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shall not attempt to discuss. W. cannot help thinking, how.
ever, that a document whlch appears to have been framed
upon the model of a charge delivered to a jury by an
extremely cautions judge who is anxious to avoid any very
decided expression of opinion, w.a scarcely the kind of
address which the gravity of the criais demanded. Howxever

.. ~~ this may bewe most heartiiy synipathize with those citizons
of the great republic. who, disregarding their niateriai interests,
are honestiy desirous (unfortunately there are many clamour-
ers who are flot honest) of righting the wrongs inflicted lapon
an oppressed and mtsgoverned people by a nation which stili
lives in the darkness, superstition and cruelty of the M1iddle
Ages.

By the recent decision in l>cdiço v. Cwzuonwea/t/,, the
Kentucky Court of Appeal may ba said to have given a new

Y ameaning to the adage which tells us that 1,every dog has his
d.av," etc., and indeed to have raised ý1ie.species of our faith.
fui canine friends to a position of %vholly unprecedenied
dignity. A rnajority of the judges have held that the moe

* . fact of a bloodlhound's having taken up the trail of the defend-
ant at the scene of a crime and followed it to his residence, is
admissible in evidence against him, a1thongh as there was

* . nothing else to show that he had actually been at the spot,
and, for aught that appeare. the scent might have travelled
a considerable distance before it struck the animal's sense of
smell. The Ilbloodhound witness case," as it is 'iow ccminonly
terxned, has naturally excited a good deai of attention in the
United States. That the instincts of dogs may often furnish
valuable testimony under appropriate circuimstances is not to

* be denied, and the sanie remark niay bc made with reference
* to their sense of smnell. But it is rather startling to find

a decision even b1w a divided court to the effect that the
IL ~. hibertv of a citizen imay be jeopardized by informatior pro.

cured in the ir-anner described ini this case. The only
redeeniing feature of the majority opinion is that it eestricts

* the use of such evidence within very narrow limits, and
requires so many conditions precedent to be satisfied that if


