other-
wise, was the illness caused by arsenic? Such I understand to be the position of my
learned friend. * Now, that is the question which I am going to put to you very seriously,
and T ask you to consider the consequences of answering that question i either way.
You have it proved very distinctly, I think—to an absolute certainty almost—that on
the 19th February the prisoncr was not in possession of arsenic. I say proved to a
certainty, for this reason, because when she went to buy arsenic afterwards, on the 21st
February and the Gth and the 18th March, she went about it in so open a way, that it
was quite impossible that it should escape observation if it came afterwards to be
inquired into. I am not at present dealing with her guilt or innocence of the second
or third charges. But I'want you to keep the fact in view at present' for this reason,
that if she was s0 loose and open in her purchases of arsenic on these subsequent occa-
sions, there was surely nothing to lead you to expett that she should be more secret or
more cautious on the first occasion.  How could that be? Why, one could imagine thas
4 person entertaining a murderous purpose of this kind, and contriving and compas-
ing the death of a fellow-creature, might go on increasing in caution as she proceedet;
biit how she should throw away all idea of caution or secresy upon the second, and
third, and fourth occasions, if she went to purchase so secretly upon the first that the
whole force of the prosecution has not been able to detect that earlier purchase, I leavé
it to you to explain to your own minds. It is incredible. Nay, but gentlemen, it is
more than incredible; I thiuk it is disproved by the evidence of the prosecutor himself.
He sent his emissaries throughotit the whole druggists’ shops in Glasgow, and examined
}llleir registers to find whether any arsenic had béen sold to a person of the name of
'Angelier. "I need not tell you that the name of Smith was also included in the list of
persons to be searched for; and, therefore, if there had been such a purchase at any
period prior to the 19th Febraary, that fact would have been proved to you just as
easily, and with as full demonstration, as the purchases at a subsequent period. But,
gentlemen, am I not struggling a great deal too hard to shew you that the possibility
of purchasing it before the 19th is absolutely disproved ? that is no part of my business.
1t is enough for me to say there is not a tittle or vestige of evidence on the part of the
prosecution that such a purchase was made prier to the 19th; and therefore, on that
ground, I submit to you, with the most perfect confidence as regards that first charge,
that it was absolutely impossible that arsenic could have been administered by the
prisoner to_the deceased on the evening of the 19th of February. I ‘think I am
making no improper demand in carrying it that leng‘th. Now, see the consequences
of thé position which I have thus established. Was he 'ill from the effects of
arsenic on the morning of the 20th? Iask you to consider that question as much
as the prosecntion has asked you; and if you can come to the conclusion, from
the symptoms exhibited, that he was ill from the effects of arsenic on the morning of
he 20th, what is the iiference?—that he had arsenjc administered to him by other
ands then the prisoner’s,. The conclusion is inevitable—irresistible, if these
symptoms were the effects of arsenical poison. Again, if you aré to hold that the
symptoms of that morning’s ilness were not such as to lead to the donclusion of arseni-
cal poisoning, what is the result of that again?  The result of it ig'to déstroy the whole
theory of the prosecutor’s case—a theory of successive administrations—and to ehew
how utterly impossible it is for him to bring evidenee up to the point of an active ad-
niinisration. ¢n, as soon as you weigh the eviderice, and test its application to the
qccasion to which it is intended to apply, you find it not merely inconclusive, but find
it proof of the contrary. . I give my learned friend the option of being impaled on one
or cther of the horns of that dilemma, I care mot which. He was ill from arsenical
goisoning on the morm'nE of the 20th, or he was not. If he was, hé regéived arsenic
om other hands than the prisoner’s.  If he was not, the foundation of. the case is

shaken. - So much for the first, charge. Gentlemen, befofe I proceed. fur’the.ra I am
apxions o explain one point which I think I left imperfectly ex‘,lJain'ed in passing—I
Eean regarding the Teetinig referred to in the letter of Sunday night in the envelope of

o 23d January.. My statement was, that the Lord Advocate had admitted.that that
meeting which was there referred to was a meeting at the window. I think he did not
admit 1t in this form, but he made an admission, or rather he agserted, and’insisted on
a faet which is conclusive to the same effect. He said that Suriday night was a Sunday
immediately preceding the Sunday of letter 93, Now, then’if it be the Sunday
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night immediately preceding the Monday of letter No. 93, observe the inevitable
inference, because on the Sundia&' night she says—*‘‘ You have just left me.” In
the postscript to the letter of Monday she says—¢I did love you so much last
night when you were at the window.” So that his Lordship’s admission, though
it was not made in the form that I am supposing, was exactly to the same effect. It
proves that there was a meeting at the window like the others. That has interrupted
the clue and course of my argument, which I am now going to resume. I have dis-
posed of the first charge, and I have disposed of it in a way which I trust you won’t
forget in dealing with the remainder of the case, because I think it enables me to
take a position from which I shall demolish every remaining atom of this case. But
before I proceed to the consideration of the second charge more particularly, I want
you to follow me very precisely as to certain dates, and you will oblige me very much
1f you take a note of them. The first parcel of arsenic which is purchased by the pri-
soner was upon the 21st of February. It was bought in the shop of Murdoch the
apothecary, and the arsenic there purchased was mixed with soot. Murdoch was the
person who ordinarily supplied medicines to-Mr Smith’s family, and she left the arsenic
unpaid for, and it went into her father's account. Now, on Sunday the 22d it is said,
and we shall see by and by with how much reason, that L’Angelier again had arsenic
administered to him, and so far it may be that we have, in regard to the second charge,
a purchase of arsenic previous to the alleged administration. 1 shall not lose sight of
that weighty fact immediately. But from the 22d February onwards, there appears to
me to be no attempt on the part of the prosecutor to prove any meeting between these
persons. He was confined to the house after that illuess, as you have heard, for eight
or ten days. Now, suppose it lasted for eight days, that brings you down to the 2d March.
On the 5th March there is said to be a letter written by L'Angelier to the prisoner, and
there is a letter from the prisoner to L’Angelier which is said to have been written on
the same day. But neither of these letters indicate the occurrence of a meeting upon
that occasion, nor bear anﬁ' reference to any recent meetin%‘ nor any anticipated
or expected meeting. In short, there is not, from the 22d of February to the 6th of
March, any attempt to prove a meeting between the parties. I shall be corrected if 1
am wrong, but I think'lJ am quite certain that from one day to the other there is not
an insinuation that there was a meeting between the parties, from the 22d February to
the 6th March. On the 6th March the prisoner goes with her family to the Bridge ot
Allan, and there she remains till the 17th; zm({g on the 6th March, immediately pre-
ceding her departure to the Bridge of Allan, she buys her second parcel of arsenic, and that
she buys in the company of Miss Buchanan, talks about it to two young men who were
in the shop, and signs her name on the register as she had done on the previous occasion.
She goes to the Bridge of Allan on the 6th, and confessedly does not return till the 17th.
Let us now trace, on the other hand, the adventures of L’Angelier. He remains in
Glasgow till the 10th. He then goes to Edinburgh, and returns on the 17th at night.
He comes home by the late train to Glasgow. On the 18th he remained in the house
all day. On the 19th, in the morning, he goes first to Edinburgh and then to the
Bridge of Allan, from which he did not return till the night preceding his death, that
is, on the 22d. I have missed directing your attention at the proper place to the
fact that on the 18th, on her return from the Bridge of Allan, the prisoner pur-
chases her third portion of arsenic in the same open way as before. Observe,
gentlemen, that unless you shall hold it to be true, and proved by the evidence
before you, that these two persons met on the 22d of February, which was & Sunday

or unless, in like manner, you hold it to be proved that they met again on the fatal

night of the 22d March, there never was a meeting at all after the prisoner had
made any of her purchases of arsenic. I maintain that there not only was no meeting,
but that practically there was no possibility of their meeting. I say that unless you
can believe on the evidence that there was a meeting on the 22d of February, or again
on the 22d of March, there is no possible occasion on which she either could have
administered poison, or could have purposed or intended to administer it. You will
now, gentlemen, see why I wanted these dates well fixed in your minds, for from
the first alleged purchase of poison to the end of the tragedy, there is no possibility of
contact or of administration, unless you think you have evidence that they met on one
or other of these Sundays, the 22d February or the 22d March. Let us see if the;

did meet on the 22d February. What is the evidence on that point of Mrs Jenkins

She says he was in his usual condition on the 21st, when he made that celebrated
dinner to which I have already adverted, and when she thought he was making him-
self ill, and on that 21st he announced to her that he would not leave the house all the
Sunday—the following day. He had, therefore, [ maintain, no appointment with the

L



162

prisoner for the Sunday, else he would never have made that statement. On the 22d,
Mrs Jenkins says she has no recollection of his going out, in violation of his de-
clared intention made the day before. Gentlemen, do you really believe that this
remarkably accurate woman would not have remembered a circumstance in connexion
with this case of such great importance as that he had first of all said that he would
not go out upon that Sunday, and that he had then changed his mind and gone out?
She has no recollection of his going out, and I am entitled to conclude that he did not.
And when he did go out of a night and came in late, what was his habit? Murs Jenkins
says he never got into the house on those occasions—that is, after she went to bed—except
in one or other of these two ways: either he asked for and got a check-key, or the door
was opened to him by Mr Thuan. She says he did not ask the check-key that niil:;;
If he had done so, she must have recollected. ‘Thuaun says he certainly did not let hi
in. Now, gentlemen, I must say that to conjecture in the face of this evidence that
L’Angelier was out of the house that night is one of the most violent suppositions ever
made in the presence of a jury, especially when that conjecture is for the purpose of—
by that means, and that means only—rendering the second charge in this indictment
possible, for without it, it is impossible. He was not ill till late in the morning, and he
did not come home ill. There is no evidence that he ever came home at all, or that he ever
was out; all we know is, that he took ill late in the morning about four or five o’clock.
Only one attempt was made by my learned friend to escape from the inevitable results
of this evidence. And it is by a strange and forced use of a particular letter, No. 111,
written on a Wednesday, in which letter the prisoner says she is sorry to hear he isill;
but the portion which he particularly founded on was that in which she said—* You
did look bad on Sunday night and Monday morning.” My learned friend says that
that letter was written on the 25th of February, and points out to you that the Sunday
before that was the 22d. And, no doubt, if that were conclusively proved, it would
be a piece of evidence in conflict with the other, and a very strong conflict it would
indeed be, and one which you, gentlemen, might have great difficulty to reconcile.
This, however, would not be a reason for convicting the prisoner. But, gentlemen,
the contradiction is imaginary ; for the only date the letter bears is Wednesday, and it
may be, so far as the letter is traced, any Wednesday in the whole course of their cor-
respondence. There is not a bit of internal evidence in this letter, nor in the place
where it was found, to fix its date, unless you take that reference to Friday night,
which is, of course, begging the whole question. Therefore, I say again, gentlemen,
that it might have been written on any Wednesday during the whole course of their
correspondence and connexion. But it is found in an envelope, from which its date is
surmised. And, gentlemen, you are to be asked to convict, and to convict of murder, on
that evidence alone! I say that if this letter had been found in an envelope bearing the
most legible possible postmark, it would have been absurd and monstrous to convict on
such evidence. But when the postmark is absolutely illegible, how much is that diffi-
culty and absurdity increased? Except that the Crown witness from the Post-office
says that the mark of the month has an R, and that the Post-office mark for February
has no R, we bave no evidence even as to the month. My learned friend must condemn
the evidence of his own witness before he can fix the postmark. The witness said the
letter must have been posted in the year 1857 ; but even on that point I will not take
the evidence of a witness whom the Crown themselves have discredited. Besides, the
whole evidence on this point is subject to this answer—that the envelope proves abso-
lutely nothing. Again, to take the fact that a particular letter is found in a particular
envelope as evidence to fix the date of an administration of poison, is, gentlemen, a
demand on your patience and on your credulity which to me is absolutely unintelligible.
The Lord Advocate said, in the course of his argument, that, without any improper pro-
ceedings on the part of the Crown officials, nothing could be so easily imagined as that
a letter could get into a wrong envelope in the possession of the deceased himself. I
adopt that suggestion, and if that be a likely accident, what is the value of this letter
as a piece of evidence ? especially in opposition to the plain evidence of two witnesses
for the Crown, that the Sunday referred to in the letter could not be the 22d of Feb-
ruary, because on that Sunday L’Angelier was never over the door. Well, I do not
think the Crown has succeeded much %etter in supporting the second charge. I should
like to know whether my learned friend still persists in saying that, on the morning of
the 23d February, the deceased was suffering from the effects of arsenical poisoning;
for, if he does, the answer is the same—that he was receiving arsenic from another
hand than the prisoner’s. And so, gentlemen, step by step—tediously, I am afraid,
but with no more minuteness than is necessary for the ends of justice and the interests
of the prisoner—I have pulled to pieces the web of sophistry which had been woven
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around this case. Well, gentlemen, time goes on, and certainly in the interval between
the 22d February and the 22d March, we have no event in the natuve of a mecting be-
tween these parties. Nothing of that kind is alleged ; and on the 22d of March it is
,i»vtlslrfectly true that L'Angelicr goes to Glasgow, and goes under peculiar circumstances.
e events connected with his journey from Bridge of Allan, with the causes and con-~
sequences of it, I must beg you to bear with me while I detail at considerable length.
e went to the Bridge of Allan on the morning of the 19th, or, in.other words, he went
first to Edinburgh, and then from that to the Bridge of Allan. You recollect that upon
the 18th—from the night of the 17th, after his arrival from Edinburgh, and in the
course of the 18th—he had expressed himself very anxious about a letter which he
expected. He spoke to Mrs Jenkins about it several times ; but he started for Edinburgh
without receiving that letter; and I think it is pretty plain that the sole cause of his
journey to Edinburgh that day was to see whether the letter had not f,gone there.
Now, in Edinburgh again he receives no letter, but goes on to the Bridge of Allan, and
at the Bridge of Allan he does receive a letter from the prisoner. That letter was
written on the evening of Wednesday the 18th—remember that—and it was posted on
the morning of Thursday. It was addressed by the prisoner to the deceased at his
lodgings at Mrs Jenkins'—she being ignorant of the tgct that he had left town. It
reached Mrs Jenkins’ in the course of the forenoon, and it was posted in another
envelope by M. Thuau, and addressed to L’'Angelier at Stirling, where he received it
upon ¥riday. Now, gentlemen, there are two or three circumstances connected with
this letter of the greatest consequence. In the first place, it is written the evening
before it is posted. 1In that respect it stands very much in the same position as by far
the greater part of the letters written. In the second place, it undoubtedly contained
an appointment to meet the deceased on the Thursday evening. That was the evening
afier it was written—the evening of the day on which it was posted. But he being
out of town, and not receiving it until the Friday, it was of course too late for its object,
and he did not come to town in answer to that letter—a very important fact too, for
this reason, that it shews that, except by appointment, he did not think it worth while
to attempt to come, because he could not see the prisoner. Remember how anxious he
was before he left Glasgow ; remember that he made a journcy to Edinburgh for the
very purpose of getting the letter that he expected. He was burning to receive the
letter—in a state of the greatest anxiety—and yet when he gets it on the Friday morn-
ing in Stirling, seeing that the hour of appointment is already past, he knows that it
is in vain to go.. She cannot see him except when a tryst is made. Now, most unfor-
tunately—I shall say no more than that of it at present—that letter is lost; and, most
strangely, not merely the original envelope in which it was enclosed by the prisoner
herself, but the additional env‘elope into which it was put by Thuau, arc both found, or
said to be found, in the deceased’s travelling-bag, which he had with him at Stirling
and Bridge of Allan. But the letter is gone—where, no man can tell. Certainly it
cannot be imputed as a fault to the prisoner that that letter is not here. On the Friday
he writes a letter to Miss Perry, in which he makes use of this expression—*¢ I came to see
some one last night, but the letter came too late, so we are both disappointed.” He got
the letter ; he knew that it contained an appointment for that night, and the preserva-
tion of this letter to Miss Perry proves its contents so far. But the letter itself is gone,
and I cannot help thinking that the Crown is responsible for the loss of that letter.
If they had been in a position to grove, as they ought to have been, that these
two envelopes were certainly found in the travelling-bag without the letters,
they might have discharged themselves of the obligation that lay upon them in
taking possession of the contents of that travelling-bag, which are now brought
to bear on the guilt or innocence of the prisoncr. Now, there is another letter
which is sent to the Bridge of Allan through the same channel. It is addressed to
Mrs Jenking’, and bears the postmark of 21st March—that is to say, Saturday morn-
ing. It reached Mrs Jenkins in the course of the forenoon ; it was posted by M. Thuau
in the afternoon of the same day, and was received by the deceased at the Bridge of
Allan on Sunday morning. Here is the letter:—¢ Why, my beloved, did you not
come to me? Oh, my beloved, are you ill? Come to me. Sweet one, I waited and
waited for you, but you came not. I shall wait again to-morrow night—same hour
and arrangement. Oh, come, sweet love, my own dear love of a sweetheart. Come,
beloved, and clasp me to your heart; come, and we shall be happy. A kiss, fond love.
Adieu, with tender embraces. Ever believe me to be your own ever dear, fond Miui1.”
When was it that she ‘¢ waited and waited?” It was upon Thursday evening—that
was the tryst. The letter to Miss Perry proves that. en, then, do you think it
was likely that she should write her next summons? Ishould think, in all human
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probability, that it was on Friday. 8he almost always wrote her letters in the even-
ng; and when she wrote her letters in the evening, they were invariably posted next
morning, and not that evening, for very obvious reasons. Now, then, is it not clear to
you that this letter, this all-important letter, written upon the Friday evening, was

ted on the Saturday morning, still believing, observe, that he was in Glasgow with
Kf:s Jenkins, and making the appointment for Saturday evening—* I shall wait to-
morrow night, same hour.” It is the very same amount of warning that she gave him
when she made the appointment for Thursday evening. Here, in like manner, comes
this letter, written, as I say, upon the Friday evening, and posted upon the Saturday
morning—fixing a meeting for the Saturday evening. The two things square exactly;
and it would be against all probability that it should be otherwise. She was most
anxious to see him; she believed him to be in Glasgow; and she entreated him to
come to her. Oh, but, says my learned friend, Sunday was a favourite night, but not
Saturday. Really, gentlemen, when my learned friend has put in evidence before you
somewhere about 100 out of 200 or 800 letters, that he should then ask you to believe
this (because there is no appearance of a Saturday evening meeting in any of them
which he has read), and also ask you to assume that there is no such appearance in any
that he has not read—I think that would be a somewhat unreasonable demand. But
unhappily for his theory or conjecture, it is negatived by the letters that he has read,
as you will find. In one letter, No. 55, October 1856, she says—** Write me for Satur-
day that you are to be on Saturday night.” That is, to meet her on Satarday night.
Again, in letter No. 111, she says—*¢ I shall not be at home on Saturday, but I shall
try, sweet love, to meet you, even if it be but for a word "—alluding to her return from
some party. Now, these are two examples selected out of the very letiers that my
learneg friend himself has used, negativing the only kind of supposition that he has set
off against what I am now advancing. Gentlemen, I think further, with reference to
the supposed meeting on the Sunday evening, that I am entitled to say to you that
there is no appearance of their ever having met without previous arrangement. The
very existence of that number of references, in various parts of the correspondence, and
at different dates, to meetings then made or that were passed,—the constant reference to
the aid and assistance of Christina Haggart whenever there was anything more than a
mere meeting at the window required, all go to shew that in meetings between these
parties there always was and always must have been previous arrangement. If, indeed,
as regards Blythswood Square house, the theory of the prosecutor had been correct,
that he had it in his power at any time to go to the window in Main Street and call
her attention by some noisy signal, the case might have been different. Bt I have
already shewn how constantly she repeated to him her warning that he was on no
account to make the slightest noise of any kind. Therefore, without previous arrange-
ment, it does not appear to me to be Kossible for these parties to have met on the
occasion the prosecutor says they did. And now let us see what the condition of
Blythswood Square house and its inmnates was upon this all-important Sunday, the 22d
March. If I am right in the reading of the letter, she expected him on Saturday
evening, and she waited for him then—waited most imﬁatientl ; waited and waited as
she had upon the Thursday, but he came not. On the Sunday evening she did not
expect him—why shounld she? When he did not come on the Thursday evenin%, when
he did not come on the Saturday evening, why should she expect him on the following
evening? Well, then, that is the state in which her expectations were on that occasion,
and her conduct l‘lll)recisely squares with it. She is at home in the family. They are all
at raiers together at nine o’clock. The servants come up to attend prayers along
with the family. Duncan Mackenzie, the suitor of Christina Haggart, remains
below while the family are at worship. The servants afterwards go down stairs
to bed as usual—one after the other—first the boy, then Christina Haggart, and lastly
the cook, who gets to bed about eleven o'clock. The family then retire to rest,
and the prisoner with her youngest sister goes to her bed-room between half-past ten
and eleven. They both get into bed about the same time ; and, so far as haman know-
ledge can go, that house is undisturbed and unapproached, till the prisoner is lying in
the morning, side by side with her sister, as she had fallen asleep at night. Do youn
think it possible that, if there had been a meeting between these two parties, there
should have been no evidence of it? The watchman was on his beat, and he knew
L’Angelier well, and he saw nothing. As you must be aware, this is a very quiet part
of the town, about which the appearance of a stranger at a late hour on a Sunday
evening would attract attention. The policeman, whose special charge was, on such an
evening, and in such circumstances, to see after every one passing there (and there is
no charge against him of not having been upon his beat, and nething in the least to
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detract from his evidence), sces nothing. But now let me turn to L'Angelier. It is
said that he came from the Bridge of Allan in answer to the invitation sent him by the
prisoner in the course of Saturday. I don’t think that is altogether a reasonable pre-
sumption. But even if you assume it, it won’t advance the prosecutor’s case one step.
But I say it is not a reasonable presumption. I say it for this reason, because to say
that he came into Glasgow on a Sunday at such great inconvenience to keep an appoint-
ment which was alreadg)'f past, is to suppose him to contradict on Sunday what Ke did,
or rather omitted to do, on Friday umfer precisely similar circumstances. If he had
wanted to have a meeting on an evening subsequent to that for which it was appointed,
he could have been in on Friday. And yet on Sunday, when there was far less facility
for putting his purpose into execution, when he required to walk a considerable part of
the way, instead of going by rail, as he could have done on Friday, he is represented as
having done this in the purpose of keeping a meeting which had been appointed for the
previous night. I say that is not a reasonable supposition. We do not know what
other letters he may have received at the Bridge of Allan on Sunday morning. Then
there is surely a great deal of mystery attending the prosecution of this journey from
the Bridge of Allan to Glasgow on tﬁat Sunday. But before I go into that, let me
remind you that, with reference to the correspondence between him and M. Thuau as
to the forwarding of his letters, we have this in his letter of the 16th March 1857:
he says,—*‘ I have received no letters from Mr Mitchell ; I should like to know very
much what he wants with me.” Now you don’t know anything of Mr Mitchell, and
the Crown has not told you; but apparently L'Angelier was expecting letters from
this Mr Mitchell when he was in Edinburgh. He was anxious to receive them, and
who can tell what letters he received at Bridge of Allan on Sunday morning?
Who can tell whether there was not a letter from this Mitchell? and, if so, who can
tell what it contained? However, L’Angelier came to Glasgow, and, as I said before,
there was a certain degree of mystery, and a very great obscurity, thrown over the
identity of this man in the course of his journey to Glasgow. I refer to this part of the
evidence because I think everything that bears on this part of the proceedings of
L’Angelier on Sunday is important to the case. It is most essential that everything
should be laid before you; and it is for that reason, rather than because I attach any
great importance. to the thing itself, that we brought before you the evidence of these
three apothecaries to which I am going to refer. But observe, in the first place, what
the evidence of the Crown is. They first call the guard of the mail train by which he
travelled from Stirling to Coatbridge, and that guard says that a gentleman travelled
with him from Stirling to Coatbridge on a Sung(;;fl , and set out to walk to Glasgow in
company of the witness Ross. Now, Ross did not describe the person of L'Angelier, or
his conversation, or anything about him, in such a way that anybody could possibly
identify him from his description. And Ross was not shewn the photograph—a very
remarkable omission on the part of the Crown, and, of course, (fone for some good
reason. They did show the photograph to the mail-guard, and the mail-guard iden-
tified him entirely from the photograph; and yet when we proposed on the part of the
prisoner to identify him in the same way, the Crown seemed to think that we were
relying upon very imperfect means of identification. Why, it was their own sugges-
tion ; 1t was the very medium of identification on which alone they relied, and relied
on the exhibition of that photograph to a single witness; and if he was mistaken, so was
Ross also, for Ross told us nothing particular about him, except that he walked with
a gentleman to Glasgow. But there are some things connected with his conversation
while on the way to Glasgow that certainly startle one very much. After they had the
refreshment at the inn at Coatbridge—none of the parties connected with which have
been called as witnesses to identify or describe L’Angelicr—after they left that
inn, they fell into conversation, and while the conversation was generally on indif-
ferent matters, it turned out among other things that Ross asked L’Angelier where he
had come from; and what was the account that he gave of himself? That he
had come from Alloa. It scemed to me at first that there might be some misunder-
standing or misstatement on the part of the witness in calling Alloa the Bridge of
Allan, or something of that kind ; but no. Ross was quite sure about it. He said
there was not a word spoken about the Bridge of Allan between them. I asked him,
Did he tell him how far it was from Alloa to Stirling? and he said it was eight miles,
which is just the distance ; while, as we proved to you, the distance between the Bridﬁe
of Allan and Stirling is only between two and three. It is on this evidence that the
Crown asks you to believe this was L’Angelier who came in with Ross. It might have
been possible for the Crown to identify him further. In the course of his conversation
with Ross, he said that he had come to Stirling the day beforg, or on Fiiday, that he
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had endeavoured to cash a check at the bank, and had been refused, because they did
not know him. No attempt has been made to shew that L’Angelier did this—no at-
tempt to shew that he had a check with him—no attempt to shew that he had occasion
to cash a check, having no money with him.  All these things were open to the Crown
to have proved. Not one of them have they tried. Now, on the other hand, observe
the condition in which the witnesses for the defence stand in regard to this Sunday.
Ross, you know, said that the man never parted with him from the time they started
till they reached Abercromby Street in the Gallowgate; and, therefore, if it was
L’Angelier who was with him, in the first place he gave him a perfectly false account of
the place where he had come from, and the distance he had walked; and Ross’s evi-
dence is in direct conflict with that of the witnesses whom I am now about to refer you
to. If L'Angelier was not with Ross, there then is no false account of the journey, and
there is no difficulty in reconciling the cvidence, and no difficulty in believing the wit-
nesses, Adams, Kirk, and Dickson. Adams, the first witness, speaks to the 22d as the
day of a gentleman passing along the road from Coatbridge to Glasgow bearing a very
strong likeness to L'Angelier. AKdams is not so clear about the likeness as the others,
but he is perfectly clear about the day. And when you come to the witness Dickson at
Baillicston, he is clear about the likeness, and what he says to the date is this, that it
was a Sunday at the end of March. Miss Kirk is equally clear about the likeness. She
is very strong on that ; and besides she identified the purse from which he took out his
money, and which was found on the person of L’Angelier after death. And she also
takes the occasion to be the evening of a Sunday at the end of March. Now, gentle-
men, I need not tell you it could not have been any later Sunday in March, because the
poor man died the next morning, and it could not be the Sunday before that, for he was
i Edinburgh ; and, therefore, if it was a Sunday in March at all, and above all, ifit was
a Sunday in the end of March, it could be no Sunday but the 22d. Now, if these three
witnesses are correct in what they stated to you, observe what the result is. He was ill.
He was taking laudanum in the apothecarics’ shops as he passed; and, finally, in Miss
ICirk’s shop he purchased, but did not consume, some white powder which Miss Kirk
could not tell what it was.  Well, he came to Glasgow. Hl:a is seen by Mrs Jenkins
at his lodgings on his arrival at about eight o’clock.  Ile remains there till nine, and
then goes out. e is seen in different streets. He calls about half-past nine o’clock
on his friend Ji-Allister, who lives some five minutes’ walk from Blythswood Square.
He calls there, but finds that M*Allister was from home. Again I ask, why have we
not here MAllister to tell us what he knew about him, or whether he expected him ?
Could B:Allister have told us anything about the Mitchell of this letter? Could
McAilister have explained what was the errand on which he had come from the Bridge
of Allan¢ Why do the Crown leave all these different things unexplained on this, tge
last and most important day in his history? Now, gentlemen, from half-past nine till
half-past two o’clock, at least five hours, he is absolutely loxt sight of, and I was startled
at the manner in which my learned friend, the Lord Advocate, met this difficulty. He
says, it is no doubt a matter of conjecture and inference that in the interval he was in
the presence of the prisoner. Good heavens! Inference and conjecture! I never
heard such an expression made use of in a capital charge before, as indicating or
describing a link in the chain of the prosecutor’s case. It is new to me. I have heard
it many a time in the mouth of a prisoner's counsel, and I dare say you will hear it
many a time in mine yet before I am done; but for the prosecutor himself to describe
one part of his evidence as a piece of conjecture and hypothesis is to me an entire and
most startling novelty—and yet my learned friend could not help it. It was honest
and fair that he should so express himself if he intended to ask for a verdict at all, for
he can ask this verdict on nothing but a set of unfounded and incredible suspicions
and hypotheses. Let us now look at this third charge in the light of probabilities, since
we must descend to conjecture, and let us see whether there is anything to aid the con-
jecture which the Crown has chosen to consider as the most probable one, If you believe
the cvidence of the Crown, he suspected the prisoner of having tried to poison him
before ; but then, says my learned friend, his suspicions were lulled. She had become
more kind to him before he had left town, and his suspicions were lulled. I thought
my learned friend said he was brooding over it when he was in Edinburgh, and spoke
of it in a very serious tone to Mr and Mrs Towers at Portobello. That was the 16th of
March, after which he had nothing to change his mind in the shape of kindness from
the prisoner, and, therefore, if he did once entertain the suspicion, however unfounded,
there was nothing to remove it from his mind anterior to the evening of Sunday
the 22d of March. A man whose suspicions are excited against a particalar
person is not very likcly to take poison at that person’s hand, and yet what
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are we asged to believe that he took from her that night? That he took from
her hand a poisoned cup in which there lurked such a quantity of arsenic as was
sufficient to leave in his stomach after death eighty-two grains, such a dose indicating
the administration of at least double—uay, I think, as Dr Christison said, indicating the
administration of at least half-an-ounce—240 grains—and that he took it that evening
from the hand of the prisoner, with all his previous suspicion that she was practisin

on his life. It is a dose which, as far as experience goes, never was successfully ad%
ministered by a murderer. There is not a case on record in which it has ever been
shewn that a person administering poison to another ever succeeded in persuading him
to swallow such a quantity. There is the greatest improbability in that, and yet with
all these extraordinary circumstances attenﬁ?ng the character and quantity of the dose,
this gentleman swallowed it having had his suspicions previously excited that the pri-
soner was practising on his life. But, gentlemen, here comes again another point in
which the evidence for the Crown is very defective, to say the least of it. They knew
very well, when they were examining and analysing the contents of this poor man’s
stomach, and the condition of his intestines generally, what was the arsenic that the
prisoner had bought. They knew, from her own candid statement, that the arsenic
that she bought was %‘ot partly at Murdoch’s and partly at Currie’s. Murdoch's
arsenic was mixed with soot, Currie’s arsenic was mixed with waste indigo. If
that arsenic had been swallowed by the deceased, the colouring matter could have
been detected in the stomach. I confess 1did not expect to have it o clearly proved
when the witnesses for the Crown were originally in the box; but you recol-
lect what Dr Penny said when he was recalleﬁ by my learned friend on the other
side, and I think -a more clear or precise piece of evidence I never listened to.
Now, gentlemen, there was one means of connecting the prisoner with this poison
which was found in the stomach of L’Angelier—and a very obvious means. It may be
very well for Professor Penny and Professor Christison to say now that their attention
was not directed to this matter. Whose fault is that? The Crown, with the full know-
ledge of what was the arsenic which the prisoner had in her possession, could have
directed their attention to it— they must have seen the importance of the inquiry, or, if
they did not see that, they must suffer for their omission—plainly there can be no fault
on the part of the prisoner, for, observe, she had no means of being present, or of being
vepresented, at these post mortem examinations or chemical analyses. The whole
thing was in the hands of the authorities. They kept it to themselves—they dealt with
it exclusively—and they present forthwith that Jame and impotent conclusion. Now,
gentlemen, such is the state of the evidence on this third and last charge upon the 22d
of March ; and I do venture to submit to you that if the case for the Crown is a failure,
as it unquestionably is, upon the first and second charges, it is a far more complete and
radicg] failure as regards the third. The one fact, which is absolutely indispensable to
bring guilt to the prisoner, remains not only not proved—I mean the act of administra-
tion—but the whole evidence connected with the proceedings of that day seems to me
to go to negative such an assumption. I might stop there, for nothing could be more
fallacious than the suggestion which was made to you by the Lord Advocate, that it
was necessary for the prisoner to explain how that man came by his death. I have
no such duty imposed upon me. His Lordship will tell you that a defendaut in the
Court has no further duty than to repel the charge and to stand upon the defensive,
and to maintain that the case of the prosecutor is not proved. No man probably can
tell certainly at the present moment—I believe no man on earth can tell—how L’An-
gelier met his death. Nor am I under the slightest obligation even to suggest to you
a possible manner in which that death may have been compassed without the interven-
tion of the prisoner. Yet it is but fair that, when we are dealing with so many matters of
mere conjecture and suspicion, we should for a moment consider whether that supposi-
tion upon which the charge is founded is in itself preferable, in respect to its higher proba-
bility, to other suppositions that may be very fairly made. The character of this man,
his origin, his previous history, the nature of his conversation, the numerous occasions
upon which he spoke of suicide, naturally suggest that as one mode by which he may
have departed this life. I say, gentlemen, understand me, that I am not undertaking
to prove that he died by his own hand—if I were doing anything so rash, I should be
imitating the rashness of the prosecutor—but I think there is more to be said for suicide
than for the prisoner’s guilt. But I entreat you again to remember that that is no
necessary part of my defence. But of course I should be using you very ill—I should
be doing less than my duty to the prisoner—if I had not brought before you the whole
of that evidence which suggests the extreme probability of that man dying by his own
hand at one time or another. From the very first time at which we see him, even as a
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lad, in the year 1843, he talks in a manner to impress people with the notion that he
has no moral principle to guide him. He s;l)eaks over and over again at Edinburgh,
Dundee, and elsewhere—ay, the prisoner’s letters shew that he had made the same
threat to her—that he would put himself out of existence. The passages were read to
you, and I need not repeat them to you. And is it half as violent a supposition as the
supposition of this foul murder, that upon this evening—the 22d of March—in a fit of
that kind of madness which he himselt described came over him when he met with a
disappointment—finding, it may be, that he could not procure access to an interview
which he desired—assuming that he came to Glasgow for the purpose—assuming, even,
that he mistook the evening of the meeting, and expecting to see her on the Sunday—
can anything be more probable than that, in the excited state in which he then was,
he should have committed the rash act which put an end to his existence? But
whether e met his death by suicide, or by accident, or in what way soever he
met his death, the question for you is—Is this murder proved? You are not in
the least degree bound to account for his death. The question you have got to
try is, whether the poison was administered by the hands of the prisoner. 1 pray
you to remember that you are asked to affirm that on ybur oaths—to affirm on
your oaths as a fact—that the arsenic which was found in that man’s stomach was pre-
sented to him by the hands of the prisoner. Gentlemen, I have talked of the improba-
bilities which belong to this story. But surely yon cannot have omitted to observe how
very unnatural and extraordinary a crime it 18 to impute to a person in the prisoner’s
situation. I stated to you before, and I state to you again, as a piece of undoubted
experience, that no one sinks to such a depth of depravity all at once; and now I ask
you to remember at what period we left this correspondence—at a period when she
desired to break off with L’Angelier no doubt—at a period when she desired to obtain
possession of her letters. The return of them was refused. I am most unwilling to
Imtersperse my address with remarks upon the character of a man who is now no more.
But picture to yourselves the moral temperament—paint the feelings of a human being
who, having received such letters from a girl as you have heard read in this Court,
would ever preserve them. He must have been dead to all feelings of humanity, or he
would never have refrained from burning these letters. But he not only preserves
them, but he retains them as an engine of power and oppression in his hands. He
keeps them that he may carry out his cold-blooded original design, not merely of pos-
sessing himself of her person, but of raising himself in the social scale by a marriage
with her. It was his object from the first, and that object he pursues constantly, un-
flinchingly, to the end. But he will expose her to her friends and to the world—he
will drive her to destruction, or to suicide itself, rather than let her out of his power.
1t may be said that I am only describing the great provocation which she received, and
therefore enhancing the probability of her taking this fearful mode of extricating herself
from her embarrassment. I don’t fear that at all. I want you to look now at the
pictare which I have under her own hand of her own state of mind at this time—not
for the purpose of palliating her conduct—not for the purpose of vindicating her against
the charge either of unchasteness or impropriety as regards Mr Minnoch ; but for the
purpose of shewing you what was the frame of” mind in which that poor girl stood at
the time—the very time at which she is said to have conceived and contrived this foul
murder. There are two or three letters, but I select one for the purpose of illustrating
what I now say. It is written on the 10th February, and it is written after she has
asked for the return of her letters and been refused. She says:—

Emile, no one can know the intense agony of mind I have suffered last night and to-day. Emile,
my father’s wrath would kill me, you little know his temper. Emile, for the love you once bad
for me, do not denounce me to my P. Emile, if he should read my letters to you, he will put me
from him, he will hate me as a guilty wretch. I loved you, and wrote to you in my first ardent
love—it was with my deepest love I loved you. It was for your love I adored you. I put on paper
what I should not. I was frec because I loved you with my heart. If he or any one saw those
fond letters to you, what would not be said of me? On my bended knees I write you, and ask you
a8 you hope for mercy at the Judgment-day, do not inform on me—do not make me a public shame

. . . Emile, think of our once happy days. Pardon me if you can; pray for me as the most
wretched, guilty, miserable creature on the earth. I could stand anything but my father's hot
displeasure. Emile, you will not cause my death. If he is to get your letters, I cannot sce him
any more ; and my poor mother, I will never more kiss her. 1t would be a shame to them all.
Emile, will you not spare me this? Hate me, despise me, but do not expose me.

Is that, gentlemen, the language of deceit? Is that the mind of a murderess, or can

any one affect that frame of mind? Can you for one moment listen to the suggestion

that that letter covers a piece of deceit? ~ No, no. The finest actress that ever lived

could not have written that letter, unless she had felt it; and is that the condition in

which a woman goes about to compass the death of him whom she has loved? Is that
1]
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the frame of mind—shame for past sins, burning shame, dread of exposure, grief at the
injury she had done her parents—is that the frame of mind that would lead a woman
—not to advance another step on the road to destruction, but to plunge at once into the
deepest depths of human wickedness? The thing is preposterous, and yet it is because
of her despair, a8 my learned friend called it, exhibited in that and similar letters, that
he says she had a motive to commit this murder. A motive—what motive >—a motive
to destroy L'Angelier. What does that mean? It may mean, in a certain improper
sense of the term, that it would have been an advantage to her that hie should cease to
live. That is not a motive in any proper sense of the term. That is not a motive,
else how few of us are there that live who have not a motive to murder some one or
other of our fellow-creatures. If some advantage, resulting from the death of
another,. be a motive to the commission of a murder, a man’s eldest son must
always have a motive to murder him that he may succeed to his estate ; and I supposc
the youngest officer in any re%-iment of her Majesty’s line has a motive to murder all
the officers in his regiment—the younger he is, and the further he has to ascend
the scale, the more murders he has a motive to commit. Away with such non-
sense! A motive to commit a crime must be something a great deal more than the
mere fact that the result of that crime might be advantageous to the person commit-
ting it. You must see the motive in action—you must see it influencing the conduct
—before you can deal with it as a motive for this; and thus only is it a motive in the
groper sense of the term—that is to say, it is moving to the perpetration of the deed.
ut, gentlemen, even in the most improper and illegitimate sense of the term, let me
ask you what possible motive there couﬁle be—I mean what possible advantage could
she expect from L’Angelier ceasing to live so long as the letters remained ? Without
the return of his letters she gained nothing. Her object—her greatest desire—that for
which she was yearning with her whole soul, was to prevent the exposure of her
shame. But the death of L'Angelier, with these letters in his possession, instead of
insuring that object, would have been perfectly certain to lead to the immediate expo-
sure of evex;ything that had passed between them. Shall I be told that she did not
foresee that? I think my learned friend had been giving the prisoner too much credit
for talent in the course of his observations upon her conduct. But I should conceive
her to be infinitely stupid if she could not foresee that the death of L'Angelier, with
these documents in his possession, was the true and best means of frustrating the then
t object of her life. So much for the motive; and if there is no assignable or
intelligible motive in any sense of the word, see what another startling defect that is
in the case for the prosecution. Shall I be told that the motive might be revenge?
Listen to the letter. Tell me if it is possible, that in the same breast with these senti-
ments, there could lurk one feeling of revenge? Noj; the condition of mind in which
that poor girl was throughout the months of February and March, is entirely incon-
sistent with any of the hypotheses that have been made on the other side—utterly
incredible, and wholly irreconcileable with the perpetration of such a crime as is here
laid to her charge. It is of importance, too, that we should keep in mind the way in
which her spirlt was thus broken and bowed down with the expectation of an exposure
of her conduct; for when the death of I’Angelier was made known to her, can you
for a single moment doubt that her apprchensions were keenly awakened—that she
foresaw what must be the consequences of that event—and, dreading to mect
her father or her mother, feeling that in the condition of the famly it was
impossible she could rcmain among them, she left her father’s house on the
Thursday morning? I really don't know whether my learned friend meant seriously to
say that there was an absconding from justice from a consciousness of guilt—an
absconding from justice by going to her father’s honse at Row. Ob, he said, all we
know is, that she left Glasgow early in the morning, and that she was found at three
in the afternoon on board a steam-packet going’ from Greenock to Helensburgh; the
interval is unaccounted for. 1f my learned friend were only half as ingenious on bebalf
of the prisoner as he is in supporting the prosecution, he could have very little difficulty
in knowing that one who starts by water in the morning may be easily overtaken by
others travelling by railway to Greenock in the afternoon. But she was on board a
steam-packet with the determination of going no further than Helensburgh and its
neighbourhood. And that he calls absconding from justice! If he means anything at
all, that is what he must mean. Gentlemen, it is no flying from justice, but it is
flying from that which she could just as little bear—the wrath of her father and
the averted countenance of her mother. But she came back again without the
slifhtcst hesitation, and upon the Monday morning there occurred a scene as remark-
able in the history of criminal jurisprudence as anything I ever heard of, by which
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that broken spirit was altogether changed. The moment she was met by a charge
of being implicated in causing the death of L’Angelier, she at once assumed the
courage of a heroine. She was bowed down, and she fled, while the true charge of
her own unchastity and shame was all that was brought against her ; but she stood
erect and proudly conscious of her innocence when she was met with this astounding,
monstrous charge of marder. You heard the account that M. de Mean gave of the
interview that he had with her in her father’s house on the Monday. That was a
most striking statement, given with a degree of truthfulness obvously that could not
be surpassed. And what was the import of that conversation? IHe advised her as a
friend—and that was the very best advice that any friend could have given her—if
L’Angelier was with her on that Sunday night, then for God’s sake let her not deny it.
And why? Because, said M. de Mean, it 18 certain to be proved. A servant, a police-
man, a casual passenger, is certain to know the fact, and if you falsely deny his having
met you that evening, what a fact that will be against you! Gentlemen, the advice
was not only good, but most irresistible in the circumstances if that meeting had taken

lace, But what was her answer? In answer to five or six suggestions, she said at
ength that she would swear to M. de Mean that she had not seen the deceased for three
weeks. Is this not proved to be true? If it be true that she had not seen him on the
22d March, then she did not sec him at all for three weeks. M. de Mean was in doubt
whether she said three weeks or six weeks, either of which would have been probably
quite true. Immediately afterwards she was brought before the magistrate and inter-
rogated on the circumstances implicating ler in the suspicion which had come upon
her. What does she say? She tells the truth again with a degree of candour which
very much surprised the magistrate, as well it might. Listen to the words of her
declaration ; for though these must Jose much of their effect from the want of being lis-
tened to as spoken by her, I must ask you to look at two or three particulars there
stated which it is of the utmost importance that you should mark. [Here the Dean read
Eortions of the prisoner’s declaration.] In reference tothe passage where she speaks of

’Angelier having gone to the Bridge of Allan, he remarked, in answer to the Lord
Advocate, that she certainly knew that fact then, because she had been told by M. de
Mean. After commenting on other passages, the Dean continued :—Such openness and
candour of statement, under such circumstances—first to M. de Mean,a friend, and next
to the magistrate interrogating her on the charge, and who had, as was his duty, in-
formed her that whatever she said might be used to her prejudice, but could not possibly
be used to her advantage—I leave to speak for themselves.. But I have now to
request your attention to one particular point in connexion with this declaration—
the different purchases of arsenic. With regard to the purchase of the 21st, I shall not
trouble you with any further observations, because it does not require it ; but the occasion
of the second purchase cannot be passed over without further remark. It was made
on the 6th of March, when she was going to the Bridge of Allan. For what purpose—
for what murderons purpose—could that purchase have been made? She had been
doing, you will have observed, everything in her power to prevent the deceased from
going to the Bridge of Allan at the same time as herself, and she had sdceeeded iu pre-
venting him ; and yet when going away to the Bridge of Allan she bought this arsenic
—when going away from the supposed object of her murderous attack—when she could
not possibly have any use for it as affecting him. She carries it away with her. But
then my learned friend, the Lord Advocate, says that when she found some arsenic left
over, and had got some which was of no use to her, she put it away, and in this way
my learned friend tried to account for none having been found in her possession. But,
gentlemen, what does she do on the 6th March in connexion with what was done on
the 18th? The Lord Advocate argues that, finding she could not administer it, she
threw it away ; what could she mean by that? Perhaps it may be said that she kept
it at Bridge of Allan in case L'Angelier should come there ; well, then, she must have
kept it until the 17th. Now, gentlemen, why did she throw away the arsenic on the
17th, and buy more on the 18th? Why did she throw it away just when she was
coming within reach of her victim, and then buy more with circumstances of open-
ness and publicity utterly inconsistent with the hypothesis of any illegitimate object ?
Why expose herself to the necessity of a repeated purchase when she could get
or had got enough at once to poison twenty or a hundred men? Her conduct is
utterly unintelligible on any such supposition as has been made by the prosecution.
Let us now look at what was her object at this time in another view. She wanted
L’'Angelier to go away; she was most anxious that he should go to the south
of England—to the Isle of Wight—for ten days. Oh, says my learned friend, her
ohject was to marry Mc Minnoch in the meantime. Why, gentlemen, there was no
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arrangement entered into, by that time, of the day of her mamage with Mr Minnoch.
Shie was going away herself for ten days or more on a casual visit to the Bridge of
Allan ; and if L’Angelier had followed her advice and gone to the south of England,
he would have returned at the expiry of the period named only to find matters as they
were—Mr Minnoch still her suitor, but certainly not her hushand. Then, again, L’An-
gelier’s absence could surely be of no advantage to her, if she wanted to Eive him
poison. All the facts, gentlemen, relating to this part of the case, go to shew this,
that she had no object but perhaps to get rid of him for a time, to keep him from going
to the Bridge of Allan, and to get him to go elsewhere, out of regard for his health, as
cxpressed in her letters. But the possession of this arsenic is said to be unaccounted
for, as far as the prisoner herself is concerned. It might be so, it may be so, and yet
that would not make a case for the prosecution. She says she used it as a cosmetic.
This might be startling at first sight to many of us here, but after the evidence we have
heard, it will not in the least amaze you. At school her statement, which has been so
far borne out by evidence, shews that she had read of the Styrian peasants using
arsenic for the strengthcning of their wind and the improvement of their com-

lexions. No doubt they used it internally, and not externally, as she did ; but
mn the imperfect state of her knowledge, that fact was of no significance. L’Ange-
lier, too, was well aware of the same fact. He stated to more than one witness
—and if he stated falsely, it is only one of a multitude of lies proved against him
—that he uscd it himself. It is not surprising that if L'Angelier knew of this
custom, he should have communicated it to the prisoner, nor that she should have,
used the arscnic externally, for an internal use is apparently a greater danger, which
might have suggested it to her to try it externally ; and there is no reason to suppose
that, if used externally, as the prisoner says she did use it, it would be productive of
any injurious effects. No doubt we have medical gentlemen coming here and shaking
their heads and looking wise, and saying that such a use of arsenic would be a dau-
gerous procedure. Well, so should we all say, that it is both a dangerous and foolish
procedure. But that is not the question. The question is, whether the prisoner could
actually so use it without injurious effects; and that she could do so is demonstrated
by the experiment of Dr Lawrie and by the opinion of Dr Maclagan. The publication
in Chambers's Journal, Blackwood's Magazine, and Johnston’s ** Chemistry of Com-
mon Life,” of information on such uses of ‘arsenic, bad reached not the prisoner alone,
but a multitude of other ladies, and had incited them to the same kind of experiments.
The two druggists—Robertson and Guthrie—spoke to the fact of ladies having come
to their shops seeking arsenic for such purposes on the stggéstion of these publications.
It cannot, therefore, %e surprising to you, gentlemen, to learn, that when the prisoner
bought this arsenic, she intended to use it, and did afterwards actually use it, for this
very purpose. My learned friend the Lord Advocate said that great as was the courage
that the unhappy prisoner displayed when charged with the crime, that demeanour was
not inconsistent with the theory of her guilt. He said that a woman who had the nerve
to commit the murder would have the nerve calmly to meet the accusation. I doubt that
hypothesis. Gentlemen, I know of no case in which such undaunted courage hds been dis-
played, from first to last, by so young a girl, confronted with such a charge, where that
girl was guilty. But, gentlemen, our experience does furnish us with examples of as brave
a bearing in as young a girl when innocent. Do you know the story of Eliza Feiining ?
She was a servant-girl in the city of London, and she was tried on the charge of poisoning
her master and family by putting arsenic into dumplings. When the charge was first
made against her, she met 1t with a calm and indignant denial. She maintained the
same demeanour and self-possession throughout a long trial, and she received sentence
of death without moving a muscle. According to the statement of an intelligent
bystander, when brought upon the scaffold, she looked serene as an angel, and she died
as she had borne herself throughout the previous stages of her sad tragedy. Opinion
was divided as to the propriety of the verdict, and the angry disputants wrangled even
over Ler grave. But time brought the truth to light; the perpetrator of the murder
confessed it on his death-bed—too late to avoid the enacting of a most bloody tragedy.
That case, geutlemen, is now matter of history. It happened at a time beybng the
recollection of most of those whom I now address; but it remains on record—a flaming
beacon to warn us against the sunken rocks of presumptuous arrogance and opinionative
self-reliance, imbedded and hid in the cold and proud heart. It teaches us, by terrible
example, to avoid confounding suspicion with proof, and to reject conjectures and
hypotheses when tendered to us as demonstration. I fear that this is no solitary case—
the recollection or the reading of any of us may recall occasions

*“ When, after execution, Judgment hath
Repented o’er his doam.”
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1 pray God that neither F'ou nor I may be implicated in the guilt of adding another
name to that black and bloody catalogue. I have put before you, gentlemen, as clearly
as I could, what I conceive to be the most important branches of this case ; and I now
ask you to bring your judgment—to bring the whole powers with which God has
endowed you—to the performance of your most solemn duty. I have sometimes heard
it said that juries have nothing to do with the consequences of their verdicts, and that
all questions of evidence must be weighed in the same scale, whether the crime be
capital or a mere case of pocket-picking. I cannot agree to that proposition. I indig-
nantly repudiate it. It may suit the cramped mind of legal pedants, or the leaden
rules of the heartless philosopher, but those who maintain such a doctrine are ignorant
of what materials a jury is, and ought to be, composed. Gentlemen, you are Brought
here for the performance of this great duty, not because you have any particular skill in
the sifting or weighing of evidence—not because your intellects have been highly culti-
vated for that or similar purposes—not because you are of a class or caste set apart for
the work ; but you are here because, as the law expresses it, you are indifferent men—
because you are like, not because you are unlike, other men ; not merely because you
have clear heads, but because you have warm and tender hearts—because your bosoms
are filled with the same feelings and emotions, and because you entertain the same sym-
fathies and sentiments as those whose lives, characters, and fortunes are placed in f'our
hands. To rely, therefore, upon your reason only, is nothing less than impiously to
refuse to call to your aid, in the performance of a momentous duty, the noblest gifts
that God has implanted in the breast of man. Bring with you to this service not only
° your clear heads, but your warm and tender hearts, your fine moral instincts, and your
guiding and overruling consciences—for thus and thus only will you satisfy the oath
which you have taken. To determine guilt or innocence by the light of intellect alone
is the exclusive prero%:ltive of infallibility; and when man’s presumptuous arrogance
tempts him to usarp the attribute of Omniscierce, he only exposes tEe weakness aud
frailty of his own nature. Then, indeed,
¢ Man, proud man,
Dress'd in a little brief authority,
Most ignorant of what he’s most assured.
Plays such fantastic tricks before high Heaven,
As make the angels weep.”
Raise not, then, your rash and impotent bands to rend aside the vail in which Provi-
dence has been pleased to shroud the circumstances of this mysterious story. Such an
attempt is not in your Province, nor the province of any hnman being. The time may
come—it certainly will come—perhaps not before the Great Day in which the secrets
of all hearts shall be revealed, and yet it may be that in this world, and during our own
lifetime, the circumstances of this extraordinary story may be brought to light. 1t may
even be that the true perpetrator of this murder, if there was a murder, may be brought
before the bar of this very Court. I ask you to reflect for a moment what the feelings
of any of us would then lge. It may be that any one of you may be empaunelled to try
that guilty man.  Would not your souls recoil with horror from the demand for more
blood? Would not you be driven to refuse to discharge dyonr duty in condemning the
guilty, because you had already doomed the innocent to die? I say, thercfore, ponder
well before you permit anything short of the clearest evidence to induce or mislead you
into giving such an awful verdict as is demanded of you. Dare any man who is here—
dare any man here or elsewhere—say that he has formed a clear opinion against the
prisoner 7—will any man venture for one moment to make that assertion? And yet, if
on anything short of clear o&)inion you convict the prisoner, reflect how awful the con -
sequences may be. Never did I feel so unwilling to émart with a jury—never did I feel
as if I had said so little as I feel now after thislong address. I cannot explain it to my-
self, except by a strong and overwhelming conviction of what your verdict ought to be.
1 do feel deeply a personal interest in your verdict, for if there should be any failure of
justice, I could attribute it to nothing but my own inability to conduct the defence;
and I feel persuaded that if it were so, the recollection of this day and this prisoner
would haunt me as a dismal spectre to the end of life. May the Spirit of all Truth
guide you to an honest, a just, and a true verdict ! Butno verdict will be either honest,
or just, or true, unless it at once ratisfies the conscientious scruples of the severest judg-
ment, and yet leaves undisturbed and unvexed the tenderest conscience among you.

The Dean concluded after speaking for upwards of four hours,
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After their Lordships retiring for about a quarter of an hour, the Lorp
Justice-CLERK proceeded to deliver his charge to the jury. He said—

GENTLEMEN OF THE JURY,—After much conflicting evidence and argument, the
time has now come for your deliberation and decision; and to enable you to
discharge that duty aright and justly, it is necessary that yow remember that the
case is to be tried and decided solely on the evidence. You are not to give the
slightest weight to the personal opinion of the guilt of the prisoner, which I regret
my learned friend the Lord Advocate allowed himself to express. - Nor are you, on
the other hand, to be weighed in the prisoner’s favour by the more moving and
pathetic declaration made by her counsel of his conviction of her innocence. I
think on both sides such expression of opinion by the counsel ought never to be
brought before a jury. Neither of them are so good judges of the truth as all of
you are. Engaged in the case and in its preparation, influenced by many conside-
rations and many circumstances which are not brought out before you, it is not won-
derful that in a case of this description the counsel on either side should entertain a
wrong opinion as to the guilt of the accused, however honest and sincere that opinion
may be. Now, gentlemen, in a case of poisoning, which is almost always an offence
secretly perpetrated, it is quite true that it seldom occurs that anybody has seen the mix-
ture and preparation of the poison, or seen it put into the fluid or substance in which it is
administered. It is one great misfortune attending the administration of poison, that if the
party is not immediately detected, in some such way as leaves no doubt of actnal guilt,
suspicions often arise most unjustly, and obtain great weight, just because it is a crime
committed in secret. You must, therefore, keep in view, that while on the one hand the
crime may have been perpetrated secretly, and no eye had seen the parties at the time,
or what passed ; on the other hand, you must not allow positive evidence to be supplied
by suspicion, and still less admit of assumption as coming in room of that. The duty
I have to do in aiding you, as far as I possibly can, to come to a decision, is very dif-
ferent from what fell to the lot of either counsel. I have simply to go over the evidence
in detail, in case it may not be sufficiently in your recollection, and to make such obser-
vations as the evidence suggests as proper and fitting for your assistance. His Lord-
ship then proceeded to read over the evidence of the principal witnesses. In regard to
the evidence of Mrs Jenkins, he remarked that it was not immaterial that it could be
gathered from what she said that L’Angelier’s health seemed to have failed more or less
before the occasions on which the alleged administration of poison took place. As to
the indictment, it charged the prisoner with the administration of poison, with intent to
murder, on certain days of the month. Now, in the indictment itself, in such a case,
mere accuracy as to the precise date would be of no importance. But in this case it
would be observed that the Crown, not only in the indictment, but in the argument
afterwards, fixed upon the date 19th or 20th February ; and therefore if the evidence
did not satisfy them that that was the exact day—if, on the contrary, it were proved that
it could not have been upon that day, but upon an earlier day—then, seeing that
the prosecutor, from the letters, from the conduct of the parties, from every-
thing else, had taken the date to be the 19th or 20th, the case brought before
the jury was not supported by the evidence. ~Now Mrs Jenkins might be mis-
taken about this being eight or ten days before the second time, but she was not
shaken upon that point at all. On the contrary, the other evidence in the case
seemed to shew that she was right upon this ground. She could hardly have for-
gotten, considering the illness of the 22d, whether it had only been one or two days
before, and whether he was but recovering from the effects of the first before he had the
second. This was his first illness before the 22d, They myst not overlook the remark -
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able fact that there was no proof whatever, not the smallest vestige of proof, that the
prisoner had arsenic in her possession at that time. It would not do to infer from her
having arsenic afterwards that she had it also on the first occasion. Of the possession
of arsenic by the prisoner at the first period, they had no proof in the evidence, how-
ever the purchase and use of arsenic might be afterwards proved. Itought not to be
forgotten that the contents of the stomach on these two illnesses had not been
examined, and therefore it was merely an inference that they were caused by
arsenic,—an inference drawn from the fact that on the 22d of March he died
from this poison. This was, he thought, very loose and unsatisfactory indeed.
With reference to the second charge of administering arsenic, the jury had to consider
that at this time the prisoner had arsenic in her possession which she had obtained at
Murdoch’s the night before L'Angelier’s illness commenced. This was very true, and
if the possession of that arsenic was not properly accounted for, they must suppose it
was got for some other purpose than that which she described. He attached little im-
portance to the statements of the druggists as to what was said by the prisoner about
rats, because, without stating some such object, she would not have got it at all; and it
was not to be supposed, if she had wanted it for a cosmetic, that she would tell the
druggist. The question then arose, Did she see the deceased on the Sunday before the
arsenic was administered? Mrs Jenkins did not see him go out of the house that night;
and he asked the jury to consider whether there was, on the whole, apart from the cor-
respondence, evidence that they had met together that night. If there was no proof
that the administration took place on the 22d of February, then there was great
force in the observation that the foundation of the case of the prosecutor had been
shaken. His Lordship thought there was ample evidence to shew that a letter was
anxiously expected by L’ Angelier just before he went to the Bridge of Allan; so anxiously,
that even after his return to Glasgow from Edinburgh, and after leaving instructions
with Thuau about forwarding bhis letters, he went back to Edinburgh to see if the letter
had not gone there before he went on to the Bridge of Allan; and it was evident that
that letter so eagerly looked for, was in some way or other to regulate his motions.
Well, a letter did come on the Friday, addressed to him at his lodgings, and was
duly forwarded to him at the Bridge of Allan, and on the Sunday night L'Angelier un-
expectedly returned, and when his landlady expressed surprise, answered, ‘‘ It was the
letter which brought me home.” Asto the statement that he had purchased laudanum
twice on the road that night, his Lordship thought the jury would be satisfied that
that was a mistake. L’'Angelier left the house at nine o’clock at night, taking his latch-
key with him, as he expected to be late. The next fact was his coming home ill about
half-past two in the morning, and his getting worse through the night, or morning rather.
He told his landlady he thought it was bile, and that was important, as shewing the ab-
sence of any belief in his mind that he had received anything from the prisoner to hurt
him. His landlady’s question, whether he had taken anything to disagree with him,
would naturally have brought to his mind having received anything from the prisoner, had
he been with her, but he alluded to nothing of the kind. It was of great importance that
the jury should not be led away by the notion that it was the deceased who bought the
Jaudanum in the two shops on the Coatbridge road, for when the doctor prescribed laud-
anum for his sickness, he would bave been sure to have said, * Oh, I've had too much of
that already ; it’s done me no good, and it may make me worse.” While reading the
portion of the landlady’s evidence relating to sending for the doctor, he said they would
judge whether L’Angelier’s anxiety for a doctor was like the conduct of a man who had
taken arsenic to accomplish his own death. His Lordship next read the evidence relat-
ing to the letter found in L’ Angelier’s vest pocket in the lodgings, and which had been
sent by Thuau to the Bridge of Allan, beginning, ¢ Why, my own beloved, did you
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not come ?” and fixing an appointment for the next night. After reading this lelter,
his Lordship said—Now, it is not proved that he got any other letter. He got this
letter on the Sunday morning. He had complained in a letter to Miss Perry on the
Friday that he had lost an appointment which ‘had been made for the Thursday even-
ing, owing to not getting the note till the Friday. And that this man, ardent to see
this girl again, hoping to get the satisfactory answer which she had promised to give to
his questions as to formipg an engagement with Minnoch, should hurry home on the Sun-
day night, and go out from his lodgings in the hope that he wonld find her waiting, and
that there was a possibility of his seeing her, is, I think, the only conclusion you can
come to upon the matter. He goes out appareutly as soon ag he changed his coat, and
makes some arrangements about some tea, or something else. And it is for you to say
whether youdoubt that that letter brought the prisoner into Glasgow on that Sunday night,
taking the mail train, and walking from Coatbridge. But here the proof stops. And,
supposing you are quite satisfied that that letter did bring him to Glasgow, are you in
a condition to say, with satisfaction to your own consciences, that, as an inevitable and
just result of that, you can find it proved that they met that night? That is the point
in the case. That you may have the strongest moral suspicion that they met—that you
may believe that he was able, after all their clandestine correspondence, to obtain the
means of an interview, especially as she had complained of his not coming on the
Thursday, said she would wait again to-morrow night, same hour and place, and talked
of wishing him to clasp her to his bosom—that you may suppose it likely that, although
he failed to keep his appointment on Saturday, she would be waiting on the Sunday,
which was by no means an uncommon evening for their appointment—all that may be
very true, and probably you all think so, but remember you are trying this case upon
evidence that must be satisfactory, complete, and distinct. A jury may safely infer
certain facts from correspondence. They may even safely infer that meetings took
place, when they find these meetings either mutually appointed or arranged for by the
parties. But it is for you to say here whether it has been proved that L’ Angelier was in the
house that night. If you can hold that that link in the chain is supplied by just and satis-
factory inference,—remember, I sayjust and satisfactory—and it is for you to spy whether
the inference is satisfactory and just, in order to complete the proof,—if you really feel
that in your own minds, you may have the strongest suspicion that he saw her; for
really no one need hesitate to say that, as a matter of moral opinion, the whole pra-
babilities of the case are in favour of it. But if that is all the amount that you can
derive from that, the link still remains awanting,—the catastrophe and the alleged cause
of it are not found together. And therefore you must be satisfied that you can here
stand and rely upon the firm foundation, I say, of a just and sound, and perhaps I
may add, inevitable inference. That a jury is entitled often to draw such an inference
there is no doubt ; and it is just because you belong to that class of men to whom the
Lord Advocate referred—namely, men of common-sense, capable of exercising your
judgment upon a matter which is laid before you to consider—it is on that very account
that you are to put to yourselves the question, ** Is this a satisfactory and just inference?’
If you find it so, I cannot tell you that you are not at liberty to act upon it, becanse
most of those matters ocourring in life must depend upon circumstantial evidence, and
upon the inference which a jury may feel bound to draw. But it is an inference of a
very serious character—it is an inference upon which the death of this party by the
hand of the prisoner really must depend. Alluding to Mr Stevenson’s evidence, his
Lordship observed that the moment the letters were seized by tke warrant of the
Sheriff, an inventory ought to have been taken of them, and that inventory should
have been made by the Sheriff-clerk, as the officer of the Crown,/ He did not mean
that the Procurator-Fiscal should not get accesg to them—quite the reverse; but this
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should have been dohe in order accurately to ascertain what was found. But there conld
be no doubt that all the letters that were found were produced. His Lordship also referred
to the leisurely marking of the letters by the officers as rather a loose proceeding, and one
which might have defeated the ends of justice. He did not at all enter into the argu-
ment of the Dean of Faculty as to the loss of the letter written upon the Thursday night,
and posted on the Friday. He did not think the Crown was responsible for that at all,
and the letter was of no great value except as a loss to the Crown, because it might
have so explained the hour and place of meeting on the Thursday night as to suggest
how he could accomplish his object on the Sunday night. But there was another great
defect, and it was this: as soon as these things were recovered, and brought properly
to the office of the Procurator-Fiscal, the letter and the envelope in which it was found
ought to have been marked by the same numbers at the time. He did not allude to
this matter because the prisoner had sustained any grievance, but it might have been
otherwise. Passing next to the medical testimony, his Lordship said it was proved by
the clearest evidence that he died of arsenic; and there was no occasion for discussag
the question as to the appearance of jaundice, if-it were proved and admitted that
the death was caused by arsenic. He referred next to the evidence as to the
colouring matter, noticing the statement made as to the extreme difficulty of taking
out the colouring matter, although a professional chemist might take most of it
out by dexterous manipulation. Noticing next the medical evidence as to the
articles found in L’Angelier’s lodgings, he directed attention to the fact, that none of
them could destroy life except the aconite, and the quantity of it was too small for
that purpose. Commenting on the allgged use of arsenic as a cosmetic by the prisoner,
in consequence of having read of the Styrian peasants, who by taking it became rosy
and plump in complexion, his Lordship remarked that the prisoner must have known
that the mountaineers took it inwardly, and in small quantities regularly, and that
these results could not be produced by applying it once or twice externally.  Alluding
to the evidence of M. Thuau, his Lordship said that though it was obtained through aa
interpreter, he did not think, somehow or other, that they had got it satisfactorily. In
going over the evidence of M. de Mean, the French Consul, in reference to that part of
it in which he says—** Some time after L'Angelier had spoken of his relations with Mis
. Smith, I told him I thought he should go to Mr Smith and tell him that he was in love

~ with his daughter, and that he wanted to marry her,”—his Lordship observed, I don't
think there is any proof at all that the father was ever aware of his danghter’s intimacy
‘with L’Angelier, although the mother may have known it; and, however painful it
might have been, I think it would have been a satisfactory thing to have got her
father’s statement; when, I have no doubt, it would have been seen that her
connexion was wholly uaknown to him: for I cannot but think that he would
have taken stronger measures than the poor mother did, if he had known of it
at all. L’Angelier, however, told M. de Mean that Miss Smith had asked her father's
consent several times, and be refused it. De Mean went' to Mr Smith and told
him of L’Angelier’s death. Next day, after being in Huggins' office, and hearing
¢¢ certain rumours,” he called on Miss Smith, mentioned L'Angelier’s death, and tod
her that it was said that he had come from the Bridge of Allan the day before hi
death, in consequence of an invitation from her. ¢ Miss Smith told him that she was
not aware that L’Angelier had been at the Bridge of Allan, and denied that she had
given him an appointment for Sunday. She said she wrote him on the Friday evening,
giving him an appointment for the following day, Saturday.” This, said his Lordship,
was a curious thing, and contrary to the theory of the Dean of Faculty as to the letters,
that the first letter was intended for a meeting on Friday night, while she told the
witness that she had given him an appointment for the Saturday.

\
\,




177

Mr YouNG.—The appointment in the first letter, my Lord, was for Thursday night,

and it is the second letter that she was speaking of, as appointing the Saturday, and
- that squares exactly with the Dean’s theory. )

With regard to the prisoner’s statement to the chancellor of the French Consulate that
deceased had never been in the house, his Lordship remarked—Now really, gentlemen,
the statement of the Dean of Faculty that this girl starts into a heroine at this moment is
an exaggeration which I did not think to hear from my learned friend. Why, if you be-
lieva Christina Haggart, he did enter the house, and was a whole hour with her on one
occasion. Whether, then, this is anything more than a mere denial to this gentleman,
whom she may have thought had no right to question her as he did, you will not pay
much attention to it, especially if you believe the fact that she had at least one long
interview with him.  After finishing M. de Mean’s evidence he said—I have already said
that I think the prisoner derives no benefit from her denial to M. de Mean that she never
admitted the deceased into her father’s house; on the other band, it is quite clear that
this man had threatened not to give up her letters, and had made her aware that he
would never allow her to marry another man. Therefore, there is probability in the
supposition that despair and a feeling of revenge may have prompted her to endeavour
to get rid of him ; but her object was to get back her letters, and she could not do that,
even by his death, so long as they were kept in the clerks’ desk in Huggins’ office.
His Lordship then proceeded to read the prisoner’s declaration, and having read that
part of it where she says—*¢ L'Angelier was very unwell for some time, and had gone
to the Bridge of Allan for his health, and he complained of sickness, but I have
no idea of what was the cause of it”—he said he could not explain that statement
in the same way as the Dean of Faculty —that she had heard of his being
at the Bridge of Allan, after he had been -there and come back. Accord-
ing to his rezsing, the passage meant that she knew he had been there for his health ;
and if so, it contradicted the statement which she had made to M. de Mean. He dwelt
also upon the fact of the prisoner having given cocoa to the deceased. That was a very
important circumstance ; but it became still more important a little further on, when
she said that the servants and the family must have known of her having been in the
habit of using cocoa in her bed-room. The evidence of the prisoner’s sister certainly
‘went to shew that cocoa was openly used by the prisoner at the breakfast-table; bat
neither the servants nor this witness were aware of the fact of cocoa being taken in the
prisoner’s bed-room, as stated in the declaration. Then the prisoner’s alleged object
in writing the first letter to the Bridge of Allan was to have a meeting with L’'Angelier
to tell him of her engagement to Mr Minnoch ; but, if that was her only object, could
she not haye told him so in writing? On the supposition that that was her object, her
language was most unaccountable. According to that, it was to clasp him to her
bosom, and tell him she was engaged to another man. He then went over the evidence
of Miss Jane Buchanan, who had accompanied the prisoner into Currie’s shop when she
bought the arsenic. She stated that the shopman had suggested phosphorus, and the
prisoner then said ‘that they were leaving their town house, and that there
would be no danger in laying the arsenic in the cellars.” In reference to the denial
of Miss Giubilei (now Mrs Walcott) that she had ever advised the “prisoner to
use arsenic as a cosmetic, it was certainly very plausible that an actress should
have been fixed upon to recommend its use for that purpose; but unfortunately
the statement was disproved by the lady herself. William Murray, her father’s
page, deponed to having been sent on one occasion for prussic acid by the pri-
soner, who told him that she wanted it for her hands. That, said his Lord-
ship, was another extraordinary use to which to apply poison. Having adverted to
the evidence of the druggists from whom the arsenic had been purchased by Miss

M
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Smith, he read that of William Campsie, the gardener at Rowaleyn, who said he never
had got any arsenic from Miss Smith to kill rats, and who himself used a paste mixed
with phosphorus for that purpose. His Lordship said there was rather an odd cir-
cumstance which struck him at the time this statement was made. He had no idea
that the prisoner was intending to escape when she left her father’s house on the Thurs-
day morning after L’Angelier’s death. The Dean of Faculty had said that she was
fleeing from the shame of an exposure; but his Lordship’s opinion was, that, having
made a statement already about getting arsenic for the gardener to kill rats, and know-
ing that if it were discovered that he had got no arsenic from her for such a purpose,
unpleasant consequences might follow, she wished to see him in order to make an
arrangement by which that statement might be bosne out. The steamer in which she
went only sailed from Helensburgh to Gairloch and back ; therefore, escape by it was
nearly impossible; and, in point of fact, he did not believe she had .any intention of
attempting it. He then came to the evidence of Mr Minnoch, who, he said, was in a
very painful position. After stating that the prisoner had accepted him on the 28th
of January, he read the affectionate letter which she had sent to that gentleman from
the Bridge of Allan; and in which she expressed her warm attachment to him, re-
joiced that their marriage day was fixed, and said that the occasion of her last long
walk with him was the happiest day of her life, *“ and all that sort of thing.” His
Lordship then said there was a good deal of other evidence, but he found that he was
utterly unable to finish it that evening. He did not think it right to go on with it in
his present exhausted state, and he therefore proposed to reserve it until next day,
when he would endeavour to be as brief as possible.

The Court adjourned at a quarter to six o’clock.

NINTH DAY.—Taurspay, July 9.

The Court met this morning at ten o’clock, when

The LorD JUSTICE-CLERK proceeded with his charge to the jury. He commenced
with reading Mrs Clark’s evidence, on closing which he remarked that there was not
very much in this witness’s evidence. The evidence of Kennedy, the cashier in Hug-
gins & Co.’s was next read; after which his Lordship said it was a remarkable fact
that not one of L'Angelier’s letters was found in the prisoner’s room, although she evi-
dently had them all in her possession up to the 12th of February, when ghe told him
that, if he brought her letters on the Thursday, she would return his along with his
photograph. Remarking on the recovery of the letters found in the repositories of
L’ Angelicr, he said that although the method of procedure which was adopted had been
loose, irregular, and slovenly, it did not appear that the panel had suffered any prejudice
from that. As to each letter being in its proper envelope in the first part of the cor-
respondence, it did not much signify whether such were the case, because there was no
doubt that those passionate letters, written by the prisoner, declaring such strong love
for L'Angelier, and some of them expressed in very licentious terms, had been written
by her at some time or other. Complaints had been made as to the difficulty of getting
access to the correspondence on the part of the prisoner. On the whole it appeared to
him that the facilities afforded for conducting her defence were such as no other panel had
ever had. Commenting on the evidence of the female servants, he observed that it shewed
that on one occasion an interview took place between prisoner and deceased in the house.
His Lordship thought that the only conclusion to which the jury could come from all
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this was, that the panel had ample facilities for admitting L’Angelier to the house if
she wished it ; and therefore if there was evidence otherwise, no practical difficulty lay
in the way of hls having an interview with her in the house on that Sunday evening—
certainly there was nothing in the form or arrangement of the house to exclude his
being there. That, however, would not supply the want of evidence of the fact; and
if they did find that evidence, the mere facility would prove nothing. As to the story
about using the arsenic as a cosmetic, he confessed that he looked on it as a false pre-
tence altogether, and an excuse for the possession of the arsenic; this story, therefore,
was not of the slightest importance at all. Referring to the illegibility of several of the
postmarks, his Lordship said—I trust this will be the last occasion on which the post-
marks are so carelessly impressed as they have been. You see the large number of
marks which are so illegible that the date cannot be ascertained; in some cases the
year being illegible, in others the month, and in others the day of the month. All this
is done in Glasgow in a most careless and slovenly manner. It is a very important
matter for the ends of civil and criminal justice, that the postmarks should be properly
stamped. Mr M‘Donald says that strict instructions have been given on this point, and
that new stamps have been furnished in many instances ; and I hope the attention of the
Post-Office authorities will be still more directed to a matter of such great importance.
His Lordship proceeded to read over all Miss Perry’s evidence, commenting upon it as
he proceeded. He referred to the fact that L’Angelier had said to her that on one or two
occasions before he took ill he had got coffee or cocoa and chocolate from the panel.
They had no proof that the panel had arsenic in her possession on the 19th February,
and there was no evidence of any meeting on the 19th February, except what was
drawn from the letter, the date of which the Lord Advocate fixed for the Wednesday.
But here was a statement by the dead man—good and competent evidence ; and the jury
must judge of the weight of it. He mentioned at Portobello that he was ill after getting
coffee and cocoa, and that he thought he had been poisoned ; and again to Miss Perry
he said, ‘I can’t think why I was so unwell after getting that coffee and chocolate
from her.” He was talking of the panel at the time. ¢ He said on the 9th to me,
talking of his intense attachment for the panel, ¢ It is quite an infatuation my attach-
ment for that girl.” I remonstrated with him, and asked him what motive she could
have for giving him anything to hurt him. He said—*I do not know that; perhaps
she might not be sorry to get rid of me.”” There seemed to be a suspicion on his mind
as to what the panel had given him, but it was not a serious suspicion. This most
unquestionably referred to two different illnesses, each following the getting of coffee
or cocoa and chocolate from the prisoner. The jury must judge whether this conversa-
tion with Miss Perry was of importance. She did not interrogate him on the subject,
and she seemed very properly to wish to banish the thought from his mind. Still this
was said in earnest, and Miss Perry stated on oath that she thought he entertained some
suspicion of the panel, though not a serious suspicion. It was truc that Miss Perry knew
the intimacy between the two parties was clandestine; that was strange conduct
in a person of her respectability and of her age; but sometimes they would find that
Jadies at her time of life had a good deal of absurd sentimentality about them, and
this lady seemed to have had considerable pleasure in being the confidante of the attach-
ment between these two young persons. It might be explained in this way ; but he did
_mot think it could be doubted that she was a truthful witness. The jury must, how-
ever, consider whether this amounted to more than to give rise in their minds to very
great susplclon, which might not warrant them in coming to a conclusion that he did
get poison. They must remember that though he was ill on these occasions, and
seemed to ascribe it to cocoa, there was no proof that the attack was really caused by
arsenic on either of these two occasions. The symptoms corresponded with those of
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writant poison, no doubt, but then they might also be the symptoms of bilious attack ;

and the jury must consider whether they were warranted in confiding on his

statements, however strongly made, to Miss Perry, that these attacks arose from

some poisonous substance, it did not signify what. The prisoner bought arsenic on the

21st of February, before the second illness, and therefore the fact of her possessing

it on that occasion of course gave much greater strength and point to his remark that

he did receive something which had made him ill on the 22d February. Asto the

evidence for the defence, that he had on one occasion threatened to throw himself
from a window in the Rainbow Tavern, his Lordship observed that, as the witness was
in bed at the time, the deceased had ample opportunity to have thrown himself over,
if he had been so inclined, before the witness could have interfered ; and the jury would
consider whether, when going about the room in an excited state, he had only thrown
open the window to get some air. As to the other stories, that he would drown himself
if he were jilted, they did not amount to much, when it was known that on one occa-
sion he had been jilted and had not drowned himself. You will consider, said his Lord-
ship, whether all that is merely the vapouring of a loose, talkative man, fond of
awakening an interest in the minds of others about himself, or whether it affords any
indications that he was likely to commit suicide. He also treated the story as to giving

arsenic to horses on a journey in France as unimportant; it was nonsense to say that
it made them long-winded if only given to them once, because it was only the constant
use of it which conld produce that effect. Altogether, he did not see the importance of
this evidence. It was brought to support the notion that he poisoned himself with
arsenic ; but if he was in the habit of taking it in small quantities, he knew its quali-
ties, and therefore this did not aid the notion that he took an immense quantity on the 22d
March for the purpose of destroying himself. No doubt the prisoner was not bound to
prove that he poisoned himself—it was enough for ber to satisfy them tli..¢ there was
not evidence to bring home to her the guilt of poisoning him ; but it wis @ hazardons
thing to set up in defence that L’Angelier went out that night carrying sucl a quantity
of arsenic in his pocket, and that he swallowed it, how, where, or when, no Luman being
could conceive. And therefore he thought the case stood far better for the prisoner on
her real plea, that the guilt was not brought home to ler, which was truly the matter
at issue. The question was, whether there was anything in his whole character which
looked like a person who was in any danger of committing suicide; or whether he was
not a man of far too much levity to do so. From all they knew of him, he believed
he was not the man to do so. There seemed to be no reason for any depression
of spirits on his part, so far as his worldly circumstances were concerned. He had
a salary of £100 a-year—was better off than he had ever been in his life before, and
had every reason to congratulate himself, instead of being cast down or depressed.
Proceeding to the evidence of the druggists at Coatbridge and Baillieston, his Lord-
ship remarked, that they had against that Mr Ross’ evidence that he walked with him
all the way to Glasgow, that he never complained of being ill, and that he had not
gone into any shop on the way. There must, he thought, be a mistake on the part of
these people, both as to the day and as to the man. It must also be remembered that
he went home and took tea, and never complained that anything was wrong with him.
As to the evidence that he bought a white powder in Kirk's shop, Gallowgate, his
Lordship said it was not even suggested that this was arsenic; if it was arsenic, she
was bound to write it down; and he did not think the jury could believe that he
bought arsenic there, just after he left Ross, and before he saw the panel, or knew what
answer he would get from Ler. The witness Kirk identificd L’'Angelier’s purse as that
from which he had taken the money to pay for the powder; but he could not attach
the slightest importance to that. His Lordship then read the three letters put in by the
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prisoner’s counsel, with the object, as he said, of shewing that L’Angelier had fright-
ened her by threats of taking away his own life. This was a common enough mode of
influencing females ; and if such was his design, he seemed to have succeeded in it. In
these letters she certainly told the deceased that her father had interfered to prevent
their marriage, but there was no independent evidence of that, and he rather thought,
from other statements in her letters, that he knew nothing about it. From the third
letter, it would appear that L’Angelier had been reproving her for some improprieties of
language, and correcting her for her faults, which was one of the things, as she stated
elsewhere, that made her affections cool towards him. As to the evidence with re-
gard to the arsenic kept in great chemical works, he observed that there was no evi-
dence that L’Angelier was ever seen about these works at all. Referring to the evidence
of Dr Paterson of Beith, he said he could not see how it affected the present case.
Alluding to Dr Lawrie’s experiments with arsenic, he observed that in these experi-
ments the hands and face were immediately afterwards washed with cold water, which
might prevent any irritation, but if it was so used in this case, what effect could it have
as a cosmetic? His Lordship next directed attention to the correspondence. The Lord
Advocate’s suggestions and theory in this case might be stated generally in a few words,
The panel became acquainted with L’Angelier, the acquaintance went on very rapidly,
and cnded in an engagement; they corresponded frequently and clandestinely ;
on the 6th May 1856 he got possession of her person; the engagement was dis-
continued once or twice; the letters continued on her part in the same strain of
passionate love for a very considerable time—I say passionate love, because, unhappily,
they are written without any sense of decency, and in most licentious terms. After a
certain time, Mr Minnoch’s attentions to the girl became very marked ; she saw there
was no chance of marrying L’Angelier, even if she continued to like him suﬂicxently ; but
the other was certainly a most desirable marriage for her to make. The Lord Advo-
cate says that her object then was to extricate herself from the position she wasin. She
made an appeal to L' Angelier to give up ber letters, and the tone of her letters grew
colder; and in one of them she told him that the attachment on her part had ceased,
and she thought on his also. There seemed no reason, however, to suppose that such
was the case on his side. The Lord Advocate says that by these cold letters she was
trying to make him give her up, and give back her letters. She failed in that. The
letters then resumed a warmer tone ; and the Lord Advocate said that was to allure him
back again, and to get him into the house in order to succeed in her design. Well,
after her return to Glasgow from the Bridge of Allan, she wrote letters to him, thiuking
he had returned also, for the purpose of having an interview. The Lord Advocate’s
theory was, that when no allurements, or enticements, or fascinations from her could
bring the letters back, she had proposed this interview, and bought the arsenic with
the intention of poisoning him—that that last interview having taken place, she did
actually administer that dose of arsenic to L’Angelier, from the effects of which, by
whomsoever given, he died. All this, on the other hand, is treated as a totally in-
credible supposition by the counsel for the prisoner. It is said that she could not have
had such a purpose—that it is something too monstrous to believe or inquire into even.
Gentlemen, it is very difficult to say what the exasperated feelings of a female who had
been placed in the situation in which this woman was placed might not lead her to do.
And here it i3 that the correspondence comes to be of the utmost importance, as
shewing what feelings she cherished about that time, what state of mind and
disposition she was iu, and whether there was any trace of moral sense or pro-
_priety to be found in her lettess, or whether they did not exhibit such a degree of ill-
regulated, disordered, distempered, and licentious feeling, as to shew that the writer was
.a person quite capable of compassing any end by which she could avoid exposure and
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disgrace, and of cherishing any feeling of revenge which such treatment might excite
in her mind, driven nearly to madness by the thought of what might follow the revela-
tion of this correspondence. His Lordship then read one of the letters, remarking that
the expressions used in that and following letters were most singular as passing between
two unmarried people. We heard, said his Lordship, a good deal said by the Dean of
Faculty as to the character of this panel ; we have no evidence on the subject except
what these letters exhibit, and no witness to character was brought; but certainly
these letters shew as extraordinary a frame of mind and of passion as perhaps
ever appeared in a court of justice. Can you be surprised, after such letters as
those of the 29th April and 3d May, that on the 6th of May, three days afterwards,
he got possession of her person. On the 7th of May she writes again, and in that
letter is there the slightest appearance of grief, of repentance, or of remorse ? None
whatever. It is the letter of a girl rejoicing in what had passed, and alluding to
it in one passage in particular in terms which I will not read, for perhaps they were

never previously committed to paper as having passed between a man and a woman,

There could be no doubt of the state of degraded and unholy feeling into which she
had sunk, probably not the less so if it was produced by his undermining and corrupt-
ing her principles. And then the jury would not omit to notice the remarkable fact that
though, from many remarks in her letters, it was evident that she was not in the habit
of destroying his letters after their arrival, and that she must have had a great number
of them in her possession, not one letter of his had been found. It had been said that
in the latter part of this correspondence she was playing a part, and that such was the
case was as clear as possible from the endearing manner in which she was writing to
Minnoch and L’Angelier at the same time. As to the last letter which brought L'Ange-
lier from the Bridge of Allan, she said it was written to inform him of the engagement
to Mr Minnoch ; but surely, had that been the case, she would never have wished to
be ¢ clasped to the heart,” as she expressed it in her letter, of a man whom she had to
inform that she was engaged to another, and that all relations must be broken off be-
tween them. That that letter brought him to town there could, he thought, not be a
moment’s doubt. In ordinary matters of life, there would not be any hesitation in
coming to the conclusion that they did meet accordingly; but they would ob-
serve how much more serious it became when the inference was to be drawn in
a case where that meeting is supposed to end in the administration of poison,
and the death of one of the parties. There was certainly no difficulty in making
arrangements to meet; and if she expected him on the Friday night, and also
looked for him on the Saturday night, it would not be surprising that she would also
wait for him the second night after the appointment.

The DEAN OF FACULTY—It was only the first night afier the appointment, my
Lord, that she waited for him.

The LorD JUSTICE-CLERE—In her letter she said, ¢ I shall wait again to-morrow
night—same hour and arrangement ;" and, therefore, it might be expected she would
wait for him the next night too.

The DEAN OF FAcULTY—My Lord, that is the turning-point of the case, because the
slightest difference of expression may occasion a different meaning.

The LorD JusTICE-CLERK said he thought there was no doubt she would wait
a second night, and the probability was that he had found her when Le went to
see her. Bat, then, that was an inference only, and if the jury thought it such a
just and satisfactory inference that they could rest their verdict upon it, it was
quite competent for them to draw that inference from the letter, and the con-
duct of the man coming to Glasgow with a special purpose. If this had been
an appointment about business, and it had been shewn that a person came to town
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for the purpose of seeing another, and he went out for that purpose, having no other
object in coming to Glasgow, they would probably scout the notion of a person saying
I never saw or heard of him that day that he came ; but the inference they were asked
to draw was this, that they met upon that night, where the fact of their meeting is the
foundation of a charge of murder. Therefore the jury must feel that the grounds of
drawing an inference in the ordinary matters of civil business, or the actual appoint-
ments of mutual friends, is one thing; and the inference from the fact that he came to
Glasgow, that they did meet, and that, therefore, the poison was administered to him
by her at that time, is another, and a most enormous jump in the category of infer-
ences. Now, then, gentlemen, continued his Lordship, let us take the three charges in
the indictment. The first charge is, that she administered poison on the 19th or 20th
February 1857. Probably you may come to the conclusion, on the evidence of Miss
Perry and others, that he did see her on that occasion ; but she was not proved to have
had arsenic or any other poison in her possession, and what I attach very great im-
portance to is, that there is no medical testimony, by analysis of the matter vomited, that
that illness did proceed from the administration of arsenic. If the doctor had examined
the matter vomited, and said that there was certainly arsenic here, I am afraid the
case would have been very strong against her as having given him coffee or
something immediately before his illness on that occasion. But it is not
proved that the illness arose from the administration of poison. Arsenic she
had not, and there is no proof of her having possessed anything deleterious.
Therefore I have no hesitation in telling you that : that charge has failed.
The second charge stands in a somewhat different position in regard to the evidence,
though in one respect it is similar to the first case, for it is not proved that the illness
arose from the administration of arsenic or any other poisonous substance. But, then,
the way in which you can connect the prisoner with a meeting on that occasion is much .
stronger. Still, if you should think you can acquit her of the first charge, and that
there 18 too much doubt to find the second proven, then you will observe how much
that weakens the case that has been raised by the prosecution on the motives for
revenge, on the change in the tone of the letters, and the desire to allure him again to
her embraces and fascinations, which could not be accounted for except on the supposi-
tion of some such murderous design. In that view undoubtedly the foundation of the
case is very much shaken, and will not lead you to suppose that the purpose of murder
was cherished on the 22d. Then as to the charge for murder, the question for you
to consider is a simple one. No matter how surrounded the prisoner is with
grave suspicions, and with many circumstances that seem to militate against the
notion of innocence upon any theory that has been propounded, still, are you prepared
to say that you find that the interview upon the 22d March has been proved against ber ?
She had arsenic before the illness of the 22d February, and I think you will consider
the excuse about using arsenic as a cosmetic of the same stamp as those which she
stated to the apothecaries. She bought arsenic again on the 6th of March, and cer-
tainly it is a very odd thing that she should buy more arsenic after she came back to
Glasgow on the 18th of March. For unless you are to take the account to be sure, that
she used it as a cosmetic, she has it before tze 22d, and that is a dreadful fact if you
are quite satisfied that she did not get it and use it for the purpose of washing her hands
and face. It may create the greatest reluctance in your mind to take any other view
of the matter than that she was guilty of administering it somehow, though the place
where may not be made out, or the precise time of the interview. ﬁut, on the
other hand, you must keep in view that arsenic could only be administered by her
if an interview took place with L’Angelier, and that view, though it may be the
result of an inference that may satisfy you morally that it did take place, still rests
upon an inference alone, and that inference is to be the ground, and must be the
ground, on which a verdict of guilty is to rest. Gentlemen, you will see, therefore,
the necessity of great caution and jealousy in dealing with any inference which you
may draw from this. Probably, though none of you may think for a moment that he
did go out that night, and that, without seeing her, and without knowing what she
wanted to see him about, he swallowed above 200 grains of arsenic on the street; on
the other hand, gentlemen, if he did not commit suicide, keep in view that that
will not of itself establish that the prisoner administered the arsenic. The matter
may have remained most mysterious—wholly unexplained. You may not be able
to account for it on any other supposition, but stil that supposition or inference
may not be a ground on which you can safely and satisfactorily rest your verdict
against the panel. Now then, gentlemen, 1 leave you to consider the case with
reference to tﬁe views that are raised upon this correspondence. I don’t think you
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will consider it so unlikely as was supposed that this girl, after writing such, letters may
have been capable of cherishing such a purpose. But still, although you may take such a
view of her character, it is but a supposition that she cherished tiis murderous purpose
— the last coriclusion, of course, that you ought to come to merely on supposition, and
inference, and observation upon this varying and wavering correspondence of a girl in
the circumstances in which she was placed. It receives more importance, no doubt,
when you find the purchase of arsenic just before she expected, or just at the time she
expected L'Angelier. But still these are but suppositions—these are but suspicions.
Now, the great and invaluable use of a jury after they direct their attention seriously
to the case with the attention you have done, is to separate firmly—firmly and clearly
in your own minds—suspicions from evidence. Idon't say that inferences may not com-
petently be drawn ; but I have already warned you about inferences in the ordi
matters of civil life, and such a case as this. If you can’t say, we satisfactorily find here
evidence of this mecting, and that the poison must have been administered by her at
that meeting, whatever may be your suspicion, however perplexing may be the proba-
bility against her, and however you may have to struggle to get rid of it, you perform
your best and bounden duty as a jury to separate suspicion from truth, and to proceed
upon nothing that you don’t find established in evidence against her. I am quite
satisfied that whatever verdict you may give, after the attention which you have bestowed
upon this case, will be the best approximation to truth at which we could arrive. You
are the best judges, not only in point of law, but in point of fact, and you may be per-
fectly confident that if you return a verdict satisfactory to yourselves against the
prisoner, you need not fear any consequences from any future, or imagined, or fancied
discovery, for you will have done your duty under your oaths under éod, and to your
country, and may feel satisfied that remorse you never can have.

The jury retired at five minutes past one, and returned into Court at
twenty-five minutes from two. The foreman, Mr Moffat, mathematical
teacher in the High School, read the following verdict :—

In regard to the FirsT CHARGE, the jury, by a majority, find a verdict
of NOT GUILTY.

In regard to the SkcoNp CHARGE, the jury find, by a majority, a
verdict of NOT PROVEN.

In regard to the THIRD CHALGE (the charge of MuRDER), the jury, by a
majority, find a verdict of '

NOT PROVEN.

The Lorp JusTICE-CLERK then thanked the Jury for their services, and
intimated that they would not be called upon to serve again for five
years. He also said, that they would have perceived from what he had
said to them that his own opinion quite coincided with the conclusion at
which they had arrived.

The prisoner, who had listened to the verdict with the same calmness
which she had manifested throughout the whole proceedings, was then
dismissed from the bar.

BALLANTYNE AND COMPANY, PRINTERS, EDINBURGH.
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