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MONTREAL, FEURUARY, 1800.

TI IEDI)TCAL ViDIENCE IN T11E 0ASiM OF TlE QUICEN AQAINST JAMES
CONNELL FOR THI¢ MUlt1I)El 0E fIlS WIFJi.

An incidetnt occirred durinig the trial of this case which Vo foel bound to
notice. It will bo rerieimibered, that certain medical evidence wis addued to

establish a probability that Mrs. Coniell died of' Apoplexy, an opi nion which
we apprehend there will be little difliculty in justifying, notwithstading Dr.
IIingston't lengthty coninunication on the subject, which We have adm13 ittd linto
tis imiinber of our Journl. Tie meîodical genstlenen, who stated upoin oath
that such was their comlimon opinion, were Irs. Wolfred Nelson, Peitier, C(raik
and 1hall ; and it, will, we thiînk, bc admitted, that the stau s of thecse parties
re4pectivelywas such as should, sit the least, havo secured for them courteous con-
sideration, not only fromrn the Crown prosecutor, F. Johnson, Esq., but ails fron
the Beni. Strange to say, however, that unotwithstanding the grey hairs of
onme, and the unquestionable qualifications of all, tley were flippantly tainted as
"young aspirants for fame " by Mr. Johrnson, which words were adopted by
His Uonor Mr. Justice Aylwin, wlo also took occasion to remnark upon the
"scandal," which in tieso latter days was often occasioned in Courts of Justice
by contradictory mnedical testiînony, and finally disposed of the evidence in ques-
tion by the sonewhat undignified renark, that "it Was not worth a snap of hi$
finger," suiting at the san ime the action to the word.

It should be known, that while tie inedical gentleiien whon we have naned
wcre being thus treated, because they presuned to differ froma the iedical evi-
dence given in support of the prosecution, the Queen's Counsel hlad actually se-

cured the attendance during the whole trial of two inedical men, Drs. -Jone8
and Beaubien, for the express purpose of giving their judgment on the case as
developed in open Court. Surely, it was not predetcrminned that the testinony
of these gentlemen should have been infavour of theprosecutian; and if not,
in what a position would they have found themiselves, had they, like Dr. Nelson
and others, differed fromt Drs. Hfingston and Hloward who deposed that the wo-
man died fron personal violence, a conclusion at which they were unable to arrive
until the very day of the trial, eight months after the decesue of the wonan I
They would have been actually rebuked by the very parties, who had retained
them to give, no doubt, a conscientious opinion.

We respectfully submit, that the course pursued by the learned Judge and

Queen's Counsel in this matter was entirely at'fault. Either medical witnesses


