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atone. This defence was that qhe cornmitted the act in self-
defence;, ini other words. that it was a case c.? ust.ifiable homicide.
Counsel for the prisoner made no allegation that the prisoner wa.,
temporariv insane. nor 'vas ttîe defence based on the theory of
a -brain-storm. " such as was the dlaim ini the well-known Thawv
ca.se. It was a plan and straight excuse that the prisoner 'vas,

under the circumstances, justificd in doin'g what she did.
The ce-idence was of a vers' niagre character, and there wa-

apparerLlv no attempt to throw light upon sei'eral points which
would secîn to he of interest. if net of importance. Possib'v it
iniglt be claimed that the nature of the defence made a> ex~-
hawstive inquiry of the attendant cireumstances unnecessarv.
But the interests of justiceseem to have required ai) possible light
te bc thrown upon thîs tragic event; and it inust be rememher?dl
that it 'vas these attendant circuxustances which 'vere said so to
have operated on the girl's mind a.; to induce her te tbink tinat
ber onlv chance of safety froxu the alleged blandishments of ber
uiaster was- his death. And here it inay be noted that the mind

of the jury was undoubiediy iargelv swayed 1w -Such circumstances
as 'vere brouglit to their attention.

It 'vas naturallv asked why the girl remained in the bouse ill
day if she 'vas afraid of il' -(reatment when the deceased should
return in the eveninig. The ansiver that the girl had promiséd
ber inistress to stuy there until -ie rezurned appears to us te bc
entireiy inadequate, in view of the gîri's alleged fears, which
bulkced se large in her mind as to require the death of a man to
quiet thern. But however this may he, the alleged justificationf 'vas utterly incensistent with the rules cf law as laid down in
England and in this country as te -justifiable hoiceide," and 've

niake this statemnent mocre strongiv as we have iLs vet heard of no
lawyer who is of a different opinion.

As 've have said, the case 'vas a verv simple one, and the ouiy
question for the jury (and this should have been insiste1 upoli
by the learned Judge) 'vas whether or nu, fthc prisonür bclieved or
had reason to believe that she 'vas iii danger of inuediate violence
threatcning her life or chastity, and any provocation must have
been hoth 'reeent and reasoniale." Nor was it an aet (lone in


