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PREFACE.

STrANGE stories have been unfolded at the Old Bailey, bul
no stranger one has been heard than that of Mrs. Bartlett.
Apart from the dramatic incidents of the trial and the curious
mwedical questions which came under discussion, ‘¢ the whole
story,”’ to quote from the T'imes leading article, ‘‘ whether
on the theory of guilt or innocence, is marvellous.”

My task as editor has been lighlened by the fact that a
verbatim report of the trial with a preface by Sir Edward
Clarke was published in 1886. In addition, I had the
inestimable advantage of several personal interviews with
Sir Edward, who kindly allowed me to see his case-book and
other documents bearing on the trial. For this and for his
great courtesy on all occasions, when 1 have invoked his
help, I beg to tender him my best thanks. I desire also to
take this opportunity of expressing my gratitude to Mrs.
Norton for sending me a photograph of her father, Sir Alfred
Wills, a copy of whi.ch appears in this volume.

Joun HaLyn.
August, 1927,
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ADELAIDE BARTLETT.

INTRODUCTION.
L

TuErg is & peculiar fascination about a case of poisoning. It is
generally mysterious, the evidence is always circumstantial, and,
if & woman be concerned in it, there is almost invariably a love
story in the background. All these elements were present at the
trial of Mrs. Bartlett, and, in addiiion, there were curious prob-
lems of medical jurisprudence and the question of the strange
relations alleged to have existed hetween the different parties.

The history of the affair opens on 9th April, 1875, with the
marriage at Croydon of Adelaide Blanche de la Tremoille and
Thomas Edwin Bartlett. The bride was horn at Orleans in 1855,
and was therefore in her twentieth year. She was the natural
daughter of an Englishman of good position. The name of her
mother has never been disclosed, nor is anything known about her
early life. FHer familiarity with the English language suggests,
however, that she was brought to this country as a child; but all
that can be said with certainty about the matter is that, at the
beginning of 1875, she was living at Kingston-on-Thames, in the
samne house as Charles Bartlett, who introduced her to his brother,
her prospective husband.  According to her own story, she only
saw him once before her marriage, which was arranged by her
father. No money seems to have heen settled upon her, but it is
supposed that her husband received a considerable sum, which
he employed to great advantage in his business.*

The bridegroom, Edwin Bartlett, to give him the name by
which his: family and friends addressed him, was a prosperous
grocer and provision dealer, about thirty years of age. So suc-
cessful was he that at the time of his death, eleven years later,
he and his partner, Mr. Baxter, were the owners of no less than
six shops in the Herne Hill and Dulwich districts. It was after-
wards said of him that he was a man of peculiar views about
matrimony. But at this stage of the narrative it is only neces-
sary to mention one of his characteristics. Like many successful

X Qornhill Magazine, December, 1920. “Leaves from a Lawyer’s Case
Book,” by Sir Edward Clacke. hid
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Adelaide Bartlett.

men whose education has been no more than rudimentary, he
had s great respect for learning,* and no sooner was he married
than he took immediate steps to remedy the defects of hix wife's
education. Almost from the church-dvor she was sent ol {u a
boarding school at Stoke Newington, where she remained for two
years, during all of which time she only lived with her husband
in the holidays. There is no reason to suppose, however, tha! she
resented this arrangement and was not a consenting party fo it.
Be that as it may, after a third year spent at a vonvent in Bel
gium, her education was considered to be sufficienily advanced to
admit of her return to England. In 1878, accordingly, she tuwk
up her permaneni abode with her husband, in the first instanve
in Station Road, Herne Hill, in rooms situated over one of his
principal shops.

In her new home Mrs. Bartlett appears to have lived on the
most affectionate terms with her husband. He was, however, too
absorbed in business to have much time to devote to her amuse-
ment. With her neighbours she seems to have had no soeial inter-
course, nor does she appear to have kept up friendly relationa with
any of her former mistresses or schoolfellows. Her work, her
musie, and her dogs, of which she was very fond, sufficed apparently
for her entertainment. Had she and her husband been the only
occupanis of their home she would, as far as can be judged, have
led a contented existence. Unfortunately, very soon after her
arrival in Station Road, her mother-in-law died, and her husband
thereupon suggested that his father should come to live with them.
Old Mr. Bartlett was a builder who had not been very successful,
and was, in consequence, largely dependent upon his son, whose
invitation he accepted, notwithstanding that he disliked his daugh-
ter-in-law and disapproved of the marriage. Entertaining these
sentiments, he could hardly fail to bring an element of discord
into the peaceful atmosphere of Station” Road. And so it proved.
After several minor disputes old Mr. Bartlett made Rome very
serious allegations against his daughter-in-law and his son,
Frederick. Whether or not there was any truth in these charges,
Edwin Bartlett stood by his wife and insisted upon his father
withdrfmwing them. The old man, having no desire to quarrel
with !}15 son, agreed to sign an apology drawn up by a solicitor,
in which he acknowledged that his statements were unfounded, and
expressed his regret that he had made them. A reconciliation

’ m =
regard for ugvmm Article by Dr. Leach. *He had & reverential
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Introduction.

followed, but it was upon the surface only. Henceforward old Mr.
Bartlett and his daughter-in-law were to all outward appearances
on friendly and even affectionate terms, but, as will be seen, they
continued in their hearts to regard each other with as much dislike
as ever.

After this incident nothing worthy of record seems to have
occurred until the autumn of 1881, when Mrs. Bartlett, for the
first time, was expecting to be a mother. About a month before
the event, a nurse, Annie Walker by name, was called in and
installed in Station Road, The circumstances which led to the
selection of this woman must be noted, because they afterwards
assumed some importance. The Bartletts possessed and appear
1o have closely studied a book entitled ‘‘ Esoteric Anthropology;
or, the Mysteries of Man.’” It dealt with the subject of birth
control, and professed to be as ‘“ pure in morals >’ as it was
‘¢ true in science.’” Thus abstention was prescribed as the only
proper and eflectnal way of avoiding the consequences of the
sexual act. But, having laid down this principle, it went on to
explain, for the benefit presumably of those who were disinclined
to exercise so much restraint, how the consequences of this same
act could be averled. Now, when she found herself in the con-
dition which has been mentioned, Mrs. Bartlett’s thoughts seem
to have turned towards Dr. Nichols, the author of this work.
She was aware that he lived in Fopstone Road, Earl’s Court, and
was an American doctor who had no degree entitling him to prac-
tise in this country. But she knew also that, quite independently
of him, his wife, Mrs. Nichols, was in the habit of seeing patients
and giving consultations. Accordingly, she either went to see this
lady, who died some two years later, or communicated with her
by letter, and it was on her advice that Annie Walker was en-
gaged.

Mrs. Bartlett was ndt attended by a doctor. When Annie
Walker, who seems to have been an experienced and skilful nurse,
spoke to Mr. Bartlett on the subject, he merely inquired whether
she was apprehensive on his wife’s account, and, on learning that
it was the life of the child, not that of the mother, which would
be endangered, begged her °to take the case through,” as he
would ‘‘ rather not have any man interfering with her.”” The
nurse’s fears proved well founded. After a most painful con-
finement Mrs. Bartlett was delivered of a dead child, the doctor
whom, at the last moment, Annie Walker insisted on calling in
arriving too late to save it.

For another three weeks, until she was once more up and

8



Adelaide Bartlett.

about, the nurse remained with Mrs. Bartlett. The two women
undoubtedly became much attached to each other, and, when
her professional attendance was no longer necessary, Annie Walker
continued from time to time to visit her former patient. On
one occagion, indeed, she seems to have stayed with her for
several days. Both Mr. and Mrs. Bartlett treated her with the
utmost confidence, and never hesitated to discuss with her their
most private affairs. Later on, in consequence, when all these
matters were investigated, she was able to give much valuable
information sbout their relations to each other and generally
about their mode of life. According to her, they were & united
and affectionate couple. Nevertheless, Mrs. Bartlett did once
speak to her with regret shout her husband’s failure to appretiate
either her musical talents or her work, although, in Annie Walker’s
opinion, ‘‘she worked beautifully.” She also on several uoca-
sions complained of Mr. Bartlett's testamentary dispositions. He
kad left everything to her, but only on the condition that she
should never re-marry. She would often revert to this matter,
and, to the best of the nurse’s recollection, had once mentioned
the subject in her husband’s presence.

In 1883, a little more than & year after these events, the
Bartletts left Station Road and went to live over another of
Mr. Bartlett’s shops in Lordship Lane, East Dulwich. Here Mra.
Bartlett became very friendly with a neighbour, s Mrs. Matthews,
the wife of a silk salesman in the city, who was doubtless a
business acquaintance of Mr. Bartlet. During the whole of her
married life this lady and the nurse, Annie Walker, seem to have
been the only persons of her own sex with whom Mrs. Bartlett
can be said to have been on intimate terms. After remsaining for
about twelve months in Lordship Lane, the Bartletts again changed
their place of domicile, this time to The Cottage, Merton, soms two
miles from Wimbledon. At Lordship Lane and at Merton Mrs,

When they lefi Herne Hill old Mr. Bartlett did mot accompan:

them to their new home. Neither at Lordship Lane nor a3 lor{
ton wae the sceommodation sufficient, he afterwards explained,
Be that 88, K may, the old gentleman ever atterwards lived apert,
ﬁ -'::win hmzelwf ;1:2 ocoasional visita to his scan’s howse.

. it, ver, of seeing him avery

kL %uua&erqi his shops. nearly o,
' Buﬁ,l|ethrm'nedatl{ertonunﬁlthoummollm.
that, bowaves, & moan kad embered into their lives who
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Introduction.

was destined tragically to affect their future existence. One Sun-
day, at the beginning of their last year’s stay at Merton, they
attended divine worship at a Wesleyan chapel in the village
street. The Rev. George Dyson, a young man about twenty-seven
years of age, with ‘‘ closely trimmed whiskers and a heavy black
moustache,’”’® conducted the service.  There was nothing very
striking either aboul his appearance or his address, and neither
Mr. nor Mrs. Bartlett was particularly attracted by him. A few
days later he paid them a formal call, and was received by Mrs.
Bartlett, who, when he took his leave, does not appear to have
expressed any wish to see him again. The Bartletts, however,
continued to attend his chapel, and, in June, 1886, some five
months later, he repeated his visit. On this occasion both husband
and wife were at home, and entertained the reverend gentleman
at tea. He was about to go to Dublin for a few days to take his
degree at Trinity College, and talked about his studies. Mr.
Bartlett, whose profound respect for a oclassical education has
already been mentioned, was greatly interested, and, when Mr.
Dyson went away, he pressed him warmly to return at no distant
date. The young man complied, and a considerable intimacy
soon sprang up between them. The Rev. George was certainly
not possessed of deep learning or of wide mental attainments, but
he was probably a more-cultivated and better-educated man than
anybody with whom Mr. Bartlett had hitherto associated on terms
of equality. That he was impressed by him and derived a keen
pleasure from his companionship may be gathered from the fact
that he suggested, before long, that his wife should resume her
studies under his able tuition. Mr. Dyson readily undertook the
task, and henceforward came nearly every day to The Cottage
to “‘ coach *’ his friend’s wife in Latin, history, geography, and
mathematics.

Mrs. Bartlett’s lonely®days were over. Instead of long hours
in which she had to depend for amusement upon her own resources,
her afternoons and, sometimes, even her mornings were passed
in Mr. Dyson’s company. With the exception of the Matthews, who
stayed for a week at The Cottage in July, there were no visitors
to imtrude upon their privacy. From eleven o’clock, whenwihe”
daily servant finished her work and went home, they had the
house completely to themaselves. About six Mr. Bartlett generally
returned from business, and, if Mr. Dyson had not yet gone, he
would ‘insist upon his remaining and devoting ancther hour or

'M Telograph, 206k Bebruary, 1886,




Adelaide Bartlett.

two to his entertainment. Thus matters went on until the end
of August, when the Bartletts’ tenancy of The Cottage cxpirud.
Before selecting a new residence they proposed to spend & month
at Dover. But by this time Mr. Dyson had become sv necessary
to their happiness that they felt that no holiday would be worthy
of the name without him. Mr. Dyson was a man of small means,
being wholly dependent upon his stipend of £100 a year. A
journey to Dover was, therefore, to him a serious matier.  Mr,
Bartlett, however, would not allow any consideration of that
kind to stand in the way, and offered to supply him with a first.
class season ticket.* Mr. Dyson’s clerical duties, unfortunately,
prevented him from taking full advantage of his friend's
generogity, but, while declining a season ticket, he promised to
run down and see them whenever he could. And he was as guod
as his word. On two different occasions during the month of
September he stayed with them at Dover, the cost of his return
ticket being defrayed by Mr. Bartlett.

Although the Bartletts were in the habit of alluding to the
month which they spent at Dover as a holiday, it was in point
of fact a period of strenuous activity for Mr. Bartlett. Nearly
every day he went up to business, not infrequently catching the
boat train at three in the morning and sometimes not returning
until ten o’clock at night. And on one of the first days on which
he thus went up to London he gave Mr. Dyson a proof of the
confidence which he reposed in him, although his acquaintance
with him had lasted for little more than two months. On the
afternoon of 3rd September, while at ome of his shops in Herna
Hill, he requested two of his assistants to witness his signaturve,
The document which he asked them to attest was a will leaving
everything he possessed to his wife unconditionally, and appoint-
ing his solicitor, Mr. Wood, and his_friend, the Rev. George
Dyson, hig executors. And, having made these dispositions, he
made no secret of them to his wife and Mr. Dyson, both of whom,
in consequence, became aware that his new will contained ne
objectionable stipulation that she must not re-marry.

Having seemingly determined to live in the heart of London,
the Bartletts, on leaving Dover, went to a hotel in the Strand,
in’ order to seek for lodgings. These they found in Claverton
Street, and thither they removed on 3rd October. Claverton
Street runs from Belgrave Road to Grosvenor Road, on the river
embankment. It begins under the name of Denbigh Street, but,

4Inquest, 11th February, 1886,
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Introduction.

after crossing Lupus Street, it widens out and becomes Claverton
Street. It is a street like many others in this part of London.
The houses are three storeys high, and each has a portico sup-
ported by Doric pillars, which forms a balcony for the first-Soor
windows. And it was the first, or drawing-room, floor of No.
85 which the Bartletts proposed to occupy. It consisted of only
two rooms, divided from each other by folding doors—one in front
looking on to the sireet and one at the back which was to serve as
their bedroom. In discussing their arrangements with Mrs.
Doggett, the landlady, Mr. Bartlett, bearing in mind that Mr.
Dyson would doubtless be a frequent visitor, was careful to warn
her that a gentleman would dine with them once a week. ‘It
is only a clergyman,’’ interjected Mrs. Bartlett. But whether
this remark had reference to their guest’s appetite or was in-
tended to guarantee his respeclabilily can only be surmised. In
view of what happened afterwards, it may perhaps be considered
ominous that Mr. Doggett, the landlord, held the post of Registrar
of Deaths for the district.

Life at Claverion Street followed the usual routine. Every
morning, soon after eight, Mr. Bartlett started off to business,
returning as a rule at six, at which hour he and his wife generally
dined. Long before that, however, Mr. Dyson, who had been
thoughtfully provided with a season ticket from Putney to Water-
loo, generally appeared at the house. By this time all three of
them had discarded in speaking to one another the ceremonious
““ Mr.” and ‘* Mrs,”” Whether her husband were present or not,
Mrs. Bartlett was ‘¢ Adelaide ”’ to Mr. Dyson, and he was
‘“ George >’ to her. It may be that in these days there would be
nothing extraordinary about such familiarity, but, forty years
ago, especially in the rank of life to which these people belonged,
it was most unusual. When Mr. Dyson arrived in the morning,
as he sometimes did, he «and Mrs. Bartlett always had Juncheon
together, and far more often than the ‘‘ once a week > men-
tioned by Mr. Bartlett to the landlady he ate his dinner at Claver-
ton Street. That be made himself thoroughly at home may be
gathered from the fact that, on arriving, he generally discarded
hig clerical attire and put on an old jacket and a pair of slippers
which the Bartletts kept for his use in their sitting-room. If the
real purpose of his long visits was the supervision of Mrs. Bart-
lett’s studies, it is strange that he never brought any books with
him to Claverton Street. And Alice Fulcher, the maidservant,
who supplied that information, could recollect other matters which
suggest yet more strongly that he and Mrs. Bartlett devoted very

7



Adelaide Bartlett.

litile time to ¢ Latin, history, geography, and mathematics.™
One day, after Mr. Dyson’s departure, ghe noticed that the
window curtains had been pinned together, and, on another ovea-
gion, when she entered the room, she found him seated in a low
chair, while Mrs. Bartlett reclined upon the fioor at his feet
with her head upon his knees.

Although he often suffered from his teeth, Mr. Bartlett,
throughout his married life, enjoyed excellent health. In Novem-
ber, 1880, while at Station Road, he was examined and accopted
by the British Equitable as a first-class life. Once only, owing
to overwork, he was compelled to take a rest, but a sea voyage
to Scotland soon put him right, and, at the end of a fortnight,
he was back agsin at business. On 8th December, however, when
he bhad been living in Claverton Street for about two months, he
felt so out of sorts that he abandoned work for the day and re-
turned home. He had arranged the following morning tv go with
his wife and Mr. Dyson to the St. Bernard Dog Show, and, when
at half-past nine that gentleman arrived, he still adhered to
his intention of accompanying them. But in the evening, after a
long day spent at the show, he complained of fatigue, and the
next day was so clearly very ill that Mrs. Bartlett went out to
fetch a doctor. Dr. Leach, whom she saw, was quite unknown
to them both, and was only selected because he lived in Charlwood
Street, less than a quarter of a mile away.

Dr. Leach found his patient suffering from s severe pain in
his left side, from sickness, diarrhces, and hsemorrhage of the
bowels. His pulse was weak, and his condition one of exireme
nervousness and prostration. He complained of sleeplessness, and
said that he had overworked himself. On looking at his mouth
Dr. Leach observed & blue line round the edge of the gums.
which pointed unmistakably to mercury. Having diagnosed the
case as one of mercurialism or sub-acut® gastritis, he prescribed
a lotion for the mouth and a stomach and sedative mixture, and
recommended that the patient should be kept very quiet and see no
one connected with his business. In the evening he called again,
and for the next two or three days came in twice & day to see
}nm Being still at a loss to account for the symptoms of mer-
ourial poisoning which he had observed at his first visit, he took
the opprtunity, when Mrs, Bartlett was out of the room, of
suggesting to him that he must have taken mercury. But thie
be denied, and the only light which he was ever able to throw
upon the matter was that, some few days previously, he had swal-
low‘esd s pill of unknown strength. Dr. Lesch could discover mo



Introduction.

signs of the disease which is generally associated with the taking
of mercury, and, in default of a better, was inclined {o accept his
patient’s explanation as correct. Probably, he reasoned, the man
Lhad what he described as ‘‘ an idiosyncrasy for the drug.”” His
physical symptoms soon yielded to treatment, but the mental de-
pression and the sleeplessness proved far more difficult to over-
come. Bromides only made him more restless, and, on 13th
December, Dr. Leach was forced to inject morphia. But even this
failed of its object, and, on 16th December, he came to the con-
clusion that his patient’s teeth, which were once again painful,
were the cause of the trouble. He arranged, accordingly, for the
attendance of Mr. Roberts, a dentist, practising in Charlwood
Street. Some ten or eleven years earlier, Mr. Bartlett had been
very badly treated by another dentist, who had sawn off his teeth
and supplied him with a plate without extracting the ¢ subjacent
sturnps.’’ It is not surprising, therefore, that Mr. Roberts found
themm loose, decayed, and, in the words of Dr. Leach, ‘‘in a
horrible condition.”” He now lost no time in doing what should
have been done long ago. On 16th December he removed two,
on the following day eleven, and, on 21st December, yet another
four of these stumps.

After Dr. Leach’s first visit Mrs. Bartlett converted the
sitting-room into a sick-room by mwoving into it from the back
room the small bed in which her husband had hitherto slept.
Throughout his illness she watched over him with unremitting
attention, and performed, without assistance, the most disagreeable
duties of a nurse. At night she was content to obtain what rest
she could either in an armchair by her husband’s bedside or
upon & sofa in his room. Never once could Dr. Leach persuade
her to go to her own bed in the back room. Visitors when they
came were received by her in a small room on the ground
floor, known in the hous® as the ‘‘ back smoking-room ’’ or the
‘“ ante-room,”” which the Doggetts placed at her dispossl. Here
she saw Mr. Dyson, who called as regularly as ever, but, after
talking to her, he generally went upstairs and sat for a time
with the sick man, whose partner, Mr. Baxter, also came every
Sunday to see him. Old Mr. Bartlett, directly he heard of his
condition, hurried round to Claverton Street. On this first occa-
sion he was admitted to the sick-room, but after that his daughter-
in-law generally refused to allow him to go upstairs. Her hus-
band was too ill, she assured him, to receive visitors, and during

8 Langet, 220d May, 1886.



Adelaide Bartlett.

the whole of his son’s illness the father was only permitted to we
him three times. His daughter-in-law, however, wrote hiis
several short notes. These were afterwards produced in Court,
and can be more conveniently dealt with later. For the moment
suffice it to say that in one of them she intimated very plainly
that she had neither forgiven nor forgotten the quarrel at Station
Road. The old man greatly resented his exclusion from his son’s
room, and on one of his visits, when he was talking to hix
daughter-in-law in the ground-floor room, he professed to be
disappointed with his progress, and offered to send in another
doctor.  She, however, declined to entertain the suggestion on
the score of the expense it would involve, a plea which the old man
scouted as ridiculous.

Nevertheless, old Mr. Bartleit’s words were not without effect.
It is plain from a very remarkable conversation which took place
with Dr. Leach that she must have talked over his faiher's sug-
gestion with her husband. ‘¢ Doctor,” said Mrs. Bartleti to br.
Leach in the course of his visit on 19ih December, ** will you
excuse me for what I am about to say,” and, after some com-
plimentary remarks about his skilful treatinent of his patient,
she proceeded to tell him that her husband’s relations and friends
were desirous of sending in a doctor of their own selection.
‘“ These people,” she continued, ¢ were most unfriendly to her.”
‘‘ We intend,” exclaimed Mr. Bartlett from his bed, ‘‘ to manage
our own affairs in future, and not to be interfered with by
my friends or relations. I am sorry to say that they are not kind
to my wife.”” Dr. Leach begged them to call in whom they
pleased ; he had no objection, he assured them, to any number of
consultations. ‘‘ No,”> replied Mr. Bartlett, ‘‘ I will not have a
consultation in the ordinary sense of the term. I will not see any
one they send. I will see any gentleman you choose to bring. |
am getting better, and I will not submit to any other treatment.
I will see any gentleman once. I do this for the protection of my
wife.”” ‘‘ Doctor,”” added Mrs. Bartlett, * Mr. Bartlett’s friends
will acouse me of poisoming him if he does mot get out soon.”
Before Dr. Leach left the house it was arranged that he should
invite the attendance of a neighbouring practitioner, Dr. Dudley,
of 71 Belgrave Road.

. That same day, 19th December, Dr. Dudley, in conjunction
with Dr. Leach, made a thorough examination of Mr. Bartlett.
He complained very much of sleeplessness, and appeared to be
depressed and lacking in energy. Dr. Dudley, however, saw no

rea:;n to. suggest any alteration of his treatment, of which he
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expressed his complete approval. In his opinion there was very
little the matter with him. He was, he assured him, a perfectly
sound man, and the best advice he could give him was to rouse
himself and go out for a walk or a drive every day. Mrs. Bart-
lett was present throughout the interview, and replied to certain
questions about her husband’s previous health and habiis.
Already, belore this, Dr. Leach had urged him to show some
energy, shake off his lethargy, and go out of the house. But
he either replied that ** it would kill him »’ or begged to be
allowed ““ to lie still and feel happy.”” So obstinate was he on the
point of remaining indoors that Dr. Leach was almost inclined
to fear that he might have °‘ overlooked something serious in
him.”” The only suggestion to which he responded was that, after
Christmnas, he should go to Torquay. To give him confidence Dr.
Leach promised to accompany him and place him under the care of
Dr. Dalby. By this arrangement he hoped that he would consent
to go alone. He was now, Dr. Leach considered, & ‘‘ hysterical
patient,”’” and it was very necessary to induce him to leave his wife,
who ‘¢ petted him too much.”” He only wished it had been in his
power io order him off on a sea voyage, ‘‘ with no one to nurse
him.”’

Christmas that year fell on a Friday, and on Mouday, 21st
December, Mr. Dyson went down to Poole on & visit to his father,
who, like his son, was a Wesleyan minister. On Saturday, the
26th, however, he returned to London, and spent the afternoon
in Claverton Street. Mr. Bartlett seemed ‘‘ brighter,”’ and was
apparently in good spirits. The next day, Sunday, the 27Tth,
he came again, but only reached Claverton Street about nine in
the evening. As he approached the door he met Mrs. Bartlett,
who was going out to post a letter, and, turning back, accom-
panied her. As they walked along she told him that she wanted
to obtain some chlorofort, in order to soothe her husband and
make him sleep. He suffered from an internal complaint which
produced violent paroxysms, and when in that state it was only
chloroform that quieted him. It would have to be sprinkled
on a handkerchief, and, being volatile, she would need a con-
siderable amount, about as much as would be contained in an
ordinary medicine bottle. Hitherto the nurse, Annie Walker,
bad supplied her with it, but she was now abroad in America,
and she therefore proposed to ask him to procure some for her.
Mr. Dyson very naturally suggested that she should apply to Dr.
Leach. She demurred to that, however, saying that, mot know-
ing she was skilled in the use of chloroform, he would be afraid
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to entrust any to her. Mr. Dyson seemed satistied and expressed
his readiness to help her, whereupon she handed him a sovercign
to pay for the purchase of the drug. Both then returned to
Claverton Street, and both went into the house together. Before
departing that evening, Mr. Dyson had a talk with Mr. Bartlett,
who was once more very depressed, but he omitted to say anything
about the commission which Mrs. Bartlett had given him to
execute.

That same night, as soon as he veached his lodgings at Put-
ney, Mr. Dyson appears to have written to a friend, a medical
student, asking him to send him some chloroform. To that letier
he never received an answer, either because it was wrongly
addressed or because his friend was not disposed tu comply
with his request. The next morning, however, thinking pumsilily
that he would do well to have two strings to his bow, he set about
procuring the drug himself. In the course of this Monday, 28th
December, he went to three chemists’ shops—one at Puiney and
two at Wimbledon—and asked for chloroform. At two of themn he
bought & l-ounce bottle, and at a third two bottles containing
the same amount, making about & ounces altogether. All the
bottles which he thus procured were lebelled ‘¢ Chioroform—
Poison,” and, on returning home, he removed one of thess labuls
and stuck it on to a 6-ounce medicine bottle which he obtained
from his landlady. Into this larger bottle he poured the vontents
of the four small bottles which he bought that morning. To each
of the chemists whom he visited he seems to have intimated that he
required chloroform for the purpose of taking out gresse spots.
But, although he saw fit to practise this piece of deception, his
proceedings in other respects were open and straightforward. One
of the shops was within fifty yards of his chapel, and the other
two were kept by men who were members of his congregation.

The next day, Tuesday, the 29th, Mr. Dyson took the chloro-
form with him to Claverton Street, but he did not at once pass it
on to Mrs. Bartlett. A wvisitor, he afterwards explained, was
present, and it was only later on, when he and Mrs. Bartlett went
out for & walk by the river, that he actuslly placed the bottls in
her hands. Mr. Bartlett’s recovery had been somewhat retarded by
an unpleasant complication which made its appearance in Christ-
mas week. It had obliged Dr. Leach to administer certain powders,
followed by strong purgatives, which for several days failed to
produce the desired effect. It was this whioch had csused the
renewed depression which Mr. Dyson had obssrved in him on

Sunlgay. But after a drive in a hansom on Monday, the 28th,
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he felt better, and on the following day Dr. Leach was able to
tell him that he should henceforward discontinue his daily visits.
But, unfortunately, his teeth once more became troublesome, and
Dr. Leach perceived signs of incipient necrosis of the jaw. There
wag every hope, however, that the prompt extraction of one of his
few remaining ieeth would prevent the disease from spreading.
Not wishing to alarm him, the doctor arranged privately with
Mrs. Bartlett that he should visit the dentist on the following
Thursday.

On Thursday, 3lst December, Mr. Bartlett, who was seem-
ingly by now aware of what was in store for him, had, about noon,
half a dozen oysters. A light meal of that kind should surely
have sufficed for a man who was to have a tooth extracted under
gas in the afternoon. But at three his dinner was placed before
him, consisting of jugged hare, of which he partook heartily.
Shortly afterwards, Mr. Dyson paid him his usual vigit. In view
of his excellent appetite it is surprising to hear that that gentle-
man found him ‘‘ nervous >’ and suffering great pain from his
teeth. At five Dr. Leach, who was to accompany his patient to
the dentist, arrived, and Mr. Dyson took his departure. A cab
was called, and the two Bartletts and the doctor set out for Mr.
Roberts’ house in Charlwood Street. In spite of the decidedly
prosaic character of their expedition, Mrs. Bartlett was in a some-
what romantic frame of mind. Addressing Dr. Leach, she said
that so many of their friends had lately been married that she
and her husband were saying that morning ‘‘ we wished almost
we were unmarried that we might have the pleasure of marrying
each other again.”” *‘ That is very flattering to you, Mr. Bart-
lett,”’ observed Dr. Leach. Mr. Bartlett was closely muffled up,
and his reply was inaudible, but, to the best of Dr. Leach’s re-
collection, he said, before they reached their destination, some-
thing to the effect that ‘‘'we suit one another very well; we agree
in our views.”” Hitherto Mr. Roberts, when removing Mr. Bart-
lett’s loose teeth, had applied a local anssthetic, but on this
occasion Dr. Leach was to administer gas. The operation was
quickly and successfully performed, and was attended by no un-
toward incident. The rather long time—about four minutes—
which elapsed before the patient became unconscious was the
only feature of the business which was in the smallest degree
unusual.

Mr. and Mrs. Bartlett returned to Claverton Street in a
hansom. Not long after their arrival Mrs. Doggett came up
stairs to inquire how Mr. Bartlett had stood his visit to the dentist.
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He seemed, she afterwards related, in good spirits, saying that
‘“ he thought the worst was over, and that he would now get
better.”” It was his intention, he gave her to understand, to go
to Torquay for change of air. Under the lead of Mrs. Bartlett,
the subject of anssthetics was then discussed. Had Mrs. Doggett,
she asked, ever beem under chloroform, and was not the sen-
sation of taking it rather °‘ nice and pleasant >’? Mrs. Doggett
had taken chloroform ten years before, but at that distanve of
time her recollection of whether it was ‘‘ nice and pleasant ™
was rather vague. She was in the habit, said Mrs. Bartlett, of
administering sleeping drops to her husband; ‘‘ ten was a strong
dose, but she did mot hesitate to give him twelve.”’ This scems
to have brought the comversation to an end, but, before Mvs.
Doggett went away, Mr. Bartlett told her how greatly he had
enjoyed his jugged hare; ‘‘ he would gladly eat three such dinners
& day.”” At nine o’clock this remarkable invalid had for supper
balf a dozen oysters, bread and butter, some mango-chutney, cake
and tes, all of which he ate with great relish. Not content with
that, while Alice Fulcher was clearing the table, he ordered a
large haddock for his breakfast, adding that ‘‘ he should get up
an hour earlier at the thought of having it.”” About half-past
ten the girl brought up the coals for the night. Mr. Bartlett
was by that time in bed, and Mrs. Bartlett, holding up her finger
to intimate that she did not wish to be disturbed again, directed
her to place a basin for his beef tea on the landing outside.
Downstairs the Doggetts were seeing the New Year in, and it
was not until past midnight that they went to bed. At four Mr.
Doggett was aroused by a sound of knocking, and, going to the
door, found Mrs. Bartlett, who told him that she thought her
husband was dead. Prior to this she had awakened Alice Fulcher
and sent her out for Dr. Leach. As soon as he had clothed him-
self in a dressing-gown, Mr. Doggett went down to the first floor.
Mr. Bartlett was in bed lying upon hisback, with his left hand
reposing upon his breast. He was quite cold, as Mr. Doggett
ascertained, and had probably been dead for two or three hours.
“I bad fallen off to sleep,”” said Mrs. Bartlett, * with my hand
round his foot, and I awoke with a pain in my hand and found
him lying on his face. I put him in the position in which you
saw him and tried to pour brandy down his throst.” This was
the only explanation which she had to offer. Before that, on
ﬁrs.t entering the room, Mr. Doggett noticed s peculiar amell,
whlol_x he asoribed to chloric ether. The fire, he observed, was
burning brightly, and appeared to have been attended $o recently,
14
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On the mantelpiece, within reach of the bed, was a tumbler
half-full of brandy, which also had about it a smell of ether or
paregoric.  His investigations went no further, for at half-past
four Dr. Leach arrived.

At a glance the doctor perceived that his patient was dead.
Mrs. Bartlett, on hearing the fatal verdict, ‘‘ burst out erying
bitterly,’” but when she inquired the cause of death Dr. Leach
could give her no definite answer. It might be that he had
ruptured some small vessel, or there wight be an aneurism which
had been overlooked. For her part Mrs. Bartlett could only
repeat what she had already told Mr. Doggett, with the addition,
however, that before she found her husband dead she had heard
him snoring in & peculiar manner. The whole affair was so in-
explicable that Dr. Leach hegan to wonder whether the deceased
might not have taken some rapidly acling poison, such as prussic
acid. But Mrs. Bartlett, when he suggested that possibility, was
positive that he could not have obisined anything of the kind
without her knowledge. Nevertheless, assisted by Mr. Doggett,
he made a thorough search of the room. They found nothing,
however, which arrested their attention, except a nearly empty
bottle of chlorodyne. Being aware that even as small an amount
as one drachm of this medicine had been known to have a fatal
effect, Dr. Leach atlached considerable importance to this dis-
covery, notwithstanding that Mrs. Bartlett assured him that her
husband was not in the habit of taking it internally, and only
used it for rubbing on his gums or for rinsing out his mouth.
Before leaving the house the doctor was obliged to tell her that
he could not give a death certificate. She seemed disturbed, and
asked, ‘¢ Will there have to be an inquest?’’ Dr. Leach was not
prepared to say as much as that, but he assured her that it was
absolutely necessary that a post-mortem examinaiion should be
held. He did not proposé to perform it himself, and already in
his mind had fixed upon an eminent pathologist, Dr. Green, as
the most suitable person to conduct it. To that Mrs. Bartlett
offered no objection, and appeared genuinely distressed when,
later on in the morning, she learnt that Dr. Green could not attend
until the following afternoon. Indeed, whenever the matter was
mentioned, she expressed the utmost anxiety that the examina-
tion should teke place as soon as possible, and, to quote the words
of Dr. Leach, ‘‘ chafed at the delay.”

Some two hours after Dr. Leach’s departure, Mrs. Bartlett
telegraphed to Mr. Bartlett, senior, her deceased husband’s part-
per, Mr. Baxter, and ber friend, Mrs. Matthews, to inform them
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of what had happened, and to ask them to come round to Claverton
Street. Mr. Baxter and Mrs. Matthews shortly afterwards arrived,
Mr. Bartlett had gone out before the telegram was delivered at
his address, but Mr. Baxter, knowing that he was engaged upon
some work in Berkeley Square, went to find him, and presently
returned with him in a hansom. He was greatly disiressed, and
from the moment that Mr. Baxter imparted the news tn him
seems to have made up his mind that his son had heen the vietim
of foul play. On entering the room in which he lay dead he
went up to him, and, after kissing his forehead, smelt his lips
to see whether he could detect the presence of prussic acid, Then,
turning to Dr. Leach, who was once more back in the house,
he exclaimed, ‘‘ Doctor, we must have a pust-mortem: this can-
not pass.”” Dr. Leach agreed, and told him that the matter was
already engaging his attention. The nevessary arrangemonts were
then discussed, Mr. Bartlett giving it plainly to be understiwd
that he wished the inquiry to be lefi to medical men who had nat
been concerned in the case. That, again, met with Dr. Leach's
approval, and it was finally decided to ask Dr. Green, of Charing
Cross Hospital, his assistant physician, Dr. Murray, aund Dr.
Dudley to perform the examination, and to invite Dr. Cheney. nf
Mandeville Place, to attend on behalf of Mr. Bartlett.  Mrs.
Matthews remained with Mrs. Bartlett uniil the evening, and
accompanied her when she went out to purchase mourning. DPrior
to that Mrs. Bartlett wrote to Mr. Dyson and to Mr. Wood, the
solicitor.

The next morning, 2nd January, Mr. Dyson presented himself
at Claverton Street about half-past eleven, and stayed to hear the
result of the post-mortem. It was to iake place at tweo o'clock
in the first-floor back bedroom, and thither the ductors were con-
ducted as soon as they arrived. While they were engaged upstairs
Mrs. Bartlett, Mr. Dyson, and Mr. Woed sat topether in the little
room on the ground floor. 01d Mr. Barflett declined to join them,
preferring to spend the time in the street uutside. There he
remained until about four o’clock, when he saw Dr. Green come
out of the house and drive away. Shortly afterwards Dr. Leach,
whose part in the proceedings had been confined to taking notes,
csme down and invited every ome to go upstairs to the front
room, where the doctors awaited them. Then, baving been re-
quested by his colleagues to act as their spokesmsn, he com.
municated to all present the following declaration :—‘¢ These
gentlemen wish me to state that we have carefully examined the
‘nodlya of the deceased, and we are unable to discover any patho-
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logical lethal cause—that is, any natural or obvious cause—of
death. The contents of the stomach are suspicious, and we have
preserved them.’” It was plain that the doctors, with the possible
exception of Dr. Leach, took a very grave view of the case. *‘ He
has no business to be lying there, a strong man like that,’’ said
Dr. Dudley, placing his hand upon old Mr. Bartlett’s shoulder.
The rooms, it was announced, were to be locked up and sealed
and handed over to the coronmer, and in the meantime nothing
must be removed from them. One of the doctors said that Mrs.
Bartlett must not take away her bag, and another that she must
leave her cloak behind her. But to this Mr. Bartlett, who had
seemingly been making some quiet investigations on his own
account, demurred, saying, ‘‘ Yes, Adelaide may take her cloak;
there are no pockets in it. I will be answerable for it.”’ It had
been arranged that she should seek the hospitality of the Matthews,
and presently, bereft of her handbag and escorted by Mr. Dyson,
she left the house. Old Mr. Bartlett bade her ‘¢ Good-bye,”’ and
kissed her, a mark of affection which he might well have dis-
pensed with, seeing the nature of his suspicions.

Neither Mrs. Bartlett’s nor Mr. Dyson’s knowledge of what
the doctors had discovered was confined to the bald announcement
which Dr. Leach had been charged 10 make to them. When that
gentleman came downstairs to summon them to the first floor he
had seen fit to enter inlo certain explanations. Thus he confided
to them that the doctors on opening the body had noticed a pun-
gent smell which Dr. Green attributed to the presence of chloro-
form in the stomach. Dr. Leach, however, thought it very pro-
bable that he was mistaken, and that the smell was due to chloro-
dyne, not to chloroform. But to Mr. Dyson the mere mention
of the word chloroform in connection with the death of Mr. Bart-
lett came as a most unpleagant reminder of his purchases on the
previous Monday. No sooner, therefore, was he alone with Mrs.
Bartlett than he inquired anxiously about the bottle which he
had given her. ‘‘I have not used it,”’ was her reply. ‘‘I have
not had occasion to use it. The bottle is just as you gave it me.”’
Mr. Dyson was not satisfied, and returned to the subject so per-
sistently that she soon began to display some annoyance. She
reminded him that it was ‘* a very critical time *’ with her, and
she hoped, therefore, that he would ‘‘ dismiss from his mind *’ the
fact that he had bought chloroform. She ‘‘ must not be worried
about it.’” Mr. Dyson, after expressing his intention of calling
on Dr. Leach and asking for further particulars, allowed the mat-
ter to drop for the moment. On arriving at the Matthews he

c 17



Adelaide Bartlett.

was introduced to Mrs. Matthews, after which he at once returned
to his lodgings at Putney. That his reflections that evening were
of a disquieting character may be inferred from his subsequent
- conduct. On the morrow, Sunday, 3rd January, when he weat
out to preach at Tooting, he took with him the four small bntiles
which had originally contained the chloroform and threw them inio
" the gorse bushes as he walked across Wandsworth Commaon.

‘The next morning Mr. Dyson went into London and paid a
visit to Dr. Leach, who read over to him some of the notes which
he had taken at the post-mortem. All he heard only tended to

~confirm his worst apprehensions. Dr. Green, he learnt, was of
opinion that death was due to the contents of the stomach. the
lining of which was unnaturally red and inflamed. Both the
- stomach and the intestines emitted a smell of chloroform, and, to
~ ‘add to Mr. Dyson’s disquiet, no mention was made of any traces
~ of the mysterious internal disease from which Mrs. Bartlett de-
- clared that her husband was suffering. On parting from Dr. -
- Leach he determined to seek her out forthwith and hear what
- explanation she had to offer. Having taken the train from Vie.
~ toria to Peckham Rye, he found on reaching Friern Road that
Mrs. Bartlett was out, but on Mrs. Matthews’ invitation he went
. into the house and waited. Before long she returned. and Mrs,
‘Matthews left them alone together. That lady, however, soon-
- heard -sounds which led her to re-enter the room. Mrs. Bartlett
appeared to be very angry, and in her indignation was stamping
- upon the floor. In answer to her friend’s inquiry about the cause
- of ‘the trouble, she explained that ‘‘ Mr. Dyson was bothering her
~about a piece of paper.””  Presently Mrs. Matthews again. left
* them ‘alone, but only to return very shortly.  As she went in she . -
- heard Mr. Dyson say, ““ You did tell me that Edwin was. going
 to die soon,”” and, on Mrs. Bartlett Jdenying that she had said -
- anything of the kind, he “‘ bowed his head on the piano and said, -
. 2Oh, my Godl” > Mrs. Matthews suggested that he should go.
‘he went, exclaiming as he reached the door, “Iam & ruined .
- Nevertheless, that same evening he returned to Friern =
~and again saw Mrs. Bartlett slone. She asked him, in
e presumably to the inquest which was to be held on
nothing about the chloroform. - But: he refused,
' ' make & clean breest of the
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Road, and found both ladies on the point of starting for London,
where Mrs. Bartlett was to see Dr. Leach, who, in view of the
approaching inquest, wished to be placed ‘‘ in possession of any
facts which would enable him to make a clear statement before
the coromer.” It was snowing hard, but Mr. Dyson procured a
cab, in which all three drove to Peckham Rye Station and there
took the train to Victoria. From Victoria the ladies went on to
Charlwood Street, leaving Mr. Dyson to buy some cord which
Mrs. Bartlett required for her boxes. Later on all of them were
to meet at Dr. Leach’s. But when Mr. Dyson arrived he learnt
that the ladies had missed the doctor and had gone on to Claverton
Street. By this time, however, Dr. Leach had returned, and,
coming out, handed him a key, with instructions to give it to
Mrs. Bartlett and to tell her that the coromer ‘‘ had done with
the rooms.’” Nevertheless, at Claverton Street he was refused
admittance, but Mrs. Bartlett came out into the street and took
the key from him. After that they all returned to Dr. Leach’s,
where Mrs. Bartlett was shown into the consulting room. Finding
himself alone with Mrs. Matthews in the doctor’s waiting room,
Mr. Dyson took the opportunity of questioning her about the
matter which was troubling him so greatly. Was it true, he
asked, that Mr. Bartlett had had several severe attacks of illness?
She remembered, replied Mrs. Matthews, that he had once been
laid up for a fortnight, but, with that exception, she had no re-
collection that he had ever been ill. Mr. Dyson then confided
to her how he had bought the chloroform and how he was resolved
to acknowledge what he had done to the coroner. Before that,
suggested Mrs. Matthews, he would do well to talk the matter
over with her husband, and with that their conversation appears
to have ended.® Mrs. Bartlett, having concluded her business,
presently came out of the dactor’s room and returned to Claverton
Street to collect her boxes, while Mr. Dyson accompanied Mrs.
Matthews back to Dulwich. Mr. Matthews had not yet reached
home when they arrived, but Mr. Dyson went out to meet him,
and in the road between Peckham Rye Station and the house
poured out his troubles as they walked along together. He was
in a state of great agitation; in fact, Mr. Matthews, when he
afterwards described the interview in the Coroner’s Court, applied
the word ‘ panic-stricken ’ to his condition. He had been
¢ duped,’”” he said, ‘" by a wicked woman.”” Her husband had
deliberately thrown her into his company, and he had in conse-

¢ Inquest, 11th February, 1886.
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quence found himself ¢‘ attacked upon his weakest side.” He
then explained how he had been induced to procure the chloro-
form, and how he proposed to make a statement to that effect
at the inquest. Mr. Matthews, however, pointed out that it was
not yet certain that chloroform was the cause of Mr. Bartlett's
death, and in these circumstances he recommended him to keep
silence and await the report of the Home Office analyst.?
- On the following day, Thursday, 7th January, 1886, Mr.

Braxton-Hicks, the deputy-coromer, began his inquiry at the
parochial boardroom in Buckingham Palace Road. On this first
day the proceedings attracted no public attention, and were of
brief duration. Old Mr. Bartlett deposed that, until he was taken
ill, shortly before Christmas, his son always enjoyed excellent
“health. His daughter-in-law objected to his visits, because she
-said that they tired her husband. The suddenness of his son’s
death caused him to insist upon the post-mortem examination
‘being carried out by an independent medical man. At this stage
the coroner announced that he should adjourn the proceedings
until 4th February, by which time Dr. Stevenson,® the Govern-
‘ment analyst, would have delivered his report. - After the Court’
‘rose Mr. Dyson and Mrs. Bartlett had s meal together in the
private room of an adjacent confectioner’s shop. Their talk was
confined exclusively to the post-mortem, the inquest, and kindred
‘matters. Mrs. Bartlett told him that he ‘¢ was distressing himuelf
unnecessarily,”” to which Mr. Dyson replied that he had ‘‘ reason
%0 be alarmed.’”” In the course of the discussion which followed
-she uttered these words, he afterwards related, ““if I did not
incriminate myself she would not incriminate me.” :

~. . Two days later, on the evening of 9th January, Mr. Dyson
. "had.'a final interview with Mrs. Bartlett in Friern Road, in the
- presence of both the Matthews. The chloroform was the principal
7 subject of discussion. Mr. Dyson, who displayed considerable
.-, emotion, complained that his career was at an end, and that he
. would be forced to resign his ministry. Tuining to Mrs. Bartlett, .
-~ he 'said, .*‘ gupposing it were proved—that you——"" *¢ Do not

. mince’. matters,”” " interrupted Mrs. Bartlett indignantly, - ¢ sy

. ;" Inquest, 15th Pebrusry, 1886 The conversation of théss men out of the
i ghmé ring of %’;’- ‘Bartlett V‘i:’ giwmel. 'in&;misl;li%le 'as'-:zitno'e, against het at
...%he trial. ' The same-remark. 8o applies to: w) passe it ‘Deson: R
.. Mrs. Matthews in Dr. I_ié&ch’,s'wﬁtin?room;; dr L rnween Dy '93‘;»"‘“6. R

o 8 Stevenson,
. 'medicine at-Guy’s Hox
». and edito dou

'gl'ii'ﬂﬁgit?f'sgienﬁiﬁé-thaly

DEpI
- Daoks on Tor:

- ¢ Horae Offioss anthor’ . -
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‘ he was anxious to know what really had become of it.’’ Thia
question seems for the first time to have elicited from Mrs. Bartlett
s definite statement on the subject. She poured the chloroform,
she now asserted, out of the railway carriage window on the even-
ing of Wednesday, 6th January, and threw the bottle itself into
Peckham Rye Pond. Mr. Dyson departed in due course, and after
this Saturday evening, 9th January, held no further communica~
tion either by word of mouth or by letter with Mrs. Bartlett.

Mrs. Bartlett did not prolong her stay with the Matthews
beyond the following Monday, 11th January, on which day she
moved into lodgings in Weymouth Street, Portland Place. She
went away, declared Mrs. Matthews at the inquest,® because she
insisted on paying for her board and lodging and they refused
to consent to this arrangement. Whether that were the real
reason of her departure may well be doubted. When she gave
that explanation of her friend’s departure, Mrs. Matthews ad-
mitted that she had said to her husband that she *° did mnot
feel comfortable about Mrs. Bartlett because she told lies.”” Never-
theless, whatever the truth may be, they maintained friendly re-
lations and continued to see ome another from time to time.
Mrs. Bartlett, while awaiting the analyst’s report in her lomely
lodgings in Weymouth Street, also kept in touch with Dr. Leach,
whom she consulted about her own state of health. Thus it was
that, on 26th January, she learnt from him that Dr. Stevenson
had sent in his report to the Home Office. ‘1 have good news
for you, Mrs. Bartlett,”’ said the doctor when she entered his
consulting room, and he then went on to say that he understood
that Dr. Stevenson had found that chloroform was the cause
of death. °‘ That,”” he explained, ‘‘should set your mind at
rest. Had it been one of those secret poisoms which could be
administered without the patient knowing it, you would most
certainly have been acougéd of poisoning him by some people.’”
But to his surprise Mrs. Bartlett displayed no satisfaction. On
the contrary, she declared that she wished that anything but
chloroform had been found, and, in reply to his questions, told
a remarkable story which was in substance to this effect.

Mr. Bartlett had strange ideas. One of them was that a
man should have two wives, one for companionship and the other
for what he termed *‘ use.”” It was with the intention that she
should act in the former capacity that he married her when she
was an ignorant girl of sixteen. The compact between them, to

*15th February, 1886. .
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which she gave her consent without understanding anything abouv
the conditions of the married state, was that they should be
affectionate and loving friends, but nothing more. On those
terms they lived together happily for six years, her father-in-law
being responsible for the only quarrel which arose between them.
But at the end of that time her longing to be a mother had becune
80 intense that the rule which they had hitherto strictly obsorved
was broken on one occasion only. Unfortunately, the child was
born dead, and she in consequence was disheartened.  Their
platonic relationship was resumed, and was adhered to ever afler-
wards. Her husband liked to surround her with male friends,
and was pleased by the attentions which they paid her. Thus her
position was often trying and difficult. Then they made the
acquaintance of Mr. Dyson, into whose company her husband
threw her deliberately, as though anxious to promote hetween
them an affection which was ¢ more than platonic, but not erimi-
nal.”’ He told them to kiss, and gave her, or affianced her, fo
his Priend. Nevertheless, after making her over to another man
in this fagshion, he began during the later stages of his illness to
show signs of a desire to assert his marital rights. She en-
deavoured to make him realise the impropriety of his conduct.
¢ Edwin,”” she said, ‘‘you know you have given me to Mr.
Dyson, and it is not right that you should now do what during
all these years of our married life you have not done.”” It was
“a duty which she owed to her womanhood and to the man
to whom she was practically affianced >’ to protest strongly against
his behaviour. He agreed with all she said, but, as he grew betier,
he became so urgent that she procured chloroform, intending to
sprinkle some upon a handkerchief and wave it in his face whenever
he should be too pressing. She did not, however, ever attempt
to put her plan into execution. ‘I never kept a secret from
Edwin,”’ she explained, *‘ and the presence of that chloroform
in my drawer troubled my mind. On “the last day of the year,
when he was in bed, I brought the bottle to him and gave it to
him. He was not angry; he looked at it and placed it on the
corner of the mantelpiece close to his bed.”” She concluded hor
story by repeating how, having gone to sleep with her hand upon
his foot, she had been awakened by a cramp in her srm, and found
her husband lying dead upon his face.

Beyond assuring her that chloroform used in the manner
which she described would not have had the effect which she
apparently expected from it, Dr. Leach made little comment upon
this extraordinary statement. He did, however, ask her how she
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obtained the chloroform, but, as she seemed reluctani to tell him,
he did not press the matier. He also inquired what became of
the bottle.  She was positive that it remained upon the mantel-
piece throughout the night and the early morning.  About eight
o’clock, however, she iook it away and placed it in one of her
drawers in the back roum, and there she left it until the after-
noun of Wednesday, 6th January, when, having received per-
mission to remove her effecls, she carried it away with her, and,
after emptying it oul of the railway carriage window, threw it
into a pond.

By d{th February, 1886, public interest in what the news-
papers now termed ‘‘ The I’imlico Myslery ’’ was thoroughly
aroused, and it was in a crowded rouom that Mr. Braxton-
Hicks resumed his inquiry. The iwo persons principally con-
cerned were both legally vepresenied, Mrs. Bartlett by Mr. E.
Beal, barrister-al-law, and Mr. Dyson by Mr. Lickfold, of the
firm of Lewis & Lewis, of Ely Ilace. Mr. Dennis, a Croydon
golicitor, attended on behall of Mr. Bartlett and the relatives of
the deceased, and Detective-Inspector Marshall, who had charge
of the case, waiched the proceedings for the Commissioner of
Police. In reply to a question by the coromer, Mr. Beal an-
nounced that, until Dr. Stevenson had been heard, he could not
advise Mrs. Bartletl io give evidence. Butl the coroner refused
1o consent to thut arrangenient, and again called upon Mrs. Bartleit
to tender herself as a witness. Mr. Beal, however, maintained his
objection. It were idle to pretend, he explained, that she was not
under a considerable amount of suspicion, and questions of an
incriminating character might not improbably be put to her in
the course of her examination. He could not, replied Mr. Braxton-
Hicks, compel her 1o come forward, but her counsel should under-
stand that the jury would draw an unfavourable inference from
her refusal. Dr. Stevenspn was then called, and ascribed the
cause of death to chloroform, a fatal amount of which he had
found in the stomach of the deceased. Dr. Leach spoke of his
attendance at Claverton Street and of the treatment which he had
prescribed for Mr. Bartlett, but when it came to repeating the
story which Mrs. Bartlett had told him, on 26th January, he
begged to be given time to consult his recollections. After some
discussion, it was arranged that he should at his leisure write
out an account of what Mrs. Bartlett had said and have it
ready for the next sitting of the Court, on 11th February. As
soon as that had been settled Inspector Marshall gave the coromer
a copy of Squire’s ‘ Companion to the British Pharmacopeeia,”’
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which had been found among Mrs. Bartlett’s effects at Claverton
Street. On receiving it, Mr. Braxton-Hicks drew the attention of
the jury to the significant fact that it appeared to open naturally
at the very page on which the drug chloroform was described.

On 1lth February, Dr. Leach’s statement was read, and
Mr. Dyson gave evidence. So effectually did he carry out his
often-repeated intention of ‘‘ making a clean breast of it *’ that,
when he had finished, the foreman of the jury announced that
they were all of opinion that Mrs. Bartlett should no longer be
left at liberty. Mr. Braxton-Hicks concurred and gave Inspector
Marshall the necessary warrant, which that officer proceeded to
execute with as little fuss as possible. Mrs. Bartlett, who was
present in Court, made no observation when the inspector took
her aside, and, having cautioned her, explained the nature of
his instructions. She was at once conveyed to Rochester Row
police station, and, on the following day, was charged before Mr.
Partridge at Westminster Police Court with causing the Jeath of
her husband by poisoning him with chloroform. Formal evidence
of arrest was given, after which she was remanded.

The same fate speedily overtook Mr. Dyson. On 18th Feb-
ruary the coroner’s jury returned a verdict of ‘¢ wilful murder *’
against Mrs. Bartlett, and found that the Rev. George Dyson
had been an accessory before the fact. He was at once arrested,
and in due course took his place in the dock at Westminster
Police Court alongside Mrs. Bartlett. It was noticed that they
met as complete strangers, and that neither addressed a word to
the other. The proceedings before Mr. Partridge lasted until
Saturday, 20th March, when both prisoners were committed for
trial at the Central Criminal Court.

IIL.

The trial of Adelaide Bartlett and of the Rev. George Dyson
was opened before Mr. Justice Wills* at the Old Bailey on Monday,
12th April, 1886. In view of the enormous interest which the
case evoked, special arrangements had been made for the seat-
ing of spectators. Close to the dock and blocking up one of the
principal entrances to the Court a kind of stand or hustings
bad been erected, in which many persons, the majority of whom

1Wills, Right Honourable Sir Alfred (1828-1912): § Conrs,
1884 ; one of founders of the Alpine &ub, of Zr'hxﬁldﬁo'fvu third
prezident; editor of * Wills on Circumstantial Evidence.”
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were women, found accommodation. Mrs. Bartlett, who appeared
perfectly composed, was dressed in black, but she no longer wore
the heavy widow’s mourning in which she had been attired at
the Police Court. Among the counsel engaged were some of the
most distinguished members of the bar. The Attorney-General,
Sir Charles Russell,® afterwards Lord Russell of Killowen and
Lord Chief Justice of England, led for the Crown, assisted by Mr.,
now Sir, Harry Poland, Mr. R. S. Wright,®> and Mr. Moloney.
Of these Mr. Poland, when he retired in 1895, had been pro-
minently concerned in almost all the great trials of his time,
and Mr. Wright, not long afterwards, was knighted and appointed
a judge of the High Court. Mr., afterwards Sir, Francis Lock-
wood,* Q.C., and Mr., afterwards Sir, Charles Mathews,5 ap-
peared for Mr. Dyson. For the defence of his client, Mrs.
Bartlett, Mr. Wood had retained Mr., afterwards Sir, Edward
Clarke, Q.C., M.P., Mr. Mead, now a metropolitan magistrate,
and Mr. E. Bea.l. Nine years before Mr. Clarke had earned for
himself a great reputation by his defence of Patrick Staunton
in the Penge murder case and of Chief Inspector Clarke in the
trial of the detectives. It was his skilful handling of the medical
evidence which saved the Stauntons from the gallows, and when
he undertook to defend Mrs. Bartlett he perceived at once that
in her case also the issue would probably be decided by the
testimony of the experts. Accordingly, for a fortnight before
the trial, he declined all other briefs and put aside his Parlia-
mentary work, while in the reading room of the British Museum
and in his own library he devoted himself exclusively to the study
of everything of importance which had been written on the subject
of chloroform.®

As soon as his lordship had taken his seat upon the bench,
Mr. Lockwood rose and made application that the prisoners should
be tried separately, a request with which Mr. Clarke expressed his
complete concurrence. All discussion of the matter was, how-
ever, rendered unnecesa.ry by the intervention of the Attorney-

3 Ruseell, Charles, Baron Ruuell of Killowen (1832-1900) ; Attomey General,
1885 and 1892 ; raised to peerage, 1894, and appointed Lord Chief Justi
1801 3 Wright, Robert Samuel (1839-1904) ; judge of High Court and l:mghted
4 Lockwood, Franois (1847-1897), Solicitor-General, 1894; caricaturist and
contributor to Pumh hted, 1894.
$ Mathews, Charles Willie (1850-1920); called to the bar, 1872; senior
roseeu%mg ooixggsel to the Treasury, 1888 ; kmght.ed 1907 ; Director of Public
grmcn ions,
¢ Rir Edward Clarke, ¢ The Story of My Life,” p. 249. 2
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General. To the surprise of the general public, he declared that
he and his learned friends hud decided that there was no case to
be submitted to the jury upon whieh they could ask them to convict
Mr. Dyson. Both prisoners were then arraigned, and both having
pleaded ‘‘ mot guilty,’”’ the Altorney-General announced that he
proposed to offer no evidence against Mr. Dyson. His lordship
thereupon directed the jury to tind him ** not guilty,” aud when
that formality had been complied with he declured that he wnx
discharged from custody. While Mr. Dyson left the dock the
Attorney-General began to address the jury.

After pointing out that the decision nut to proceed against
Mr. Dyson was a distinet advantage to the prisoner, inasmuch
a8 it would enable her counsel to cross-examine that gentleman
upon his slatements, Mr. Attormey proceeded to deserile in
some deiail the married life of the Bariletts, down to the time
when Mr. Dyson crossed their path. Their aequainlance with
him grew apace and developed into a close intimacy. And that
brought them to an important date, 3rd Seplember, 18R}, {in
that day the deceased made a will leaving everything to his wife
and appointing Mr. Dyson one of his executors.  Both the
prisoner and Mr. Dyson were aware of the cuntents of this will,
At the lodgings in Claverton Street, to which the Bartletts moved
in October, Mr. Dyson continued to visit them as regularly as
ever. It was only fair to say, however, that nothing occurred to
suggest the exislence of any quarrel between hushund aud wife.
‘“ So far as ordinary observers could see and judge, they secmn to
have lived together on fairly good terms.”” But, on the other
hand, there could be no doubt that the prisoner's relatioms with
her father-in-law were “ a little strained.’” 'The illness from which
the deceased began to suffer, about 10th December, was not a
serious complaint, but it was complicated by nervous depression,
sleeplessness, and the bad condition of the teeth. Neveriheloss,
on 28th December, when he went out fof a drive, he was almost
well and was talking about going to the seaside for change uf air.
The next point to be considered, and it was a highly important
one, was the purchase of the chloroform. Seeing that Mr. Dyson
had been declared guiltless, it was impossible for Mr. Atiorney
to allude to his proceedings as suspicious. He spoke of him there-
fore ‘* as yielding meekly to the prisoner’s request,’” while draw-
ing attention to the many false statements by which she had
sought to explain her desire to possess the drug. There were no
grounds, said Mr. Attorney, for suggesting that her husband

suff;;ed from any internal ailment, and it was untrue that Annie
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Walker had ever supplied her with chloroform or that she was
in America. It was equally unirue that Dr. Nichols had ever
said that the deceased would not live another twelve months.
Mr. Attorney then passed on to the events of 31st December—the
visit to the dentist, the meals of which the deceased partook so
heartily, and the conversation about chloroform between the
prisoner and Mrs. Doggett.

Having carried the story down to the death of Mr. Bartlett,
the Attorney-General related how, in the early hours of the
morning, on lst January, Mrs. Bartlett aroused the house. le
recounted how Mr. Doggett, on entering the chamber of death,
noticed a smell of chloric ether, and how he discovered that the
same swell pervaded a tumbler of hiandy standing upon the
mantelpiece close to the bed. Mr. Doggett also observed that
the fire was burning brightly and appeared to have been attended
to recently. Dr. Leach was quile unable to explain his patient’s
sudden death. He saw no boiile of chloroform, but he did find
a small bottle which had contained chlorodyne. So perplexed was
he that he asked the prisoner whether it were possible that the
deceased could have obiained poisun, but she replied that *“ he
had no poison, and could not have got it, or had it, without her
knowledge.”” With regard io ihe post-inortem examination, the
doctors, said Mr. Aitorney, found nothing in the vital organs—
the heart, the lungs, or the liver—to account for death. What
did strike them, directly they opened the stomach, was the over-
powering smell of chloroform which issued from it. After the
post-mortem several interviews took place between the prisoner,
Mr. Dyson, the Matthews, and Dr. Leach, at which some very
curious staternents were made, but he would say nothing about
them at present, preferring that the jury should hear what oc-
curred from the witnesses themselves. One exception, however,
he must make. He could not pass over in silence the interview
between the prisonmer and Dr. Leach on 26th January, and he
proceeded to place before them in an abbreviated form the strange
story which on that day she confided to the doctor. The practical
result of that statement, Mr. Attorney pointed out, was an =ad-
mission that at the time of her husband’s death she had in
her possession a large quantity of chloroform. The prisoner, con-
tinued Mr. Attorney, was present at the inquest, but did not
come forward to give evidence or to offer any explanation. The
jury, however, would not, he hoped, draw an unfavourable in-
ference from her abstention.

After giving this short outline of the case the Attorney-
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General concluded by propounding the theory of the prosecution.
When they had heard the evidence he did not suppose that they
would find any difficulty in arriving at the conclusion that the
deceased died from chloroform which found its way intv his
stomach. The question they had to decide was, ‘‘ How did it
get there?’’ There were thres possibilities to be vonsidered. The
deceased might have taken it himself with suicidal intent, but
after they had heard the facts they would ‘‘ find nothing in the
circumstances of the case to support or even lend an air of
plausibility to that suggestion.’’ Alternatively, he might have
swallowed it by accident. But chloroform was a drug which no
man could take inadvertently. Even should he not find out his
mistake before he raised the glass to his lips, he must inevitably
discover it as soon as the liquid entered his mouth. The senan-
tion of burning which must inevitably ensue would be so intense
that, however great his self-control might be, he would be unable
to repress cries or groans of anguish which could not fail to be
heard. There remained, therefore, only the third possibility,
that it was administered by another person. But the same objec-
tion would hold good. Swallowing it under these conditions would
cause the same pain and be followed by the same outery. In
the opinion of the medical men, there was one way, and one
way only, in which the difficulty could be overcome. The internal
administration must be preceded by an external application pro-
ducing stupor or semi-stupor. Inasmuch as no one that night
heard any unusual sounds, the operation of conveying chloroform
into the stomach of the deceased must have been performed when
he was either wholly or partially unconscious.

As soon as Dr. Broadbent had been called to prove that Dr.
Green was seriously ill and in no condition to attend the Court,
old Mr. Bartlett entered the witness-box. Replying to Mr.
Poland, he related the circumstances of -the deceased’s marriage,
and gave some details about the life at Herne Hill, Lordship
Lane, and Merton. His son’s business was in a most flourishing
condition. He understood that the prisonmer suffered greatly in
her confinement. So far as the witness knew, she resumed, on
her recovery, ordinary marital relations with her husband. Iis
son always enjoyed excellent health, and worked hard. When
he fell ill in Claverton Street the witness went to the house on
six or seven occasions, but was only allowed to see him three
times. He was told that he was suffering from verdigris poisoning.
He was not informed of the name of the doctor attending him,

only that he was ‘‘ & doctor up the street.”” At this stage eight
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letters were put in which the prisoner had written to the witness
during her husband’s illness. Some began ‘¢ Dear Mr. Bartlett,”
and others ‘“ Dear Father.’” Most of them were to the effect that
her husband was too ill to see anybody, but the last one, dated
‘“ Sunday night,”’ had reference to a visit which the witness
proposed to pay to his son on Monday, 28th December. It ran
as follows :—

Dear Mr. Bartlett,—I hear that you are a little disturbed because
Edwin has been too ill to see you. I wish, 1f possible, to be friends with
you, but you must place yourself on the same footing as other persons—
that is to say, you are welcome here when I invite you, and at no other
time. You seem to forget that I have not been in bed for thirteen days,
and consequently am too tired to speak to visitors. I am sorry to speak
so plainly, but I wish you to understand that I have neither forgotten nor
forgiven the past. Edwin will be pleased to see you Monday evening any
time after six.

Witness went to Claverton Street on Monday, 28th December,
and sat with the deceased for over two hours. It was the last
occasion on which he saw him alive. The deceased appeared to be
in better spirits, and talked of returning to business. Something
was also said about his going to Poole or Bournemouth to vre-
cuperate. Some time previous to that, ihe witness had suggested
to the prisoner the advisability of calling in another doctor.
She said, ‘“ We cannot afford it,’’ and he replied, ‘‘ Nonsense,
Adelaide.”’ But in the course of his visit, on 28th December, she
told him that another doctor, whose name she did not mention,
had seen her husband. The reference in her leiter to a past
which she could not forgive was an allusion to an unpleasantness
in which onme of his other sons had been concerned. When he
went to Claverton Street, after hearing of his son’s death, he
sniffed at his lips, thinking that he might have died from prussic
acid, but he could detect no smell of that kind. The witness
then went on to describe the conversation with Dr. Leach abeout
the holding of the post-mortem, and repeated the account which
the prisoner gave of the circumstances in which she found that her
husband was dead. After describing what had happened, she
remarked that ‘‘ he was & very kind and generous man.” On
9nd January the witness only entered the house to learn the
result of the post-mortem, when he saw Dr. Green come out. The
doctors said that they had been unable to discover the cause of
death, They would not allow the prisoner to remain in the house.
The witness said ‘“ Good-bye *’ to her and kissed her. At this
stage a clerk from the Probate Office produced a document 2;:ur-
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porting to be the deceased’s will, and Mr. Poland inquired of
the witness whether the signature was that of his som. * Te
the best of my belief it is not,”’ he replied. In answer to the
learned judge, however, he presently admitted that it was his
son’s habit constantly to change his handwriting, But., in the
meantime, Herbert Eustace and Arthur Brook, grocer’s assistants
in the employment of Baxter & Bartleit, deposed to witnessing
the deceased’s signature to the document, which was read hy the

clerk of the Court:—
Herne Hill,

September 3rd, 1885.

I, Edwin Bartlett, will and bequeath all my property and everything
I am possessed of to my wife, Adelaide, for her sole use. and appoint Geurge
Dyson, B.A., Wesleyan minister, and Edward Wood, Esq., of 66 Gresham

Street, to be my executors.
(Signed) EpwiN BARTLETT.

Witnesses to my signature—
Herbert Eustace and Arthur Brook.

Under cross-examination by Mr. Clarke the witness said that
he did not ‘‘ much approve *’ of his son’s marriage, but he did
““ not disapprove of it.”’ He was not asked to the marriage,
“ hecause they knew I was busy.”” He believed that he enjoyed
the complete confidence both of his son and of his daughter-in-law.
He signed ‘‘ an apology for things he had said about her,’”’ but he
‘‘ knew it to be falge.”” What he said at the iime was true. Mr.
Clarke thereupon produced a paper and read as follows :—

December 31, 1878,

Having made statements reflecting on the character of Mrs. Adelaide
Bartlett, the wife of my son, Edwin Bartlett, junior, which statements I
have discovered to be unfounded and untrue, I hereby withdraw all such
statements and express my regret for having made them. I also apologise
to the said Mrs. Adelaide Bartlett and Mr.” Edwin Bartlett, junior, and
acknowledge that all such statements are unfounded and untrue. I authorise
Mr. Edwin Bartlett, junior, to make what use he pleases of this apology.

That was the apology, said the witness, which he signed,
“ knowing it to be false.”” He signed it simply to make peace
with his son. After the witness ceased to live with him, his son
did not make him an allowance, but he intended to begin making
him one on lst January. Witness had always had from him what
money he wanted. ‘‘ He was the kindest of soms.”” He had
examined his son’s will at Somerset House, and had entered a
cavest against it. He never knew his son to have ‘‘ any solid
ideas "’ about married life differing from those of other people.
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His son was in the habit of chaffing and joking about such
matters; he was always a ‘‘ very merry man.” He used to say
‘“ one ought to have iwo wives, one to take out and one to do
the work.”” The witness had never heard of Dr. Nichols, nor
had he seen his book. His son never spoke to him about mes-
merism. ‘‘ He was nothing but business, always in business.’’
When he first saw his son, afier he was taken ill in Claverton
Street, he seemed as ‘‘ though he were under a narcotic.”” He
gave the witness throughout the impression that he was ‘‘ dull
and dazed.”” He complained much of sleeplessness, and said the
doctor was injecting morphia into him. All through his illness
he appeared to be in low spirits. Witness had seen himn crying.
On Saturday, 2nd January, as witness was going upstairs to
hear the result of the post-mortem, the prisoner placed her arm
round his neck and said, ‘‘ Dear father, do not fret, it shall
make no odds to you. I will see you never want. It shall be
just the same as if Edwin were alive.”’ Later on, when the doctors
objected to the prisoner taking away her bag and cloak, the wit-
ness said that he would be answerable for the cloak. At the
inquest he did not say that he gave her the cloak ‘“ after feeling
in the pockets,”” but he might have said ¢ after feeling for the
pockets.’”” In his re-examination witness was asked to explain
the nature of the charge for the making of which he had had to
apologise. ‘‘ It was something very bad,’’ he replied, and on
Mr. Poland explaining that he must be more explicit, he said,
“Well, Adelaide ran away, and was away for some week or more,
and Edwin and me thought she had gone along—we almost knew
she had gone—with Fred Bartlett, the brother, and we were after
her.”” TFred, the witness went on to say, fled to America directly
‘“ it was found out.”

Mr. Edwards Baxter,, who was examined by Mr. Moloney,
deposed that he had beem in partnership with the deceased for
thirteen years, during all of which time he had only been away
from business, on account of ill-health, for one fortnight. So
far as the witness knew, the deceased and the prisoner lived
together as man and wife in the ordinary way. When the de-
ceased was taken ill at Claverton Street, the witness went to see
him on Sunday, 13th December. He appeared to be very ill.
He also called and saw him on Sunday, 20th December, and
Sunday, 27th December. The last occasion on which he saw
him was on Wednesday, 30th December. He seemed quite cheerful
—very much better. “ He talked of going to the seaside, and
hoped to be back at business in a fortnight.”” In reply to Mr.
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Clarke, the witness stated that during the deceased’s illness he
received, almost every morning, a note from the prisoner about
his state of health. The deceased, when he saw him, complained
of sleeplessness, and the witness was aware that the doctor had
given him sleeping draughts. The deceased never said anything
to him about mesmerism, nor had the witness any reason to
suppose that he held peculiar views about matrimony.
Replying to Mr. Poland, Mr. Doggeti related how he had
let the first-floor rooms of his house to the deceased, and how,
to the best of his belief, he and the prisoner lived in them as
man and wife. The witness was then taken through the events of
lst January. On entering the room in which the deceased lay
dead he noticed at once & strong smell of chloric cther. He
sniffed at a tumbler on the mantelpiece, the contents of which
were ‘‘ evidently brandy with some other drug in it; it smelt
like ether or paregoric.”’ The witness was present when Dr.
Leach examined the body, and heard him declare, before the
prisoner, that he could find nothing to account for the death.
He assisted the doctor to search the room. He did not notice
how the prisoner was dressed. ‘‘ The fire,”” said the witness,
‘““had been tended within a short time of my going into the
room.” As an experiment he had once lain upon his back upen
the deceased’s bed, and found that he could just reach the mantel-
piece with his hand. ‘‘ Anybody leaning upon the bed could
easily reach it. It would be rather more difficult sitting up.”
Mrs. Doggett, who followed her husband into the witness-
box, spoke to the arrangements made with the Bartletts when
they arrived at Claverton Street. The deceased informied her
that a gentleman would dine with them once a week, but as a
fact there was seldom a week in which Mr. Dyson did not dine with
them more frequently. That gentleman came at all hours, and
sometimes stayed all day. The deceased usually left the house
goon after eight in the morning, and he and the prisoner generally
dined about gix. Mr. Dyson often had luncheon with the prisoner,
An old serge jacket and slippers were kept for his use. The witness
then went on to describe the meals which had been served up to
the deceased on the last day of his life, and to repeat the con-
versation which, that evening, she had with the prisoner about
chloroform. The next morning, when the house was aroused by
the news that Mr. Bartlett was dead, she asked the prisoner
whether she had given him any of the drops about which she had
spoken overnight, but she answered, * I have given him nothing,”
The fire, said the witness, was burning brightly. Later on in
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the morning, the prisoner remarked to her, “ How strange it
was that Mr. Bartlett had mot long ago made his will.”” In
cross-examination she explained that the prisoner told her that
all her own money was in the business, and that she would have
lost it had her husband not made a will. But it was in vain
that Mr. Clarke put it to her that if the fire had been ‘‘ packed *
at night and stirred up with a poker in the morning it might
have presented the bright appearance which had arrested her
attention. She persisted in saying that it had been attended to
during the night; ‘‘ it had not burnt hollow at all.”’ Nor would
she agree to the learned counmsel’s suggestion that the talk about
the chloroform originated in some remark the deceased made
about the gas which had been administered to him two hours
earlier. Not a word, the witness was positive, was said about
gas. The deceased talked about his tooth, but never said that
‘“ he had taken anything.’”’ On former occasions he mentioned that
his gums had been frozen, but that evening he said nothing about
the conditions under which his tooth had been extracted.

Alice Fulcher, the Doggetts’ servant, the first witness to be
called on the second day, deposed to waiting upon the Bartletts
during the whole time that they were in Claverton Street. She
confirmed her mistress’s account of the length and frequency of
Mr. Dyson’s visits, and made mention of the old coat and slip-
pers which were kept for his convenience. In addition, she de-
seribed the two incidents which have been alluded to on a former
page—how she found the window curtains pinned together and
how she saw Mrs. Bartlett sitting on the floor with her head
on Mr. Dyson’s knees. With regard to that, she stated that they
neither moved nor said anything when she entered the room.
Never on any occasion had she found the door locked. Passing
on to the events of 3lst December, she spoke of the oysters, the
jugged hare, and the other. delicacies of which the deceased partook,
and described the relish with which he ordered a large haddock
for his breakfast. About twenty-five minutes to eleven the wit-
ness went up to the Bartletts’ room for the last time to take in
the coals. The prisoner told her not to disturb them again, and to
leave the basin for her husband’s beef tea on the table on the land-
ing outside. Throughout the deceased’s illness it had been the
witness’s practice ‘‘ to take in the basin the last thing.”’ When
the prisoner aroumsed her at four o’clock in the morning to tell
her that her husband was dead, the witness noticed that she was
not wearing the dress which she had on overnight. Replying to
Mr. Clarke, she said that while the deceased was ill the prisoner
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always slept upon a sofa or a chair in the front room. But
. she often went at a late hour into the back room to wash, pre-
.. sumably before settling for the night. She could not recollect
- whether the basin in the bedroom was thus used on the night of
31st December. The deceased was in bed when the witness took in
the coals, and the prisoner, seeing that she had not brought up a
basin for the beef tea, told her to put it on the landing outside.
. It was not ‘“a sort of loose jacket ’’ which the prisoner was
wearing when she awakened the witness at four in the morning
and asked her to go for the doctor; it was an ordinary light
. walking dress, only differing in colour from the one she was wear-
ing the night before. :
: Ann Boulter, a charwoman, employed by the undertakers to
- lay out the deceased’s body, gave some particulars of a conversa-
‘tion which she had with the prisoner while engaged on that duty.
To the witness’s inquiry as to whether her husband had died in
‘a fit, she replied, ‘‘ No, poor dear, he suffered very much with his
~ head, also his teeth for some time.”” The prisoner further re-
- marked that it was ¢ funny ’’ or ‘‘ curious ’’ that he should have
.. made his will only a day or two before his death. The witness
- - agreed that it was ‘‘ odd,”” and asked whether ‘it was in her
' . favour.”  To that her reply was “ Yes.”” In cross-examination,
. the witness adhered to her statement that the words which the
prisoner used were ‘‘ a day or two previous to his death,”’ not,
as Mr. Clarke suggested, ‘‘ two or three months.”’
. After Dr. W. Clapton, medical officer to the British Equitable
~Insurance Company, had deposed to examining the deceased on
~ 16th November, 1880, and passing him as a first-class life, Mr.
Dyson was called. Under examination by Mr. Poland, the witness
recounted how he made the acquaintance of the Bartletts at Merton,
~how Mr. Bartlett invited him to superintend his wife’s studies,
. and how he soon became their intimate friend. He told the story
. .of hig visits to Dover, and related how the deceased ‘insisted upon -
- paying his railway fare. So far as he knew, the Bartletts all
* that"time were living together on the ordinary terms of husband
_.and -wife. " During the deceased’s stay at Dover, the witness -
. ‘received this letter from him :— T T
- Dear George,—Permit me to say that I feel great pleasure in thus -

" addressing you for the first time. o me it is a privilege to think thet I
- am allowed to feel towards you as & brother, and I hope our friendship may .
ripen

ime: goes. Op,_ivwi‘thout‘.mmng-to‘ mar its future bz'_:ightness_-pj;Wo:i_d d

could find words ‘to express. my thankfulness to. you for th
' elpide % would have’ done anybod
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to see her overflowing with joy as she read it whilst walking along the
street and, afterwards, as she read it to me. I felt my heart going out
to you. I long to tell you how proud I feel at the thought I should soon
be able to clasp the hand of the man who from his heart could pen such noble
thoughts. 'Who can help loving you? I felt that I must say two words,
“ Thank you,” and my desire to do so is my excuse for troubling you with
this. Looking towards the future with joyfulness,

I am, yours affectionately, Ep
'WIN.

To that the witness replied as follows :—

18 Parkfields,
Putney, September 23rd, 1885.

My dear Edwin,—Thank you very much for the brotherly letter you
sent me yesterday. I am sure I respond from my heart to your wish that
our friendship may ripen with the lapse of time, and I do so with confidence,
for I feel that our friendship is founded on a firm, abiding basis—trust and
esteem. I have from a boy been ever longing for the confidence and trust
of others. I have never been so perfectly happy as when in possession of
this. It is in this respect, among many others, that you have shown
yourself a true friend. You have thanked me, and now I thank you, yet
I ought to confess that I read your warm and generous letter with a kind
of half-fear—a fear lest you should ever be disappointed in me and find me
a far more prosy, matter-of-fact creature than you expect. Thank you,
moreover, for the telegram, it was very considerate to send it. I am
looking forward with much pleasure to next week. Thus far I have been
able to stave off any work, and trust to be able to keep it clear. Dear
old Dover, it will ever possess a pleasant memory for me in my mind and

a warm place in my heart. With very kind regards, believe me,

Yours affectionately, Gn
ORGE.

When the Bartletts moved to Claverton Street the deceased
presented the witness with a season ticket from Putney to
Waterloo. He constantly went to see them. On one of his first
visits he remarked to the prisoner that it was strange that her
husband should wish to throw them so much together. She told
him that the deceased did not expect to live long, and that his
friends were not kindly disposed towards her. He had great
confidence in, and affection for, the witness, and wished him to be
her guardian. Either on that occasion or a little later the witness
inquired the nature of the ailment which was shortening the
deceased’s life. The prisoner replied that it was an °‘ internal
complaint,”’ from which he had suffered for about six years. ‘‘ He
wag very sensitive about this affliction,”” and on that account
‘“ had no regular doctor to attend him.””  She told him subse-
quently that this complaint caused him great pain, and that to
soothe him she was in the habit of administering chloroform.
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She had on the deceased’s behalf sought the advice of Dr. Nichols,
of Fopstone Road. The nurse, Annie Walker, attended him, and
brought him whatever medicine he required. She also supplied
the prisoner with chloroform. The witness was interested in Dr.
Nichols, and asked the prisomer some questions about him. He
could not recollect what she said, but he did remember that she
told him that Dr. Nichols had expressed the opinion that her hus-
band “‘ might die within twelve months.”” As far as the witness

- could judge, the deceased appeared to be in good health.  He,
nevertheless, noticed that he sometimes placed his hand to his

- side “ convulsively.”” The deceased once said to the witness that

- he suffered severely from dyspepsia.

, The circumstances in which the witness came to buy the
“chloroform formed the next subject of inquiry.  The prisoner

- talked of her husband’s internal complaint to explain her desire
to obtain some. . Annie Walker, who always procured it for her,

~was, she said,” in America. The witness then proceeded to

- describe how, in .order to supply himself with the amount which
“he required, he went to three different chemists’ ‘shops.  Having

* thus bought four small bottles of the drug, he poured the whole

~ quantity into a 6-ounce medicine hottle, and on the following
day, Tuesday, 29th December, gave it to the prisoner as they were
walking together by the river. On that day and on the two fol-
lowing days he saw the deceased, who appeared decidedly better, -
although he still complained of sleeplessness. The last time the

. witness saw him alive was on Thursday, the 31st. He was pre-.
paring to go to the dentist, and the prisoner said in his presence
‘that the doctor had told her that necrosis of the jaw was setting
in. The next day he received a letter from her apprising him
of her husband’s death, and asking him to come to see her ** in
the middle of the morning *’ of the following day. TR
.. The witness' arrived at Claverton Street about half-past eleven .
“on Saturday morning, 2nd January, and stayed to hear the result
of the post-mortem. When he first saw the prisoner she inquired -

“whether ‘he did not think ‘it was sudden,” and ke replied,

o, very sudden.” . She told him how she had been awskened in

“Hhi  night by a pain in her arm and found her husband desd. The -

':-dbgt:bt‘,;.;_jghe:_;sai.d,'-_ was of opinion that he must ‘have ruptured a .

swall blood-vessel near the heart. The witness then related how,

after: the post-mortem, when he was accompanying. the ‘prisoner

‘%o the Matthews” house at Dulwich, he asked her about the chl

the bottle was intact
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4th January, he called on Dr. Leach, and in consequence of what
he told him went down to Dulwich and saw the prisoner. ~When
he mentioned the chloroform she became very angry, and, stamping
upon the floor, exclaimed, ‘‘ Oh, damn the chloroform.” By
Mrs. Matthews’ advice he soon after left the house, but he went
back in the evening and told the prisoner that he should ‘‘ make
a clean breast of it ’’ at the inquest. She sought to dissuade him
from carrying out his intention. In the course of their talk he
returned to her her husband’s gold watch which she had given him
at Claverton Street on the previous Saturday. She told the witness
on that occasion that it was her husband’s wish that ‘I should
have that watch in memory of himn when he was gone.”” Witness
at the same time gave her four pounds, the balance of a cheque
which he had cashed for her some three weeks earlier. Mr. Dyson’s
examination-in-chief concluded with his account of the strange
words used by the prisoner in the confectioner’s shop on Tth
January, and of his subsequent interview with her on 9th January
when, after asking indignantly why he did not charge her out-
right with murdering her husband, she proceeded to relate how
she had poured the chloroform out of the window of the railway
carriage. It was on Sunday, 3rd January, that he threw away the
chloroform bottles on Wandsworth Common. He afterwards
pointed out to the police the spot at which he had disposed of
them. He had been under the impression that the rules of his
body debarred him from marrying for two years after his entry
into the ministry; but he was mistaken. One year was the pre-
scribed time, and it was therefore open to him to marry ° next
October or thereabouts.’’

Mr. Clarke, as may be supposed, had given the most careful
consideration to the difficult and delicate task which now con-
fronted him. Were he to,drive Mr. Dyson too hard, it was to
be feared that he would seek to extricate himself from an awkward
position by saying something very damaging to the defence. On
the other hand, it was out of the question to accept his story as
true and allow his statements to pass unchallenged. The learned
counsel, therefore, decided to treat him in a friendly spirit and
associate his actions as far as possible with those of his client.
Under these conditions the witness would have no excuse for
further incriminating the prisomer, and, at the same time, the
natural reluctance of the jury to consign her to her doom while
he passed away to freedom would be greatly strengthened.” With

"SirE.G'larke “ The Story of My Life,’”” p. 250; mwlull]llagtmﬁ
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this in his mind Mr. Clarke opened his cruss-examination. The
first suggestion, the witness admitted, that she had adwministered
chloroform to her husband came from the prisonmer herself. At
his last interview with her, at the Matthews’ house, on the evening
of 9th January, she inquired indignantly why he did not * charge
her outright ’’ with giving it to him. There was no secret under-
standing between the prisoner and himself about their future
marriage. No impropriety of conduct took place between them,
but he had kissed her both in and out of her husband’s presence.
All through the deceased’s illness at Claverton Sireet ihe witness
and the prisoner ‘' were anxious for his welfare and tried to serve
him.””  Until he was examined before the coroner he was under
the impression that by the rules of his body he could not marry
before October, 1887. It was very probable, therefore, that, at
some time or another, he did tell the prisomer that he could not
marry for two years. He had on occasions discussed marriage in
general with the deceased. The deceased inquired of him whether
the teaching of the Bible was distinctly in favour of & man having
only one wife. The suggestion which he made was that there
might be “ a wife for companionship and one for service.”” The
witness told him that he would find no sanction for any arrange-
ment of that kind in the Bible. In reply to the learned judge,
the witness said that he was not certain ‘‘ whether the deceased
meant that both were to be his bedfellows.”” But he rather gathered
that both were to be his wives in *‘ a full and complele sense.’’
The witness regarded it as a remarkable suggestion. He did not
ascribe it to moral obliquity, rather to ‘‘ oddity.” * Was it
not an unwholesome sort of talk? ’’ asked Mr. Justice Wills. *¢ Not
coming from him, my lord,” replied the witness; ‘* he was & man
who had some strange idess.” *‘ Was this said seriously,”’
inquired the learned judge, ‘‘ or was the man speaking in jestt ”’
‘“ It waa said,”” stated the witness, * tentatively, hall-playfully the
first time, but I have a recollection of his speaking more seriously
of it on some later occasion.’’

While at Dover the deceased told the witness that ** he was
no longer the strong man he once was.”” He ascribed his failing
health to overwork. The witness could not swear that the prisoner
did not say in the deceased’s presence at Dover that his life would
not be a long one. He rather thought, however, that the incident
took place in Claverton Street. The witness and the decessad
were on the closest terms of intimaay. They were *‘ ag brother
to brother.” The deceased often talked to the witness about
boo:;, but he never mentioned * Esoteric Anthropology; or the
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Mysteries of Man.” Nor had he ever heard him speak of Dr.
Nichols.  The deceased, said the witness, spoke in a manner
which left no doubt that ‘‘ he contemplated Mrs. Bartlett and
myself being ultimately married.”” At this point Mr. Justice
Wills intervened with the request that he would be ‘“ a litile more
definite.”” He doubted whether there was a man in Court who
had ever had experience of so remarkable a statement. ‘‘ On one
occasion,’’ answered the wiiness, ‘‘ when the deceased was finding
fault with his wife for some trifling fault, I said, ¢ If ever she comes
under my care, I shall have to teach her differently.” The de-
ceased smiled and said something to the eflect that he had no
doubt that I should take good care of her.’”” Both his lordship
and Mr. Clarke, however, insisted that language of that kind
could hardly have been used unless there had been a previous
understanding between them.  There was the letter, said the
witness, which the deceased wrote him from Dover, and that he
admitted was the outcome of a conversation at Putney which he
showed great reluctance to repeat. But on his lordship exclaim-
ing ‘“ we bhave long ago overstepped the bounds of delicacy,’”’
he told the following story. While the deceased was staying at
Dover he called upon the witness at Putney and informed him that
he had made a will leaving everything to his wife and appointing
him an executor. In return for this proof of confidence in him,
the witness said that he was growing very attached to Mrs. Bart-
lett, that it was disturbing him in his work, and that he thought
it would be well for him to discontinue his friendship with her.
The deceased replied, ‘“ Why should you discontinue it?’’ He
assured the witness that he had been ‘‘ a great bemefit >’ to her.
She liked his preaching, and, showing him one of her letters, a
very devotional letter, which she had written from her convent,
said ‘‘ he should like me to,endeavour to lead her back more closely
to that frame of mind or disposition of heart. He said he had
confidence in me, and that he should be pleased if I would con-
tinue as friendly as I had been with them.’” Not on that occasion,
but soon afterwards at Claverton Street, the deceased said to him
in relation to his wife, ‘‘ if anything happens to me, you two may
come together.’’

On his oath, Mrs. Bartlett never told him that Annie Walker
had nursed her in her confinement. What she did say was that
Annie Walker attended her husband. The name of Dr. Nichols
was pever mentioned in the presence of the deceased. The
prisoner warned him not to speak to her husband about him,
because of his sensitiveness about his internal affliction. The
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witness understood that, without actually seeing the decessed, Dr.
Nichols was in the habit of prescribing for him. When the de-
ceased was taken ill at Claverton Street, the witness saw Dr.
Leach. He was then on terms of ‘‘ honest and true friendship
with the deceased, but he never said to Dr. Leach that il ** would
be as well for him to see Dr. Nichols.”” He should have considered
a suggestion of that kind as ‘“ an impertinence.”’ He really meant
that. All through his illness at Claverion Street the deceased
complained of pain and sleeplessness. He was often very de-
pressed, and the witness had seen him cry. On the Sunday before
his death he asked the witness ‘‘ whether any one cuuld be lower
than he was without passing away altogether.’”” At Merton the
witness had some conversation with the deceased about mesmerism.
The deceased never told him that on the night of 28th December
‘““he got up and stood for two hours waving his hands over his
sleeping wife.”” The witness never said to the prisoner that he
would marry her on her husband’s death. There was no more
than an understanding that, at some time or another, he and she
might ‘ come together.”” When the witness bought the chloro-
form he had not the faintest idea that it would be used for an
improper purpose. He had seen the prisoner with Squire’s *° Con-
panion to the British Pharmacopeeia *’ in her hands. He under-
stood that the chloroform was to be sprinkled upon a handker-
chief. He believed that it could be used without danger in that
way. He knew very litile about chloroform, and had never seen
it administered. He did not say anything to the deceased sbout
the matter, because he had been told that the disesse for which
the chloroform was required was mever to be mentioned to him.
When he arrived at Claverton Streel with the chloroform the
Bartletts had a visitor. Had they been alome it is possible that
he might have given the prisoner the bottle in her husband's
presence. He was not prepared to say for certain what he might
have done. The Bartletts always called him ‘¢ George,” and he
addressed Mrs. Bartlett as ‘ Adelaide.”” When he saw the prisoner
on Mondsy, 4th January, at the Matthews’, he did mot tell her
that, on the previous day, he had thrown away the chloroform
bottles on Wandsworth Common. It did not ocour to him to
tell her. He was at that time in ‘¢ greai anxiety and distress.’’
H:a threw the bottles away in a panic; the sight of them was hateful.
His motive was not self-protection. He exclaimed ‘“he was &
ruined man because of what might have happened.”’ He would be
& ruinad man ““if my fears were true.”’ At this interview,
s.lthzugh it did not occur to him to tell the prisoner that he had
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thrown away the empty chloroform bottles, it did occur to him
to ask her for a piece of poetry which he had addressed to her a few
weeks earlier. So far as he could remember, she gave it back to
him, torn in pieces, on the following Saturday, 9th January.

Incidentally it may be mentioned that this poem which the
witness was so anxious to retrieve was never produced in Court.
The following verse which Mr. Clarke had committed to memory,
in case he should need to quote it, may be taken as a fair
measure of its literary quality as & whole :—

Who 1s it that hath burst the door,
Unclosed the heart that shut before,
And set her queen-like on its throne,
And made 1ts homage all her own—
My Bardie.

Mrs. Bartlett, said the witness, was not the only person who
had counselled him to say nothing about the chloroform. Mr,
Matthews suggested that he should await the result of the analysis,
and he took his advice. In his re-examination of the witness,
Mr. Poland, referring to the interview at Putney, invited him to
describe in greater delail the effect which the deceased suggested
his preaching had had upon his wife. ‘¢ He did not describe the
particular way,’’ replied the witness, ‘‘ but thought it had benefited
her, since you ask the question, in & spiritual way.”” In answer
to his lordship, the witness said that he went to three different
shops to buy the chloroform, because he did not expect to obtain
all he required at one. He did not say to the first man, ‘“ I want
four or five times that amount,” because he did not wish ‘¢ to
enter into a long explanation.”’ The shopmen ‘¢ would not under-
stand that Mrs. Bartlett was skilled in the use of medicines.”” It
was also to avoid explanations that he led the chemists to suppose
that the chloroform was o be used for the removal of grease
spots. .

At the opening of the proceedings on the third day the three
chemists, John Hamble, Thomas Penrose, and Joseph Mellin, were
called to prove Mr. Dyson’s purchase of chloroform on 28th
December, and, when their evidence was concluded, Mrs. Matthews
went into the witness-box. She had known the Bartletts intimately
for three and a half years. In July, 1885, she and her husband
stayed for a week with them at The Cottage, Merton. The Bart-
letts appeared to live together on very affectionate terms. Mr.
Bartlett’s health was, so far as the witness knew, very good. On
the morning of lst January she went to Claverton Street in con-
sequence of a telegram which she had received from the prisomer,
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She saw the body in the front room. The prisoner told her how
she had found her husband dead in the early morning. Witness
inquired what he died of. She said, ‘‘ We do not know; there
must be a post-mortem.’”” On the evening of the following day
the prisoner came to stay with her. The rooms in Claverton Street
were, she explained, to be sealed up, because the doclors were not
agreed as to the cause of death. The witness then described the
angry scene between the prisoner and Mr. Dyson on 4th January,
which terminated in his leaving the house exclaiming that he was
‘“a ruined man.”” After that she related how on the following
Wednesday, 6th January, she went up to London with the prisoner
and Mr. Dyson, with whom she had a private conversation in Dr.
Leach’s waiting room. The witness then went on to tell the story
of the interview of 9th January, in the course of which the
prisoner indignantly repudiated Mr. Dyson’s suspicions, and
stated that she had poured the chloroform out of the railway
carriage window on 6th January. Peckham Rye pond, into which
the prisoner said that she had thrown the botile, was, to the best
of the witness’s belief, frozen over on 6th January. Some boys
were certainly eliding at one end of it. Either on 9th January,
or on the following Monday, 11th January, the witness had a talk
with the prisoner about the conversation which she had had with
Mr. Dyson at Dr. Leach’s. She asked the prisoner why she had
told Mr. Dyson so many lies. She said that ‘‘ he bothered so.
He did not believe her when she spoke the truth.”” The truth was
that her husband did not expect to live long. It was a fact, the
prisoner assured her, ‘‘ that Edwin did think latterly that he was
going to die.”” After the prisoner wemt to live in Weymouth
Street she several times came to see the witness. On one of these
ocoasions, on 20th January, she told the witness and her husband that
‘“ she had asked Dr. Leach about giving Edwin chloroform, snd
thet he had told her that she could not possibly have given him
chloroform, because it would have shown in his brain, if she had
given it to him by inhalation, and that, if she had given it to him
to drink, it would have burnt his throat all down, and his screams
would have alarmed the house.”

Mr. Matthews, who followed his wife into the witness-box,
stated that, up to his last illness, Mr. Bartlett’s health had been
good. He had never heard him express any peculiar idess. So
far as he could judge, the Bartletts lived together as msn and
wife. The witness visited the deceased once during his illness on
15th December. ‘‘ He seemed very prostrated.”” The prisoner

said that he was suffering from ‘‘ slight mercurial poisoning,
42 '



Introduction.

algo from verdigris.’’ She suggested that he might ‘‘ have got it
from moving things in the warehouse; he had been hunting rats.”’
On Sunday, 3rd January, while the prisoner was his guest at
Dulwich, the witness discussed with her the circumstances of her
husband’s death. He inquired whether it were possible that the
deceased might have ‘ taken poison himself.”’ She replied that
¢ ghe did not think that there were any poisons in,the house.” The
doctors, she said, perceived a small bottle of chlorodyne at the
post-mortem which could, in Dr. Leach’s opinion, ‘‘ be accounted
for by her hushand having used chlorodyne.’” The witness told
her that he had heard that they had also noticed a smell of garlic.
Did she think that ‘‘ he could have got any arsenic ’? Her reply
was ‘“ No.”” On returning from business, on the evening of 6th
January, the witness had a long conversation with Mr. Dyson in
the road between Peckham Rye Station and his house. The witness
then gave the same account as his wife of the interview between
Mr. Dyson and the prisoner on 9th January, and of the visit which
the prisoner paid them on 20th January, when she told them
that she could by no possibility have given chloroform to her
husband. The deceased, the witness stated in cross-examination,
never talked to him about medical matters or mesmerism, nor had
he ever communicated to him any strange ideas about matrimony.
The prisoner some two years ago showed him Dr. Nichols’ book.
He did not read it—‘‘ It was scarcely in my line of business.”’
When re-examined he said that he knew nothing of Dr. Nichols,
and ‘“ had never seen Mr. Bartlett with his book.’’

Annie Walker described how, in 1881, she was recommended
by Mrs. Nichols and went to nurse the prisomer in her confine-
ment. She related how the deceased was reluctant that a doctor
should be called in, and how the child was born dead. During
one of her subsequent visits, the prisoner said ‘‘ that she never
meant to have any more "children.”” The witness then recounted
the conversations in which the prisoner spoke of her husband’s lack
of appreciation of her work, and complained that he had stipulated
in his will that she must not re-marry. The witness did not know
Dr. Nichols, but she had seen his book lying about at the Bart-
letts’. She had never talked to the prisoner about chloroform,
and had never bought any for her. She had never been in America,
and had never attended Mr. Bartlett. In reply to Mr. Clarke,
she said that no chloroform was used at the prisoner’s confine-
ment. The prisoner was always most attentive to her husband.
‘“ She would get up very early and see that he had his breakfast
before he started out.”” There was nothing unusual in a woman
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saying that ‘‘ she hopes never to have another child.” In her re-
examination she stated that, so far as she knew, the Bartletts
always occupied the same room and slept in the same bed. That
was the state of affairs when she stayed with them at The Cottage
in October, 1884.

Dr. Thomas Low Nichols, the author of ‘ Esoteric Anthro-
pology,”’ stated that he was not entitled to practise in England.
He had never seen the prisoner until he saw her at Westminster
Police Court. He knew nobody of the name of Bartlett in this
country. He had never said that anybody ‘‘ of the name of Bart-
lett would die within twelve months.”” In cross-examination Mr.
Clarke elicited that he kept no record of any patients who visited
him in England. v
. Mr. Thomas Roberts, a dentist, deposed that in December,

' 1885, he was called in to attend to the deceased. He visited him
. on three occasions, and removed some seventeen loose stumps. On

1 - 81st December the deceased came to the witness’s house with Dr.’

. 'Leach. . The doctor administered gas, and the witness extracted
& tooth.. The witness noticed the bad condition of the deceased’s

 lower jaw, and, pointing it out to Dr. Leach, said, ‘ This looks
* very like necrosis setting in.””. The disease was not deep seated.

' ¢ Tt was only commencing.”’ Replying to Mr. Clarke, the witness

said that three or four minutes elapsed before the gas took com-
- plete effect. Two minutes were generally sufficient. His remark
- about the necrosis was made in the hearing of the deceased. :
. The deposition of Dr. Green at the Westminster Police Court
*and his subsequent cross-examination by Mr. Beal and Mr. Lick-
~fold were now put in and read. Very briefly they amounted to.
this. The post-mortem on the .deceased was carried out under

. -the witness’s direction on 2nd Janusry, 1886. The stomach was
~*. removed and placed with its content§ in large glass jars. They

; - emitted a strong smell of chloroform and garlic. The whole of

" the stomach was slightly inflamed. The vital organs—the heart, -
© 'the lungs, and the liver—were in a healthy condition. The brain,

‘the larnyx, the trachea, and the kidneys were examined, and no ..
race-of disease was found in them. The fluidity of the blood was
bnormal. -In the jaw traces of slight necrosis were apparent.
The conclusion which -the witness formed was that death was -

robably due to.the contents of the stomach. He got & notion of -

oroform . directly ‘the stomach was opened. Before that no o

ed 1o him the pressnce of chloroform. Tho sme
I which issued from the
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deceased’s stomach. It was as strong as that of “‘a freshly
opened bottle of chloroform.”

Dr. Leach, who proved a tiresome witness, was then called.
His self-consciousness, which was very pronounced, led him to
qualify his answers and enter unasked into explanations of his
statements. The Attorney-General, who conducted his examina-
tion, began by inquiring into the medical history of the deceased’s
illness in Claverton Street. In reply to his questions, the witness
related how from 10th December until the day of his death he was
in constant attendance upon him. He described the opinion
which he formed of his condition, and the treatment which he pre-
scribed in consequence. He explained the circumstances in which
Dr. Dudley was called in, and narrated how the prisoner told
him that ‘¢ unless her husband were soon to get better his friends
would say that she was poisoning him.”” This remark, said the
witness, ‘‘ extraordinary as it was, made little effect on me. I
hear many strange things, and I thought it referred to the mer-
curialism I had found on my first visit.”” The last time he saw
the deceased alive was on 3lst December, outside the dentist’s
house in Charlwood Street. By that time he had almost re-
covered from his indisposition, and there was no longer any
reason for the witness to continue to visit him professionally. Soon
after four o’clock, the next morning, the Doggetts’ servant came
round with the news that he was dead. The witness went at once
to Claverton Street. On entering the room he perceived *‘ that
naturally close odour of a sleeping room, the odour of supper
and of condiments, and of brandy and of gas.”” The deceased
was lying upon his back. His mouth was open. There was no
smell about it, nor was there any froth upon the lips. The
witness was totally at a loss to account for his death, and he pro-
ceeded to relate how he searched the room and how he questioned
the prisoner about the possibility of his having obtained poison.
At the time he attached importance to the discovery of a bottle
of chlorodyne, but he had now entirely given up the theory that
it might have been the cause of death, ‘‘ because the analysis
proved the absence of the other ingredients of chlorodyne. I am
sorry,” he added, ‘‘that I ever entertained it.”” He was not
aware on lst January that the prisoner had in her possession a
large quantity of chloroform. He only learnt that twenty-six days
later.

The post-mortem examination, on 2nd January, was per-
formed by Dr. Green, Dr. Murray, Dr. Dudley, and Dr. Cheyne.
‘The witness himself took notes, which he was now requested to
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read. These showed that all the vital organs were in a healthy
state, and that the only ‘‘ abnormalisms’’ were the appearance
of the stomach and the fluidity of the blood. Subsequently, at the
request of his colleagues, he communicated the result of their
investigations to the family and friends of the deceased. When
inviting them to come upstairs to meet the doctors, he disclosed
certain facts to the prisoner. He told her that the contents of
the stomach emitted ‘‘ a pungent ethereal odour,”” and, not im-
probably, added, ‘ Dr. Green suggests chloroform.”” His own
opinion, said the witness, and he communicated it to the prisoner,
was that the smell was caused by chlorodyne. The prisoner made
no observation when the word chloroform was mentioned. He
had a long talk with her in his consulting room on 6th January,
the day before the inquest. He asked her to write out an account
of everything which happened between the time of the deceased’s
return from the dentist and the witness’s own arrival, at hali-
past four, on the morning of the following day. He advised her
“to keep her notes, as he supposed that she would give evidence.
No reference, to the best of the witness’s recollection, was made
‘“to the impossibility of his swallowing. chloroform.” Chlorodyne
was nientioned, for, unfortunately, explained the witness, ** I con-
tinued to harp upon that subject.”’ Mrs. Bartlett visited him on
. 6th, 14th, 18th, and 26th January. On this last occasion he con-
gratulated her warmly, directly he saw her, on the analyst’s
report. It was good news, indeed, that Dr. Stevenson should
ascribe the cause of death to chloroform. Had he attributed it to
some secret poison, which ‘‘ could be administered without the
patient knowing it,” she would have fallen under grave suspicion.
But to his surprise, far from displaying satisfaction, she ex-
pressed extreme regret that chloroform had been discovered, and,
in answer to his questions, she confided to him the story of her
strange compact with her husband and her relations with Mr.
Dyson. She narrated how, after meking her over to Mr. Dyson,
“her husband had sought to assert those marital rights which he
had never exercised during all the years in which they had been

‘married. “ It was a duty to her womanhood and to the man to - .-

! wh‘oz__n_ﬂshe was practically affianced *’ to resist his advances;, and -
she, in. consequence, obtained some chloroform with the idea of
sprinkling it upon & handkerchief and waving it in his face. But

" she never. carried -out her intention. The thought of the chloro- -
form in her' drawer troubled her: She had never had a secret

Arom * Edwin,” snd, on the night of 31st Decernber, when he was i

‘in bed,
S

shehandedover to him her -whole supply, after explaining ©
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the reason which had led her to procure it. He showed no dis-
pleasure, but took the bottle and placed it upon the mantelpiece,
close to his bedside. There it remained until ‘‘ about breakfast
time ’’ on lst January, when she removed it and put it away in a
drawer in the back room. But that could not be, declared the
witness. There was no chloroform bottle in the room when he
gearched it between four and five o’clock that morning.

Under cross-examination by Mr. Clarke, the witness stated
that between 10th and 31st December he had constantly seen the
Bartletts together. Mrs. Bartlett always appeared to be tending
her husband with the most ‘‘ anxious affection.’”” ¢* Emphatically *’
he could not wish for a better nurse. The witness asked her to go
to bed, but she always refused. On omne occasion, in the third
week of his attendance, she said, ‘“ What is the use of my going
to bed, doctor? He will walk about the room like a ghost. He
will not sleep unless I sit and hold his toe.”” At this stage the
learned counsel took the witness through the various phases of
the deceased’s illness. About 21st December the prisoner told
him that her husband * still talked about dying.’’ She said so in
the deceased’s presence. In the witness’s opinion, ‘‘he was
practically a hysterical patient at that time, and his wife petted
him too much.’”” The deceased told the witness an extraordinary
tale on 26th December. In answer to an inquiry as to how he had
slept, he said, ‘‘ I could not sleep. I was nervous and restless. I
saw my wife asleep in the easy chair, so I went and stood over her
for two hours holding up my hands like this, and felt the vital
force being drawn from her to me. I felt it going through my
finger tips. After that I lay down and slept.” The prisoner
observed, ‘‘ That is a nice story. Imagine him standing for two
hours and doing anything.’” Prior to that the deceased had told
the witness some ‘‘ rigmarole ’’ about the possibility of being
under somebody’s influench from a distance. He said that *‘ he
and his wife had both been mesmerised by a friend.”’

When the proceedings opened on the fourth day, Dr. Leach was
recalled and was further cross-examined. The deceased was dis-
tressed when the witness told him that he should mot visit him
again.  Mrs. Bartlett said, ‘‘ You had better come, doctor; he
will be anxious.”” The witness had never seen the deceased cry,
but he had been told that he had fits of orying, and had spoken
to him about them. The prisoner observed that he said that he
cried ‘‘ because he was so happy.”” The witness ascribed that to
‘“ male hysteria.’” He would not call *‘ the jaw symptoms,’’ which
msnifested themselves on 29th December, really ¢ alarming.’?
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Tt was ‘‘a necrosis due to local causes, and he had no great fear
as to its ultimate result.”” The pzisoner always ‘¢ tried to cheer
him (the deceased) up in every way.”’ This statement was made
in reference to her remark in the cab on the way to the dentist
~ that ¢ only this morning Edwin and I were saying that we wished
we were unmarrled that we might have the pleasure of marrying
- over sagain.””  On the morning of lst January. when the witness
~ was called in to Claverton Street, the prisoner appeared greatly
~distressed. She cried bitterly when he told her that her husband
was dead. It would be asking him to judge of things beyond his
ken to say whether her conduct was perfectly natural. He could
only ¢ give an opinion for what it was worth.”” The impression

which he formed, and it might be that ‘‘ after-events had biased ”’
his mind, was that ‘‘ she seemed not only grieved, but very much
"alarmed, very much scared. Of course, I did not think it then,
but I do now.” The prisoner was very anxious that the post-
.mortem should take place as soon as possible. Her words were,
“ Spare no expense; get any assistance you want. We are all

- ‘interested in knowing the cause of death.

. The witness regarded the story which the prisoner told him
on 26th January as an absolutely confidential communication.

o When he attended the Coroner’s Court, on 4th February, he did

not expect to be called upon to reveal it. The prisoner in her
statement of the 26th said that ‘‘ her first real suspicions as to
. the cause of death were aroused when she heard it stated that the
contents of the stomach smelled of chloroform, but, hearing that
"that smell might be due to the deceased having swallowed some
chlorodyne, she refrained from making any suggestions that would
‘necessarily throw grave suspicion upon herself.’”” In the account
“of the interview of 26th January which he drew up for the coroner,
. the witness made use of these wordsin reference to the platonic
_relations alleged to have existed betwden the prisoner and her
- husband. - ‘I was personally cognisant of these facts up to this
- ‘point. They had been partly told me, partly implied, partly.
. gathered from observation.” Pressed to say what he meant to
" ‘convey by that statement, the witness explained that Mrs. Bartlett
" “had consulted him two or three times since her husband’s desth,
. and “I bad become aware of facts that somewhst paved the way' §
. to my ‘accepting what she told me on the 26th.” .~ On its being .- =

ut aying.’” : This remark caused him to be remmded by his lord-
“ ‘he mxght take 1t 58 an: axmm that nothmg goes wzthout.-.

epresented to him that he must be more definite, the witness said,
Mr. Bartlett. was a man of very strange ideas. That goes with-
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saying here.’”” At the same time he invited him to explain the
nature of these ideas. They had nothing to do with matrimony,
replied the witness, but had reference to mesmerism and vital
force and other matters which collectively ‘ conveyed to my mind
the impression that my patient was one of the most extraordinary
men I ever had to deal with—though a very pleasant and nice
man.”’ In answer to a further question by the learned judge, the
witness said, ‘“ With regard to the matter about two wives—one
for use and one for companionship—that did not come from him.
I never heard him allude to it. That came from her.”” When
the deceased was recovering, and when the prisoner was suflering
from the strain of nursing him, the witness suggested that they
should both go to bed in the back room. He could not
remember what the deceased said, but he certainly did not act upon
his advice. That incident and the fact that the deceased slept in
a camp bed tended, in the witness’s opinion, to confirm the truth
of the prisoner’s story about their relations. In his attendance
upon the deceased the witness perceived ‘ great signs of affection
and kindness both on his part and on that of his wife, but, looking
back, he could recollect nothing which was inconsistent with their
alleged compact that they should be no more than loving friends.”’
He was prepared to believe the prisoner’s story that six years ago
this agreement was broken on one occasion, in order that she
should become a mother. He had heard in her husband’s life-
time that she was fond of children and dogs. He had no comment
to make upon her statement that after the child was born dead
‘“ she grew disheartened, and the two lived together, but their
relations were not those of matrimony.”” The prisomer’s allega-
tion that her husband ‘‘ liked to surround her with male acquaint-
ances '’ explained a good deal that had puzzled ‘‘the witness
about Mr. Dyson. He had heard the deceased speak of that gentle-
man in terms of the greatest admiration.”” Both he and the
prisoner were ‘‘ proud of Mr. Dyson.”

* By rising on the left arm *’ it was quite easy to reach the
mantelpiece from the deceased’s bed. The witness had never heard
of & case of poisoning with liquid chloroform. Vomiting usually
ocours when chloroform is inhaled. It would be still more likely
to happen if the administration took place after a recent meal.
An indigestible substance, such as mango-chutney, would increase
the probability of vomiling. The witness had never given chloro-
form to & sleeping person, and knew of no authentic case in which
it had been successfully administered under those conditions. In
cases of death from an excessive amount of chloroform, the witness
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would expect to find at the post-mortem fluidity of the blood and
a amell of chloroform in the brain and in the lungs. If death were
caused by asphyxia through an overdose by inhalation, he would
be prepared to see the right side of the heart and the lungs engorged
with blood.
' Mr. Poland, on whom, in the absence of the Attorney-General,
devolved the task of re-examining Dr. Leach, returned to the
question of the alleged platonic compact. When she consulted
him as a patient, stated the witness, the prisoner said nothing
. about her relations with her husband. Nor had the deceased him-
self ever suggested anything to lead the witness to suppose that
‘“ his married life was other than the ordinary state.”” Never-
theless, from °‘ the general bearing of the parties,’” the witness
was now prepared to believe that their relations were ‘* asexual.”
. He could not describe it. ‘I might as well,”” he pleaded, *‘ try
~ to describe the general expression of their countenances. I am
- sure his lordship sees it.”” But his lordship would not admit

: " that he was endowed with the ¢ delicate discriminsation ’’ which

the witness wished to ascribe to him. On the contrary, he was
" “a plain man,” and it seemed to him that, if he were to come
to any such conclusion about people he knew, he would be able to
-give some reason for it. He had not, the witness admitted, seen
other persons about whom ‘‘ he fancied the same thing.”” He
could not say that he had had actual experience of a man sleeping -
year after year in the same bed with his wife and all the time
' maintaining platonic relations with her, but he had *‘ heard of
~ things very much like it.”” From first to last, in all his con-
versations with the prisoner at Claverton Street, he had never
encouraged the idea that her husband would not recover. ‘¢ He -
always told her that was nonsemse.”” He had heard the Bartletts
in talking together speak of some individual as ‘‘ Georgius Rez.””

. He knew now—in fact, he knew before the deceased died—that Mr.
" Dyson was the person to whom they alluded. The witness on the - -

‘morhing of 1st January took particular notice of the state of the -

‘fire, - He looked at it for the purpose of estimating the temperature
_ooin whmh ‘the corpse had been lying. It was not sufficiently large =

" to have. mﬂuenced the temperature of the room to any perceptlb!e'.f

xtent.
Dr. ’Dudley deposed to vmtmg the deceased m Claverton; .
tr ot 19th 1 December
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sound man, and advised him to sit up and go out every day for a
walk or a drive. The prisoner was present throughout the inter-
view. The witness heard of Mr. Bartlett’s death on lst January,
and on the following day attended the post-mortem. In the stomach
‘“ there was an erosion, a patch, where the mucous membrane was
destroyed in the most dependent part,”’ by which the witness meant
the portion near the spinal cord, which would be the lowest when
a person was lying down. Such a patch would be caused by an
irritant poison. Liquid chloroform would account for it. 'The
blood was very fluid. That was a symptom of poisoning by chloro-
form. The stomach exhaled a smell of chloroform and garlic.
Replying to Mr. Clarke, the witness said that when he went to see
the deceased, on 19th December, the prisoner appeared to be ‘¢ very
attentive to,’’ and ‘‘ very anxious about,’’ him.

Dr. Montague Murray stated that at the post-mortem on 2nd
January he performed ‘‘ the operative part.”” With the exception
of the conditions of the stomach, there was nothing to account for
death. The lower part of the gullet, that is the lower three inches,
had the same inflammatory blush as the lining membrane of the
stomach. In cross-examination the witness explained that the state
of the gullet showed that ‘¢ the poison was taken down the throat.”’
The situation of the red patch in the stomach indicated that, for
the greater part of the time during which life lasted, after the
poison was taken, the body of the deceased was in a recumbent
position. The witness had never heard of a case in which liquid
chloroform had been poured down the throat of an insensible
person. If the insensibility were profound, the operation should
not present any insuperable difficulties. It would be necessiry,
however, to use & tube. If no mechanical means were employed,
some of the liquid would remain in the mouth and some would
trickle down the gullet. Insensibility would prevent the action of
swallowing. There might‘be ‘‘ an insensibility so profound that
the person operated upon might swallow without resistance, and
yet so little profound that the muscular action would not be
paralysed.” A medical man would judge by the reflexes in other
parts whether the particular stage had been reached at which the
reflex action of the muscles of the throat would continue and yet
the insensibility be sufficient to deaden the pain of the burning.
He would test it by touching the eye. If there were a closure of
the eyelids, that would indicate the presence of reflexes which would
render the act of swallowing instinetive. He would judge of the
insensibility to pain by the relaxation of the muscles. Cases do
occur in which it is not desirable to produce complete ansesthesia,
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only sufficient to deaden pain. In those cases the physician has to
judge ‘¢ whether the moment has come in which there is sufficient
“ingensibility to produce ancesthesia, yet not sufficient to produce the
complete abolition of the reflex action.” In reply to Mr. Justice
Wills, the witness said that in operations under chloroform it
was sometimes necessary to give the patient brandy. It was
difficult, however, to adwminister it through the mouth, and the
general practice was to inject it.

Tom Ralph, a metropolitan police constable, who acted as
coroner’s officer in the case, deposed to searching the first-floor
rooms at 85 Claverton Street with Inspector Marshall on 11ih
January. In one of the boxes which he examined he found Mr.
- Dyson’s letter, beginning ‘‘ Dear Edwin,”” and signed ‘* George,'’
“and on one of the tables a copy of Squire’s ¢ Companion.” 1In
- the fromt room was a box containing a man’s clothes. In the
right-hand trousers pocket of one of the suits were several of
those articles which, as their name suggests, are popularly sup-
posed to be s French invention. . » . .

Dr. Thomas Stevenson, professor of medical jurisprudence at
Guy’s Hospital and senior scientific analyst to the Home Office,

. succeeded the policeman in the witness-box. In answer to the

- Attorney-Gemeral, he related how, on 12th January, he began to
analyse certain portions of the deceased’s body which had been
submitted to him. The characteristic smell of the contents of the
stomach was that of chloroform. There was also about them a
slight odour of garlic, due to the mango-chutney. He was able
. to establish the presence in the stomach of 11} grains of chloro-
form, equivalent to between 8 and 9 minims. This amount repre- -
- sented 5 per cent. of the weight of the whole quantity analysed. -
The witness also tested for all the poisons which suggested them-

selves to him, but could find no other Jraces of any alkaloids. He

- devoted several days to his experiments. He could discover no

. traces of chlorodyne. Speaking of the appearance of the stomach,
. the witness stated that the patch of inflammation was * about the
.~ part_to which the liquid would flow when a person was lying on

~his back. It was the usual spot at which we find it after the
. swallowing of an irritant poison.”” It was at the point to which
©:" by gravitation the liquid would find its way.”” The conclusion

- which the witness formed was that the deceased must have swal-
-, lowed ‘a. large dose of chloroform, ‘‘ such a quantity as would be
sufficient to cause death.” A person swallowing chloroform would
certainly - perceive the peculiar ‘character. of -the liquid. which he -
b tbed. It had a hot, fery taste, and would cause pain. . It
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wag hardly possible that any one could take it under the impression
that it was some innocuous article of food or drink, If the
chloroform were contained in an ordinary medicine bottle, there
was ‘‘ no insuperable difficulty ’ in the way of pouring it down
the throat of a person in a condition of insensibility. Witness
bimself with a teaspoon had put liquid down the throat of a
person while he had been ‘¢ chloroforming ’’ him. It would not
be a difficult operation, if a man were lying on his back with his
mouth open. Up to a certain point of insensibility the presence
of a liquid at the back of the throat would occasion the act of
swallowing.  But, once the reflexes had disappeared, there could
be no swallowing. He had given a rabbit a quarter of an ounce
of chloroform, and found that its blood, when analysed, contained
traces of chloroform. He had seen one person suffering from the
effects of swallowing chloroform. He had not taken a fatal dose.
It produced copious vomiting and pain, and the patient was
greatly alarmed. He should regard vomiting as a frequent, but
not an invariable, symptom of poisoning by chloroform. It was
possible with chloroform to render insensible & sleeping person.
Witness had never himself performed the operation, but he knew
of instances in which it had been perforined successfully. Were
drops of chloroform to fall upon the chin or the breast they would
leave no lasting mark. They would produce no more than a
temporary redness.

Under cross-examination the witness stated that he could refer
to no recorded case of murder by the administration of liquid
chloroform. The majority of deaths from chloroform were acci-
dental. About 30 per ceni. of the cases known to the witness of
swallowing chloroform proved fatal. He did not regard an
odour of chloroform in the ventricles of the brain as an invariable
symptom in cases in whick the drug had been inhaled shortly
before death, but it was ‘one for which he would certainly look.
If the patient were brought to the verge of asphyxia—a state of
insensibilily from the administration of chloroform—and death
were to supervene from any cause whatever, he would expect to
find an engorgement of the right side of the heart. He did not
agree with either of the passages, quoted by the learned counsel
from Guy and Ferrier’s ‘ Forensic Medicine,”’ that in cases of
inhalation there was always an intense inflammation of the air
passages, or that the vapour of chloroform, when inhaled, acted
more powerfully than when swallowed in a liquid form. He ad-
mitted the authority, but he did not admit the statement. The
witness had never given chloroform to a patient while asleep. He
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did not consider that an adult person would ‘‘ almost invariably *’
wake up, if it were attempted. He was aware that in Dolbeau’s
‘ Annales d’Hygidne >’ it was stated that great skill would be
required to perform the operation successfully, and that in 75
per cent. of the cases the individuals awoke directly they were
exposed to the vapour. He knew of the experiments carried out
by the American doctor, Quimby, and others which are men-
tioned in Wharton and Stillé’s ‘‘ Medical Jurisprudence.” In
that work it was said that, out of six persons on whom the attempt
was made, all resisted more or less, and two woke up immediately.
The only English authorities on the subject to which the witness
could refer were the Medical Times and Gazette and Woodman
and Tidy’s ‘‘ Forensic Medicine.”’ The first contained a letter
from Dr. Hussey, who witnessed the successful administration of
chloroform to a young man of seventeen in the Oxford Infirmary.
as far back as the year 1850, and the other spoke of the practice
in the Bristol General Hospital of chloroforming children, who
were to be operated upon for hip disease, while they were asleep.
The witness agreed that there were four stages in the administra-
tion of the vapour. ‘‘In the first the patieni becomes excited; in
the second he talks incoherently and sensibility is diminished;
in the third he is unconscious, but the muscles are rigid; and in
the fourth they are completely relaxed and the patient is per-
fectly insensible.”” If liquid chloroform were to be placed in the
mouth in the first, or even in the second, stage it would cause
pain. In the third the jaw becomes rigid, and force would have
to be exerted to open the mouth. The moment at which the
patient would cease to be able to swallow is altogether a question
of degree. After being completely anmsthetised he would still
continue to swallow his own saliva for some time. Without doubt,
there is a point in the process of chlopoforming when he would be
able to swallow, but yet would suffer mo pain. The practical
test to determine whether the condition has been reached, in
which the patient would be insensible to pain, is to asceriain
whether the reflex of the eye has been abolished. Having elicited
that, the learned counsel put to the witness this proposition-—
¢ Suppose you had to deal with a sleeping man, and it was your
object to get down his throat, without his knowing it, a liquid
the administration of which to the lips or throat would cause
great pain, do you not agree that it would be a very difficult and
delicate operation$’’ “‘I think,”” replied the witness, ‘‘ that it
would be an operation which would often fail and might often
succeed. I should look upon it as a delicate operation, because I
5 .
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should be afraid of pouring it down the windpipe.”” If insemsi-
bility or partial insensibility had been produced, the rejection
of the liquid by the windpipe would probably be less active than
if the patient were awake. If chloroform went down the wind-
pipe it would probably burn it and leave traces which would
be apparent for some hours after death. If the post-mortem
had been performed on the very day on which the death took
place the chances of determining the cause of death would have
been increased. On this Mr. Clarke concluded his cross-examina-
tion, and the Court adjourned.

On the following day, Friday, 16th April, the fifth day
of the trial, the proceedings began with the recall of Dr. Steven-
son, who was re-examined by the Attorney-General. If chloro-
form had been swallowed, the witness would not necessarily expect
to find a smell about the mouth. If the mouth were open he would
be prepared to find that the mnell had disappeared in as short a
time as half an hour. If chloroform were taken into the stomach
it would probably act with greater effect if the person had, before
that, been rendered insensible, or partially insensible, by inhala-
tion. The period of rigidity in the third stage of the administra-
tion of chloroform would last only a few seconds or a minute at
the most.  Referring, in answer to a question by the learned
judge, to the difficulty said to have been experienced in bringing
the deceased under the influence of nitrous oxide gas at the dentist’s,
the witness could only say that, ‘“ if a person were insensible to
one anssthetic, he would probably be less sensible to another.”

Dr. Tidy, an official analyst to the Home Office and one of
the authors of Woodman and Tidy’s *“ Forensic Medicine,”’ deposed
that of his own knowledge he only knew of one death fromswallowing
liquid chloroform. He believed that the amount absorbed on that
occasion was an ounce and a half, but it was a case of suicide,
and it was in consequence unnecessary to determine the quantity.
If a fatal dose of chloroform were swallowed, he would not be
surprised to learn that no smell of il was perceptible about the
mouth two or three hours afterwards, but at the post-mortem
he should expect to find fluidity of the blood.  Chloroform
dropped upon the skin leaves only a slight redness, which would
probably pass away in & quarter of an hour. Rigidity of the jaw
was not an invariable concomitant of the administration of
chloroform. Partial insemsibility could be produced by the in-
halation of chloroform during sleep. If an individual were thus
rendered unconscious, liquid might be poured down his throat.
But as regards administering chloroform to persons while they
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were asleep, it was only fair to say that he himself had tried it
in three cases. In one, the case of a boy between fifteen and six-
teen, he had been successful, and in the other two he had failed.
In cross-examination the witness stated that he had had a very
long experience of chloroform. Rigidity of the jaw might last
for a few seconds, or it might go on for & considerably longer
period. He would not be prepared to say that it might not last
for five minutes. The symptoms of the inhalation of chloroform
are very variable. One person might go off in two minutes, while
another might take much longer. The quantity required to
produce the necessary effect varies also. Great judgmment and ex-
perience are needed in its administration. There is considerable
uncertainty about the action of swallowing chloroform. Much
depends upon whether the person does, or does not, vomit. ‘‘A
great deal less is known about swallowing chloroform than about
chloroform inhaled.”” In reply to & juryman, the witness said
that, supposing drops of chloroform were to fall upon the delicate
parts of the mouth, the marks would be more likely to remain
than if dropped upon the skin of the hand.

Mary Anne Furlong, a married woman, living at Merton,
stated that from 6th January until 1lst September, 1885, she acted
as daily servant to the Bartletts at The Cottage, Merton. She
generally began her work at eight o’clock. Mr. and Mrs. Bartlett
occupied the same bed. Mrs. Bartlett sometimes helped her to
make it. Towards the latter part of her service Mr. Dyson came
frequently to the house. The witness went home usually about
eleven o’clock in the morning, but if Mrs. Bartlett had company
she would stay and cook the dinner. Mr. and Mrs. Matthews and
Mr. Dyson were the only wvisitors. Mr. and Mrs. Bartlett
appeared to be on very affectionate terms and to live together as
man and wife.

Inspector Marshall, of the Metrdpqlitan Police, deposed that
he searched the railway line from Victoria to Peckham Rye, but
could not find the bottle which he expected to find. He was
present at Claverton Street on 1lth January when the house was
searched.  On' 15th February the witness went with Mr. Dyson
to Wandsworth Common, and at a spot which the last-named
pointed out he found a bottle labelled ‘‘ Poison. Not to be
taken.”” He had twice since that time searched the Common, but
had been unsble to find the other bottles.

Mrs. Doggett, who was recalled and examined by the Attorney-
General, said that during the first week of the Bartlett’s stay in
Cla;:rton Street they occupied one bed.  After that they slept
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in different beds in the same room—the back room. When Mr.
Bartlett was taken ill, his bed was carried into the drawing-
room. During Mr. Bartlett’s illness the sofa in the front room
was moved into a position in front of the folding doors, but this
did not prevent any one from using them. To pass from one
room to another it was not necessary to go outside on to the
landing. The witness saw nothing unusual in the relations of
Mr. and Mrs. Bartlett. In cross-examination the witness stated
that, when the Bartleits first came, they asked for two beds in the
bedroom. The witness did not possess a bed small enough, and
it was some days before she could find time ‘‘ to run out ’’ and
order one at the stores, and another few days elapsed before it
was delivered. Alice Fulcher, who was also recalled, concurred
with her mistress that the Bartletts only slept in the same bed
during their first week in Claverton Street, and that when Mr.
Bartlett was taken ill his bed was moved into the front room.
After that Mrs. Bartleti slept upon the sofa in the same room.
She had, said the witness in reply to the learned judge, waited
upon the Bartletts when Mr. Dyson was dining with them. She
had heard the prisoner address him both as ‘ George *’ and as
‘“ Mr. Dyson.” She had heard her call him ‘‘ George ’’ before
Mr. Bartlett. On the occasion of Mr. Dyson’s visits the witness
had seen books lying about, but whether they were open or shut
she was not prepared to say. She never at the time heard it said
that Mr. Dyson was giving the prisoner lessons. When opening
the door to him she had never noticed that he brought any books
to the house.

This concluded the case for the Crown, and Mr. Clarke, who
called no witnesses, proceeded at once to address the jury. His
speech, which will always be remembered as & brilliant example
of forensic eloquence and of skilful advocacy, should be read in
full in the report of the “trial, for in this narrative it is only
possible 10 present a short summary of the principal arguments
upon which he founded his plea for his client’s acquittal.

They were asked to believe, said the learned counsel, that
this woman, who had lived on the most affectionate terms with
her husband, who, when he fell ill, sent for doctors and nursed him
with tender devotion, was on this New Year’s night ‘‘ suddenly
transformed into a murderess.”” Nor was that all. If she were
guilty she must have committed a crime ¢ absolutely unknown
in the history of medical jurisprudence.”’ Never before has it
been suggested that liquid chloroform has been employed to per-
petrate a murder. And the reason is obvious. Not omnly is it
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very variable in its effect, but it cannot be secretly administered
because of the intense pain which must follow its absorption. The
prosecution, however, has sought to overcome this last difficulty by
suggesting that the drug was poured down the deceased’s throat
after he had been reduced to a state of insensibility by inhalation.
But before proceeding to consider all which that involves, this
question may fairly be asked—if the prisoner had succeeded in pro-
ducing insensibilily, why did she not go on and effect her purpose
by inhalation? Why should she ‘‘ interrupt the process of anws-
thesia, which, if continued, must result in death,”” in order to
attempt another operation which might ‘¢ destroy the anwesthetic
influence *’ and arouse in the deceased ‘ the capacity of sensation
and resistance >’ ¥

That Mr. Bartlett’s death was caused by the swallowing of
liquid chloroform was not open to dispute. What counsel hoped
to make clear was that the theory of the prosecution with regard
to the manner in which it was given io him was inconsistent with
reasonable probabilities. It was suggested that while he was asleep
he was rendered unconscious by the inhalation of ihe vapour. Much
evidence had been heard with respect to the possibility of administer-
ing chloroform under these conditions. While none of the
authorities denied the feasibility of the operation, all of them
spoke of it as difficult and delicate, if attempted upon a full-grown
man. The Frenchman, Dolbeau, laid it down that the experiment
failed in 75 per cent. of the cases in which it was tried. Dr. Tidy,
a chloroformist of vast experience, stated in the witness-box that
he contrived to produce insensibility in a boy while he was asleep,
but that he met with no success when he sought to bring about
the same result with two adult persons. And, supposing that the
sleep of the deceased, & man upon whom anssthetics did not readily
take effect, had been converted into insensibility, how great were
the difficulties which still had to be surmounted. I was im-
possible to pour a liyuid down the throat of an unconscious
person in whom the power of swallowing no longer existed. Never-
theless, as Dr. Stevenson had explained, ‘‘ there was, or there
might be, & time the duration of which no man could measure,
the existence and the condition of which the most careful doctor
could not predict,”” in which the patient might be so far insensible
as not to feel the pain and yet sufficiently sensihle to be able to
swallow. Is it believable that this woman, alone that night with
her husband, performed upon him an operation which Dr. Steven-
son with all his skill and knowledge would, on his own admission,

have found great difficulty in bringing to a successful issue?
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So much for the scientific side of the case. In his opening
address, continued the learned counsel, the Attorney-General
referred to certain circumstances as throwing suspicion upon the
prisoner. Some of them were of a very trivial character, and
any unfavourable construction which could be placed upon them
had, he ventured to think, disappeared in the course of his cross-
examination. There was the conversation about the chloroform
with Mrs. Doggett on the evening of 31lst December. But was
it a matter for surprise that there should be some talk about
anssthetics when, only an hour or two before, Mr. Bartlett had
been under gas at the dentist’s? Was it to be regarded as sus-
picious that the prisoner should tell the servant to place the basin
for the beef tea on the table on the landing? It now appeared
that, on that particular night, when the woman came upstairs
she brought the coals, but forgot the basin. What more natural
in the circumstances than that the prisoner should give her those
instructions, seeing that her husband had gone to bed and would
not wish to be disturbed a second time? The prosecution attached
importance to the statement of the Doggetts that, on the fatal
morning, the fire appeared to have been attended to recently.
Was it not probable, however, that it had been banked up over-
night, and, if that were so, the prisoner, after arousing the
house, had only to touch it with the poker to make it burn up
brightly? Lastly, there was the matter of the untrue statements
about Annie Walker and Dr. Nichols in connection with the pur-
chase of the chloroform. With regard to that the learned counsel
must observe thai what the prisoner actually said rested wholly
upon the unsupported word of Mr. Dyson. He had certainly no
wish ‘‘ to impeach the innocence’ of Mr. Dyson, but, if the
making of false statements were to be iaken as evidence of guilt,
it was strange that he should be in the witness-box and not in the
dock beside the prisoner.» No one could say whether the deceased
did, or did not, see Dr. Nichols. The doctor himself had stated
that he knew no one of the name of Bartlett. But he was not
qualified to practise in this country, and it is not unlikely that
the deceased may have presented himself to him under an assumed
name. There can be no doubt that the prisoner did consult Mrs.
Nichols, because it was on her recommendation that she engaged
Annie Walker. It was also perfectly clear that at the time of
her confinement she possessed a copy of Dr. Nichols’ book.
Counsel, however, was not prepared to deny that she gave Mr.
Dyson a false reason for desiring to obtain the chloroform. But,
if her account of her relations with her husband were true, she
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could not, unless she were lost to all sense of delicacy, acknow-
ledge to this man the purpose for which she required it.

The story of the platonic compact was so extraordinary that
no reasonable person would believe in its existence, except upon
the most conclusive evidence. Mr. Dyson was not the only witness
who had spoken to the deceased’s strange views on the matri-
monial state. Old Mr. Bartlett had very reluctantly admitted
that he had heard his son say that every man should have two
wives. Mr. Dyson’s account of his conversations on that subject
and of the interview at Putney, when he confessed to the deceased
that he was becoming too interested in his wife, would be un-
believable were it not corroborated to a great extent by written
documents.  There was the new will of 3rd September, 1885,
which the deceased, be it noted, executed at his place of business,
when neither his wife nor Mr. Dyson was present, and there was
the correspondence exchanged between the two men at the time
of the Dover visit. Mr. Bartlett’s letter of 21st Sepiember was
‘“ the key to the whole case.”” Why should he express thankful-
ness that another man had written ‘a very loving letter to
Adelaide ’’?  That letter, counsel contended, went a long way
towards confirming the statement which had been made about his
matrimonial relations. 'When they took up their abode in Claver-
ton Street the Bartletts stipulated with the landlady for two beds.
No great significance should perhaps be attached to that; never-
theless, as far as it went, it supported the prisoner’s story. In
the course of his professional visits to Claverton Street Dr. Leach
had many opportunities of observing the deceased and his wife
together.  He has been examined and cross-examined at length
about the impression which they made upon him. He has said
that on 26th January, when the prisoner confided to him the
terms upon which she lived with her, husband, he did not ireat
her statement as either °‘ extraordinsry ’’ or *‘ unbelievable.”
As he thought the matter over, he remembered their demeanour
and the general ‘‘ tone of their companionship,”’” and came to the
conclusion that what she told him might not improbably be
true. ‘‘ That is the whole of the evidence. It is amazing that
there should be so much.”’

It was no part of his duty, continued counsel, to explain how
this man met his death, but probabilities in a case of this kind
had to be considered. ~During nearly the whole of the last three
weeks of his life the decessed was ill and confined to his room, if
not to his bed. His physical condition was not perhaps very serious,
but it was complicated by severe toothache and by hypochondria
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and sleeplessness brought on by overwork. The history of the case
was one of frequent relapses, which must have tried him sorely.
Drugs to which he did not readily respond were administered, and
only served to increase his depression. Then in the last days of
December, when he seemed to be regaining his health, the trouble
in the jaw set in, and at the dentist’s the ugly word necrosis was
mentioned in his hearing. Who can doubt that his spirits were
greatly aflected by this fresh misfortune? And that same night,
when he was in bed, his wife gave him the chloroform, and, having
explained why she had procured it, told him ihat there could
be no going back upon the sanction which he had given io her
relations with Mr. Dyson. ‘‘ No longer was he to enjoy the rights
that & husband can exercise.”” What happened after that can *‘ be
sketched in imagination.’” It was the prisoner’s habit to go into
the back room to wash and make other preparations before settling
down for the night. There are no grounds for supposing that she
departed from her usual practice on this particular evening. If
she acted thus, the deceased would be left alone, and the poison
would be within his reach. His spirit had been weakened by suffer-
ing and ill-health, and he had just been told that he must look upon
““ the effectual marriage tie between his wife and himself *’ as
severed. May he not have seized the chloroform bottle, and, pour-
ing out a glass—half a wine-glassful would suffice—have put an
end to all his troubles? If something of this kind did occur, he
may have passed into a state of coma before the prisoner returned
to the room.  According to her statement, she noticed nothing
during the night except that he snored in a somewhat peculiar
fashion. Stertorous breathing is a well-known symptom of chloro-
form poisoning, and, if she were guilty, it is difficult to believe
that she would have mentioned the circumstance to Dr. Leach.
Taking everything into consideration, it is surely more probable
that in a fit of despair he,tGok the fatal draught than that, alone
and unossisted, °‘ the grocer’s widow ’ worked a °¢ scientific
miracle.”’

From the moment that she discovered that her husband was dead
the prisoner behaved like the loving and devoted wife which she
had shown herself to be throughout his illness. She sent for the
doctor, she aroused the house, and, when she was told that a post-
mortem examination would be necessary, the only wish which she
expressed was that it should take place as soon as possible. When
the doctor spoke of chlorodyne as the possible cause of death she
combated the notion. Yet it was a suggestion which a guilty
woman would have adopted eagerly. When she quitted Claverton
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Street she made no attempt to remove the chloroform bottle, but
left it behind in one of the drawers. Eventually, it is true, she
threw it away, but she did not thus dispose of it until three days
after Mr. Dyson had cast away his bottles amidst the gorse bushes
on Wandsworth Common. Without doubt at the Matthews’ she was
very angry that Mr. Dyson should bother her about his wretched
verses, A few days later, on 9th January, she gave them back
to him, and when he said something about the chloroform, she
turned upon him indignantly and told him ‘‘ not to mince matters *’
but to say ‘I gave it to him.”” The first challenge to the world
to bring this charge came from her lips. The learned counsel con-
cluded by drawing a moving picture of the lonely and unprotected
woman whose fate was in the hands of the jury. One friend she
still had, the spirit of justice. That spirit would be present at their
deliberations, and would speak with no uncertain voice when they
brought in their verdict that Adelaide Bartlett was not guilty.
When Mr. Clarke sat down, amidst a burst of applause such
88 is seldom heard in an English Court, he had been speaking
for six hours. His lordship, accordingly, adjourned the further
proceedings to the morrow, when he announced that he would sit
at nine o’clock. On Saturday, 17th April, the sixth and the last
day of the trial, the greater part of the morning was taken up
with the Attorney-General’s reply. They had been told, said Mr.
Attorney, that ‘‘this was the first case of suggested death
by the use of chloroform.”” But might not Palmer’s counsel have
said the same of strychnine and Lamson’s of aconitine? The ques-
tion they had to decide was whether chloroform had been applied
with criminal intent, and, if so, was the prisoner the person who
used it? The learned counsel for the defence had confined himself
to suggesting difficulties in the way of administering it to another
person, and had ‘‘ marshalled his facts and arguments in support
of one suggestion only—suicide, deliberéte suicide on the part of
the deceased.”’ It must always be borne in mind that in cases of
this kind *‘ proof to demonstration of the crime ’’ was never ob-
tainable.  The clue to the truth must, so to speak, be groped for
in the dark. Now it was very necessary to consider the antecedent
history of these people, and with regard to that the autumn of
1881 was of especial importance. It was the date of the prisoner’s
confinement. According to her own account, she was so anxious to
become & mother that she submitted to one, only one, act of sexual
intercourse, in order to realise her wish. She has alleged that
in all the previous years of her married life she had had no sexual

relations with her husband. Is that a story whick any man of
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common sense can accept? ‘¢ How did she know, how could she
know, that one act would enable her to count with certainty or
probability on the fruition of her hopes? >’ The birth of the still-
born child appears to have been a source of ‘‘ great physical
anguish to her,”” and her longing to be a mother seems quickly to
have disappeared. But for all that her words to Annie Walker
are °‘ consistent only with the desire to avoid child-bearing.”
They do not necessarily imply a cessation of marital intercourse,
and with regard to that the articles which the police found among
the clothes at Claverton Street were highly significant.

There was not & scintilla of evidence to support the idea that
these two people did not live on the ordinary terms of husband
and wife. In 1885 they made the acquaintance of Mr. Dyson.
It was impossible to speak with certainty about the nature of the
relations between the prisoner at the bar and George Dyson. It
was, however, ‘‘ quite clear that George Dyson was received on
terms of dangerous intimacy by Mrs. Bartlett and by Mrs. Bartlett’s
husband.”’ His learned friend’s description of the situation was,
unless he had misunderstood him, something to this effect. The
deceased perceived that there was a growing affection between
his wife and Mr. Dyson. This he recognised would, in the event
of his death, ‘‘ culminate in a closer and nearer relation—the
relation of man and wife.”” Nor was that all. He, a man only
a few years older than either of them, so far contemplated the
possibility that he would predecease them that he actually ‘ made
over in reversion his living wife to the man whose friendship he
wag cultivating.”” And what happened after that? This com-
pliant husband, when his wife said to him, ‘* You have made me
over to George Dyson, it is unfair that you should exercise your
rights as a husband,”’ turns over on his pillow and does an act
“ which removes the only obstacle to their immediate union.’’ It
has been urged that the Yorrespondence which has been produced
in Court and the deceased’s will confirm the existence of this
extraordinary compact. But it was Mr. Attorney’s submission
that the letters which passed between the deceased and Mr. Dyson
suggested nothing more than that the two men entertained for
one another feelings of respect and admiration. The words which
the deceased is said to have used at Putney, when Mr. Dyson told
him that he was growing too interested in his wife, only showed
that he had confidence in his friend and, apparently, in his wife,
and the same might be said about the will of 3rd September.

It would be incorrect to speak of the illness from which the
deceased began to suffer on 10th December as serious or dangerous.
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It was true that it was attended’ by tiresome complications, and
that the patient was troubled with his teeth. There was no sug-
gestion that during this time the prisoner ever failed in her
attention to him. But in regard to that, Mr. Attorney felt bound
to observe that if she had a guilty ptrpose in her mind, when
she requested Mr. Dyson to procure the chloroform, she had to
be very careful to avoid raising a suspicion that she was wanting
in affection to the person -against whom her criminal intentions
were directed. The jury would- doubtless remember her senti-
mental talk in the cab on the way to the dentist’s—a situation
hardly calculated to arouse romantic feelings. The question
which he would now invite them to ask themselves was, why did
she want the chloroform? Was it probable, was it even possible,
that her statements about Dr. Nichols and Annie Walker and the
mysterious internal complaint were figments of Mr. Dyson’s
imagination? It was plain that she must have given him some
reason to explain her desire to possess the chloroform. Her own
account of the matter was that, with the exception of the one
act which was to gratify her longing to be a mother, her rela-
tions with her husband were always platonic. Nevertheless, about
16th December, when he was still an invalid, his passion, which
had lain dormant for ten years, began to manifest itself. It was
in order to be able to wave a handkerchief soaked in chloroform
in his face and thus resist his advances that she vommissioned
Mr. Dyson to purchase the drug for her. ‘° Gentlemen,” said
the Attorney-General, ‘‘ if you can accept that statement or that
explanation, by all means accept it.”’

There were but two ways in which the poison could have been
criminally administered. Either the prisoner, for no other
person could have domne it, must have given it to the deceased,
while he was lying upon his back, with- his mouth open in a
state of partial or total insensibility, or she must have handed
him a glass containing the fatal draught, * as if for an ordinary
purpose.”” These last words called forth a strong protest from Mr.
Clarke against the introduction of a fresh theory at this stage of
the case. This was the first, he contended, that they had heard
of this new suggestion. He had founded his comments and his
cross-examination upon the passage in the Attorney-General’s
‘address in which he said that, if the chloroform had been crimin-
ally administered to the ‘deceased, he must have been ‘¢ lulled
into a state of stupor.”  Seeing that his learned friend had .
“‘erected ”* the ‘theory of suicide, he was bound, replied Mr;.
Attorney, to submit any theory which ‘“ pointed in a more prob:
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able direction.”” He did not pretend for a moment that the sug-
gestion that the decedsed took the poison from the hands of the
prisoner and ‘‘ gulped it down in confidence *’ was free from diffi-
culties. It would cause pain and would presumably be followed
by ‘¢ violent exclamations.’””  Nevertheless, it was an infinitely
more acceptable theory than that of suicide. Adverting to the
first theory and the medical evidence in regard to it, Mr. Attorney
did not deny that the experts had described the process of ad-
ministering chloroform to a sleeping person as difficult. But was it
not possible that the attempt to render the deceased insensible had
been begun before he fell asleep? The doctors also spoke of the
introduction of a liquid into the gullet of an insensible man as
““ a delicate operation.”” But it must be borne in mind thab
they were talking from a purely medical point of view. If chloro-
form were given to this man with criminal intent, no considera-
tions of surgical delicacy would arise. It would simply be a
question of pouring it down his throat effectively.

The behaviour of the deceased on that last day, the oysters
and the delicacies of which he partook so generously, the relish
with which he ordered his mnext day’s breakfast, his pleasurable
anticipation of a visit to the seaside, were suggestive only of a
man who felt the enjoyment of life, and not of one who medi-
tated suicide. The theory propounded by his learned friend was
that, that night, after his strange conversation with his wife, he
was left alone, and took a fatal dose from the bottle which stood
upon the mantelpiece within reach of his bed. The question of
what became of that bottle was of the very highest importance.
Dr. Leach swore that he searched the room carefully about half-
past four that morning and could not find it. ‘‘ You must ask
yourselves gravely,”” by whom and for what reason that bottle
was removed? The prisoner was questioned by Dr. Leach as to
whether the deceased could Have obtained any poison. Her reply
was that it was impossible, and to that she adhered until 26ih
January, when she told him that amazing story of how she came
to procure the chloroform. On the day following her husband’s
death she presented Mr. Dyson with his gold watch, saying that
‘“ Edwin told her to give it to him.”” When did he say that? Is
there a shred of evidence that he contemplated anything but &
life of ordinary duration? They must consider whether all these
circumstances were ‘¢ reasonably consistent with the innocence
of the prisoner, who, if the poison were criminally administered,
was the only person who could have administered it.

It was fair to suggest that this woman not improbably saw in
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Mr. Dyson a man with whom her husband compared unfavour-
ably. She knew that the restrictions of which she had formerly
complained were no longer present in the will which was executed
on 3rd September. On 10th December, when the deceased fell
ill, he was attended by a doctor who was certainly not a strong-
headed man, and was in addition a stranger. May she not have
taken this opportunity of ridding herself of a husband who had
become distasteful to her, in order ‘‘ to clear the way to & union
with a man for whom of late she had conceived admiration and
apparently affection? ’’ Motive is important, and the absence of
motive ig important; but if the logic of facts drove them to one
conclusion, they could not escape from giving effect to it by their
verdict, because ‘‘ they were unable to satisfy themselves about
the strength or the character of the motive. W7

When the Attorney-General sat down, Mr. Clarke begged his
lordship to recall Annie Walker and put to her one question with
regard to anything which she knew about *‘ the single act ’—his
lordship would understand what he meant. Annie Walker was,
accordingly, invited ‘‘ to step up,’’ and Mr. Clarke, by his lord-
ship’s direction, asked her whether, while she was attending the
prisoner in her confinement, anything was said to lead her to
suppose that it was the result of a single act. Her reply was a
simple affirmative, with which Mr. Clarke was well content, but,
unfortunately for him, his lordship would not allow the matter to
rest at that. Two or three questions from the bench were suffi-
cient to elicit from the witness that what she meant by ‘¢ a single
act >’ was a single act without a resort to preventive measures.
Both husband and wife had told her thai, except on one solilary
occagion, they always took precautions.

At the conclusion of this incident, which must have caused Mr.
Clarke to regret very bitterly that he had asked for the witness’s
recall, Mr. Justice Wills began his charge to the jury. The de-
cision of the Crown, he told them, not to proceed against Mr.
Dyson, far from being a disadvantage, was on the contrary *‘ an
immense gain,”” to the prisoner at the bar. Not only did it enable
her counsel to cross-examine him, but it prevented the calling of
evidence as to  circumstances of uncommon suspicion >’ which
could not fail to have ‘‘ told with more or less fatal effect against
her, as well ag against him.”” His lordship then adverted to the
principal events in the early history of the Bartletts. It was
unnecessary to inquire into the merits of the dispute of 1878—
‘‘ very little, indeed, depended upon the evidence of the senior
Bartlett.”  But one remark he must make: from the moment
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that he appeared upon the scene after his son’s death, the prisoner
may fairly be said to have * lived under the observation of keen
and suspicious eyes.”” Passing on to the prisoner’s confinement,
the learned judge denoumced in scathing terms works such as
¢« Egoteric Anthropology.’”’ ‘¢ The women of the present day were
used to strange things, and it was such reading as that which
helped to unsex them.”” The articles discovered in Claverton
Street, and what they had just now heard from Annie Walker in
the witness-box, were ‘‘ the natural and expected consequences of
indulgence in literature of that kind.””  Nevertheless, despite
these ‘‘ vulgar facts,”” these people were, °‘ after their fashion,’”
living happily and contentedly together, when they had the mis-
fortune to make the acquaintance of the Rev. George Dyson. They
had been told how & close intimacy grew up between them, and
how a Christian minister took advantage of the husband’s weak-
ness to spend long hours with the wife, under the pretence of
giving her lessons. He admitted that he kissed her, and they
had heard how she had been seen reclining at his feet with her
head upon his knees. And, unfortunately, it was impossible to
doubt, because they ‘‘ had it on the statement of the wife as well
as on the statement of the Rev. George Dyson,”” that a degree of
intimacy was reached in which ¢‘ the death of the husband and
the possibility of Dyson succeeding him >’ were discussed.

With regard to the Rev. George Dyson, his lordship had this
advice to offer. They should only place ‘‘ a very slender faith *’
in anything he said. They must remember that he had to make
the story which he told them agree with what he had already said
at the inquest. Now, when he deposed in the Coroner’s Court,
he was in fear of his life, and could any one doubt, who had watched
him during these proceedings, that he gave his evidence on that
occasion with the full determination that, whatever might happen,
the Rev. George Dyson should suffer as little harm as possible?
There was his account of the interview at Putney when, if he can
be believed, he informed the deceased that he was growing too
interested in his wife, and the deceased replied by pressing him to
continue the intimacy. That story rested upon his own word,
and, in his lordship’s opinion, presented features of °‘ almost re-
volting improbability.”” On the other hand, he was disposed to
believe what Dyson said about the letter which the deceased sent -
bhim from Dover. It was probably true that it referred to the
prisoner’s gpiritual state and to the effect which Mr. Dyson’s
preaching had upon her. In any event, neither in the husband’s
letter nor in Dyson’s reply could his lordship discover anything
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to support Mr. Clarke’s contention that those documents ‘ stamped
a new phase of life ’’ in which this woman was ‘ consecrated *’
a8 the object of Mr. Dyson’s ‘‘ special personal inierest.”” Dyson
has said that at Claverton Street the prisoner spoke of her hus-
band’s death as likely to occur in the near future. According to
his story, he was incredulous and asked her to explain, and it was
then that she told him about the internal complaint.  Other con-
versations on this subject followed, culminating in the mention of
chloroform—*¢ chloroform which was to be used when he was violent
or in a paroxysm.’’ If all this be true, it is a serious matter, for,
said his lordship, this tale about the internal complaint is ‘¢ all
moonshine.”” As he had already observed, they must receive
everything which this man said with ‘“ becoming caution,’”’ but in
this instance his story was confirmed by another witness. Mrs.
Matthews has stated that the prisoner assured her, when she asked
her why she ‘‘ told those lies to Mr. Dyson,”’ that ‘‘ Edwin did
think that he was going to die.”” Mr. Dyson, however, disbelieved
her, and to convince him she told him lies. In the face of that,
it is hardly open to doubt that some conversation, such as Mr.
Dyson described, did in effect take place.

All the available evidence as to the prisoner’s conduct during
her husband’s illness pointed to the care with which she watched
over him.  Throughout that trying time she scarcely took off her
clothes, and nursed him with unremitting attention. 1In all the
years of her married life she was never anything but perfectly
devoted, perfectly affectionate.”” That was greatly in her favour.
It should never be lost sight of, and should ‘¢ stand her in the
fullest stead.”  The learned judge then went on to discuss the
circumstances attending the death of the deceased. In view of the
conditions under which it took place, he could see nothing sus-
picious in the conversation about chloroform with Mrs. Doggett,
and the same might be said about the trivial directions for the
night given to the maidservant. According to the prisoner’s
statement, she woke up at four o’clock in the morning and found
that her husband was dead. There could be no doubt that he dierd
from swallowing liquid chloroform. And at this stage he must
warn them to disregard every supposition which has heen put
forward except the original theory of the prosecution. *‘ In the
name of justice,”” he must ask them completely to ignore the further
suggestions which ‘‘ the Attorney-General let fall this morning.*’
They had heard a great deal about the possibility of producing
partial insensibility and of the ability of a person in that condi.

tion to swallow. It all amounted to this: the operation would
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be so fraught with difficulties that a skilled person would hardly
venture to attempt it. They were not dealing, however, with the
possible action of an individual possessed of technical knowledge,
and, in connection with that, he must remind them of Pope’s
line—*‘ Fools rush in where angels fear to tread.”” Nevertheless,
it appeared to be established that, up to the preseni time, there
was no recorded instance in this country of the successful adminis-
tration of chloroform to a grown up man in his sleep. Moreover,
supposing this first difficulty were to be overcome, there would still
remain ‘‘ the second difficulty of selecting the right moment for
the rest of the operation.’”” It was plain that only by a singularly
lucky concatenation of circumstances could this double operation
be successfully performed. That was one of the great objections
—and “ a very formidable one ’—to the theory of murder. Now,
if the difficulties attending the administration of chloroform to
this man be considered apart from surrounding circumstances,
they will be found to be so great that most people would say that
it could never have taken place. But Bartlett did swallow
chloroform which must have been given him ‘¢ either criminally or
not criminally.” Omne of two seemingly impossible theories must
therefore be right. They had to choose between them. If they
could not decide the question, then the Crown had failed to make
out a case.

They had now to consider ‘‘the history of the chloroform
bottle.”” It was ‘ the most material element in the case,’’ and
one which ¢ pressed more strongly against the prisoner than almost
any other.”” But before going into the matter he would ask them
to assume that, for some innocent reason, a bottle of chloroform
was, on the fatal night, within the reach of the deceased. He had
been suffering terribly from insomnia. Only those who have had
a gimilar experience can realise the intense craving which a man,
so afflicted, would feel for that which would give him sleep. Was
it not conceivable that he might have sought to obtain relief from
that bottle, and in the dark have poured out a larger amount than
he intended? It was only a conjecture, but it offered a better
explanation of the man’s death than that of suicide which the
learned counsel for the defence had been instructed to suggest. If
the chloroform were administered to Bartlett non-criminally (and
under that denomination his lordship included ‘‘ every variety of
suicide and accident ’’), some of the contents of that bottle must
bave found their way into the glass which Doggett described as
having a smell of ether or paregoric about it. It was a strong
fact in the prisoner’s favour that no attempt was made to clean it.
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It could not be that she purposely left it with the smell lingering
about it in order to create the impression that the deceased took
the poison accidentally. If that had been her idea, she_would have
suggested something of the kind, and that she never did. )
The glass remained upon the mantelpiece, but the bottle dis-
appeared. The prisoner has said that, ‘‘ about breakfast time,’’
she placed it in a drawer in the back room. But what happened
to it in the meantime? Soon after half-past four Dr. Leach
searched the room, and, if there be one circumstance in this case
about which he is clear, it is that ‘‘ that bottle was not there.”’
The learned counsel for the defence was yesterday unable to offer
uny satisfactory explanation of its disappearance. In the course
of an anxious discussion with the prisoner about the cause of death
Dr. Leach told her that he had found a bottle of chlorodyne. The
smell of chlorodyne closely resembles that of chloroform. Never-
theless, she, who must at the time have had *‘ a large bottle of the
fatal stuff in her possession, said nothing about it.”’ There is a
complete answer to all this, provided that the story which she told
Dr. Leach on 26th January be accepted. If it be true, there are
* principles of modesty, reserve, and delicacy ’’ which might well
restrain any woman from disclosing the real facts. It would,
moreover, explain why she made those false statements to Mr. Dyson
when asking him to procure the chloroform. Much must, therefore,
depend upon the light in which they regarded that story.  But,
before going into the matter, his lordship ran through the chief
events which intervened between Mr. Bartlett’s death and the
prisoner’s visit to Dr. Leach on 26th January. It was much in
her favour that she appeared to have been genuinely anxious that
the post-mortem should take place as soon as possible.  No one
can say whether, when she left the house after the post-mortem,
she took the chloroform bottle with her.  She says that she left it
behind in a drawer in the back room. Unfortunately, the
coroner’s officer, *‘ a grown-up policeman,’’ who, on the following
Monday, 4th January, removed some empty medicine bottles and
the sealed-up jare from Claverton Street, omitted to search the
bedroom. It was probably true that, while escorting her to
Dulwich, Mr. Dyson did speak sabout the chloroform. That he
was uneagsy on that subject is shown by his action the following
day, when ‘‘ he sanctified the Sabbath ’’ by throwing away on
Wandsworth Common the four bottles which had originally con-
tained the drug.  With regard to the angry scene at the Matthews’
hoqse on 4th January, when Mr. Dyson bowed his head and ex-
clau:ed, ““ Oh, my God,” his lordship was disposed to think that
7



Introduction.

‘¢ the key to it was missing. Probably it does not suit Mr. Dyson
to give it to us.””  But, seeing that in the main it was corroborated
by the Matthews, they would be justified in accepting Dyson’s
account of his subsequent interviews with the prisoner.

For the first time, on 26th January, the prisoner informed Dr.
Leach that, when her husband died, she had chloroform in her
possession.  She explained the matter by that wonderful story of
a platonic union, broken by one solitary act which led to her
confinement and the birth of a still-born child. If that were true,
it might also be true that she intended ‘‘ to wave the chloroform
in her husband’s face and so produce a cessation of his urgency.”
Dr. Leach has said that his own observations strongly disposed him
to believe her. But, when examined, he was unable to point to
a single fact which would induce an ordinary person to suppose
that the relations of these people were other than those which nor-
mally subsist between husband and wife. They had been told
about the articles found in the deceased’s trousers pocket, and they
had heard what Annie Walker said in the witness-box that
morning. Had she not by one sentence swept away the whole
foundation of that morbid romance? And, if they rejected that
gtory, this was the situation which they must face—*‘ chloroform
procured for an unexplained and inexplicable purpose, death by
chloroform, the bottle disappearing, and by the statement of the
woman herself emptied and thrown away by her. When at last
an explanation is given it is a tissue of romance such as, if the
evidence of Annie Walker be accepted, could deceive no one but
the ecstatic person to whom it was originally detailed.’’

They were dealing, said his Lordship in conclusion, ‘¢ with
the case of a married woman who had fallen into a perilous friend-
ship with a man who was not her husband.”” That husband in the
latter part of his life was probably ‘‘ no attractive object either
mentally or physically, and the only explanation of the cireum-
stances connected with his disappearance from this world would
not stand in the presence of vulgar facts.”” That, however, was
only his opinion. They were the jury, and they must decide.
He had drawn their attention to certain very important points
which told greatly in the prisoner’s favour, and, with regard to the
others, he would feel *“ no tinge of regret *’ should they come to
the conclusion that he had ¢‘ erred on the side of severity.’” But
they must do their duty, and, with a few words of advice, he in-
vited them to retire and consider their verdict.

Every day since the opening of the trial public interest in
the cage had increased, and it was in a densely crowded Court
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that Mr. Justice Wills delivered his charge. ‘‘ No one,” says ar
anonymous contributor to the Pall Mall Gazette,® is likely ever
to forget the lucid, the impressive, and the eloquent summning
up of Judge Wills. He will remember the grave but kind voice
which rose to vehemence and sank to a whisper. . . . As the
afternoon grew older and the shadows deeper the tome of the
judge seemed to increase in solemnity, until the faintest sound,
the shutting of a door, the fall of a book, the scratching of a pen
became an irritant, so tense had the occasion become.”” After
about an hour the clatter of tongues, which broke out directly the
jury retired and the judge quitted the bench, was hushed as the
jurymen re-entered the box and as a fragile figure in black sup-
ported on either side by two female warders, the only woman in
Court without a hat,® appeared in the front of the dock. It
was not, however, to announce their verdict, but to inquire at
what hour the Doggetts had gone to bed on the fatal night, that
the jury had returned. Mr. Doggett was present in Court, and,
having stated, in reply to the learned judge, that it was at half-
past twelve, as near as he could tell, they again retired. More
than another hour elapsed before they came back and ‘¢ with
solemn faces ascended to their pew-like seats.”” Once more the
terrible silence was broken ‘‘ by the click of the dock handle
ag it turned to give passage to the prisoner, whose face was now
livid, her eyes closed, her lips glued together, and scarcely alive.
Carried to the front of the dock, she was supported on each side
by the faithful women, pale but composed. Two spruce doctors
and the grave chaplain stood on her left, and behind her again
was the sturdy policeman.””* ¢ Do you find Adelaide Bartlett
guilty or not guilty?”’ asked the Clerk. ‘¢ Although,’’ replied the
foreman, and then he paused, for from the street outside came the
gound of a great crowd cheering, !¢ although,”’ he continued,
‘* we think there is the gravest suspicion attaching to the prisoner,
we do not think there is sufficient evidemce to show how or by
whom the chloroform was administered.’”” “‘ Then you say, gentle-
men, that the prisoner is not guilty?’  Not guilty,”’ replied
the foreman, and at these words the spectators gave vent to their
pent-up feelings in & loud burst of applause—a demonstration
which the learned judge sternly repressed. Then, after the
prisoner in a fainting condition had been assisted down the stairs

8 Pall Mall Qazette, 19th April, 1886.
9 Daily Telegraph, 19th April, 1886.
1 Pall Mall Gazeite, 19th April, 1886.
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from the dock, he addressed a few courteous thanks to the jury.
But, whether by accident or by design, when he thus dismissed
them, he omitted to say that he concurred with their verdiet.

Mr. Clarke was the hero of the hour. When his brougham
emerged from the courtyard of the Old Bailey it was followed
along the Strand by excited admirers,? and that evening, when
he went to the Lyceum to see Irving in ‘¢ Faust,”’ the audience
gave him an enthusiastic welcome. The newspapers throughout the
kingdom joined in the general chorus of approval, but in a more
subdued tone. ‘¢ No other verdict,”’ said the Z'4mes, ‘‘ could be
expected, but the Pimlico mystery was as much a mystery as
ever. . . . Whether on the theory of guilt or innocence, the
whole story was marvellous.”’® A few days later, the Lanmcet,*
in a closely reasoned article, expressed the opinion that there was
‘“ not sufficient evidence to prove beyond all reasonable doubt that
a murder had been committed.”” Nevertheless, ‘‘ the purchase of
the chloroform by Mr. Dyson, at Mrs. Bartlett’s request, the certain
death of Mr. Bartlett by swallowing the drug, and the disappear-
ance of the bottle which contained it, formed a chain of events
which required all the forensic talent of Mr. Clarke to loosen and
unlink to the satisfaction of the jury.”” A month later the same
paper, in two successive issues, published an article by Dr. Leach,
iu which he told the story of his attendance upon Mr. Bartlett in
Claverton Street.5 It was simply a very technical account of his
illness, but it concluded with a suggestion as to how the patient
came to swallow the chloroform. According to Dr. Leach, ‘‘ he
took it out of sheer mischief with the intention of alarming by
his symptoms the wife who, an hour or two before, had talked
about using it in an emergency.’’®

All attempts to solve the problem are fraught with difficulties,
and, on the hypothesis of Mrs. Bartlett’s innocence, Dr. Leach’s
conjecture is as good as any other. He accepts her explanation
of why she procured the chloroform. That a bottle of chloroform
was, for some innocent reason, in the room is a necessary corollary
to any theory that Mr. Bartlett himself either deliberately or
accidentally took the poison. Turning to the other side of the
question, it is evident that, when the Attorney-Genmeral came into
Court, his knowledge of the scientific side of the case was greatly

2 8ir E. Clarke, ¢ The Story of My Life,” 253.
3The Times, 19th April, 1886.

¢The Lancet, 24th April, 1886.

®The Lancet, 22nd and 29th May, 1886.

¢ The Lancet, 20th May, 1886.
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inferior to that of Mr. Clarke. 1t was a time of considerable
political excitement. Mr. Gladstone had just introduced his first
Home Rule Bill, and Mr. Attorney, an ardent nationalist, threw
himself heart and soul into the struggle. Had he been less occu-
pied with other matters; it is possible that the case for the Crown
might have been presented differenily. As it was, the theory of the
prosecution was so weakened hy the cross-examination of the
medical witnesses that Mr. Attorney tried to shift his ground,
and, in his final address to the jury, made two new suggesiions
which Mr. Justice Wills ruled came too late and were inadmissible.
The first of these was that the prisoner might have given the de-
ceased the fatal dose in a glass of water which ‘* he gulped down
in confidence.”” But, as Mr. Attorney himself acknowledged, that
was open to the grave objection that the pain of swallowing the
drug must have caused the unfortunate man to hreak out into
“ violent exclamations.”” The second suggestion was of a dif-
ferent character, and, like the original theory, was based on the
supposition that the poison was poured down his throat atier he
had been ‘‘lulled into a stupor ’’ by the process of inhalation.
There was this difference, however, that Mr. Attorney now inti-
mated that the attempt to render him insensible might very pro-
bably have begun before, not after, he fell asleep. But, having
put forward the idea, he did not follow it up and develop it. Yet
it appears to be deserving of serious consideration.

It is interesting to wonder whether the trial might have
had another termination had the Crown proceeded on the supposi-
tion that Mr. Bartlett allowed himself to be ** chloroformed.” The
general circumstances are by no means inconsistent with that
possibility. In the course of the day gas had been given him at
the dentist’s, and, not only did he suffer no inconvenient after-
effects, but, according to Dr. Leach,” who administered it, he
recovered from it with exceptional rapidity and went home in
excellent spirits. He had been greatly troubled with insomnia,
and the soporifics which the doctor prescribed afforded him little
relief. He trusted his wife implicitly, and, if she told him that
she could insure him & good night’s rest through the instrumen-
tality of chloroform, he may very well have allowed her to try the
experiment. And in connection with that her inquiry as to
whether chloroform was not pleasant to take, which ehe put to
Mrs. Doggett in her husband’s presence, acquires some significance.
If the Crown had adopted thie theory, the question of the

7 The Lancet, 22nd May, 1886.
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feasibility of administering chloroform during sleep would never
have arisen. It would only have been necessary to show that the
difficulty of pouring the liquid down the throat of an unconscious
person was not insurmountable.

That, however, is mere speculation. @ What happened on that
New Year’s night in Claverton Street is never likely to be known,
and most people who study the case will probably come to the con-
clusion that, in the circumstances, the jury returned the right
verdict. But among those who hold that opinion there may be
some who will say with Sir James Paget® that, once it was all over,
she should have told us, in the interests of science, how she did
it.

et, Sir James (1814-1899) ; created Baronet, 1871 ; eant-su.rgeon to
Vgetom., 1877 ; consulting surgeon to St. Barbholomew’l ospital.



Leading Dates in the Bartlett Trial.

1875.
April 9
1880.
November 15
1885.

June

September 3

Ootober
December 8
15-21
19
27
28
31

1886.

January 1
2
3
6
7
26
February 4
11
18
March 20
April 12
17
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Thomas Edwin Bartlett married Adelaide Blanche de la
Tremoille, of which marriage there was a stillborn child.

Mr. Bartlett accepted by the British Equitable as a first-
class life.

The Bartletts made the acquaintance of the Rev. George
Dyson.

Mr. Bartlett made a will leaving everything to his wife, and
nominating Dyson one of his executors.

Dyson twice visited the Bartletts at Dover.

The Bartletts moved to Claverton Street, Londnn, where
Dyson visited them repeatedly.

Mr. Bartlett took ill, and Dr. Leach fonnd syat.ems o
merourial poisoning.

Mr. Bartlett, troubled by his teeth, made wisits to the
dentist.

Dr. Dudley called in to assist Dr. Leach.

Dyson agreed to purchase chloroform for Mrs. Bartlett.

Dyson bought 6 ounces of chloroform.

Mr. Bartlett, apparently in excellent spirits, visited the
dentist. Mrs. Bartlett had a discussion with Mrs.
Doggett about chloroform.

Mr. Bartlett died in the early morning.

Post-mortem examination ; no natural cause of death found.

Dyson threw away four bottles which had contained chloro-
form on Wandsworth Common.

Mrs. Bartlett threw away a bottle of chloroform.

Opening of Coroner’s inquest.

Government analyst reported chloroform to be the cause of
death.

Inquest resumed.

Mrs. Bartlett arrested.

Coroner’s jury returned verdiot of * wilful murder” against
Mrs. Bartlett, and found Dyson accessory before the
fact. Dyson waa then taken into custody.

Mrs. Bartlett and Dyson committed for trial.

Trial commenced, and Attorney-General withdrew the
oharge sguinst Dyson,

Mra. Bartlett found *Not Guilty.”



THE TRIAL

WITHIN THE

CENTRAL CRIMINAL COURT,

Orp BaiLey, LoONDON,

MONDAY, 12tre APRIL, 1886.
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Mr. Lockwoop, Q.C., M.P.,
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Solicitor for Mrs. Bartlett—Mr. E. N, Wood.
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First Day—Monday, 12th April, 1886.
Application on behalf of Rev. G. Dyson.

Mr. Lookwoop—My lord, before the Court proceeds to arraign
the prisoners, I appear before your lordship with my learned
friend, Mr. Charles Mathews, on behalf of the prisoner Dyson,
and, with reference to the course that is to be pursued in this
Court, I do not propose to go at any length into the reason for
making the application that I am about to make to your lordship,
because that would be obviously an inconvenient course. There-
fore, 1 do not think it necessary to do it, because I am sure your
lordship is fully familiar from the depositions with the main facts
of this case. Those main facts are also very familiar both to my
learned friend and myself, and, having regard to those facts con-
tained in those depositions, I make this application on behalf of
my client, that the prisoners be tried separately.

Mr. Jusrios Wits—I quite understand and anticipate your
reasons, Mr. Lockwood ; they are patent to anybody who has read
such depositions as these.

Mr. CrargE—My Lord, the application that my learned friend
has made on behalf of his client I know is made upon his own
responsibility ; but it is one that I most sincerely concur in, for
reasons which your lordship may anticipate.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL—It is unnecessary, my lord, to con-
sider the application that has been made, because of the course
which, after the anxious and careful consideration my learned
iriends and myself have given to this matter, we have resolved
to take. We have come to the conclusion that there is no case to
be submitted to the jury upon which we could properly ask them
to convict George Dyson, and after his arraignment we propose
to offer no evidence against him. .

Mr. Justior WiLns—All I have to-gay upon this subject is that
it is in the competence of the Crown to take such course as they
think fit to take, and no one can doubt that it is taken under a
due sense of responsibility. With regard to matters, I think the
more proper course, for every reason, is that I should express no
opinion about it one way or the other; any expression of mine
- shall be reserved until the case has been investigated against the
other prisoner. . v

A. Juror—I beg to inform your lordship, as to Mr. Dyson, that
I am & personal friend of his. S o
© Mr. Justior Winns—Well, that is no disqualification. ,

- The Arrornmy-GeNmrai—If the Crown expresses no opinion
,upo;; the question, 1 may ‘say that Mr. Dyson may certainly be
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called as a witness. There can be no desire that any personal
friend of his should be on the jury. I will therefore, on behalf
of the Crown, asgk the gentleman to stand by.

[The juror retired, and another gentleman was substituted in
his place.]

The prisoners pleaded not guilty.

The jury were then sworn, and both prisoners were given in
charge on the indictment, and also on the coroner’s inquisition.

The ArroRNEY-GENERAL—My lord, I offer no evidence on the
part of the Crown against Mr. Dyson; and in taking that course
we follow the course that was taken by the late Lord Chief Baron
Pollock, and offer no evidence against him.

Mr. JustioE WirLs—Gentlemen, the Attorney-General, who
appears for the Crown in this case, having thoroughly considered
the matter, and having the best means of knowledge of anybody,
and acting w tler a grave sense of responsibility, has decided that
the proper course to be followed in this case is to offer no evidence
on the part of the Crown against Mr. Dyson. Therefore your
duty is to say at once that he is not guilty.

The ForemMan—Not guilty, my lord.

Mr. Lookwoop—I do not know whether your lordship will
take upon yourself formally to discharge him.

Mr. Justicm WiLLs—Yes; he is entitled to his discharge; the
grand jury are not sitting.

Opening Statement for the Crown.

The ArToRNEY-GENERAL—My lord, and gentlemen of the jury,
it now becomes my duty to lay before you, as clearly as I can,
the facts of this case in support of the very serious charge upon
which the prisoner at the bar is arraigned. Before I enter upon
these facts, I owe a word of explanation as to the course which
has just been taken in referemce to Mr. Dyson. There would have
been great inconvenience in’ trying these prisoners together. As
my learned friend Mr. Lockwood, however, has applied they should
be tried separately, that removes any inconvenience, which possibly
might result in injustice; but that is a question which need not
at this moment be decided. There would be a still greater incon-
venience, and even greater peril of injustice, if they had been
tried together, because if they were tried together the statements
which have been made by Mr. Dyson would have been admissible in
evidence on the part of the prosecution as evidence against him,
but which statements, except in so far as they were proved to have
been made in the hearing and presence of the prisoner, would not
have been any evidence whatever against her. You cannot fail to
see that, although it would not be evidence against her, her case
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" The Attorney-General

C <
* ‘might be prejudiced by statements so proved to have been made
by the other prisoner, and it would have been obviously unjust
to her that she should have been in any way affected by statements
made by him, some of which were not made on oath, and as to
none of which could her learned counsel have an opportunity
before you of cross-examining the man who made them. But
beyond this consideration, gentlemen, as 1 am sure you \)'111 believe,
we, representing the interests of the Crown and the interests of
the public, having cavefully examined for ourselves whether there
was & case which it would be proper to lay before you, and upon
which it would have been proper for you to have been asked to
give a decision, felt certain upon the best consideration that we
could give to the case—in view not only of the evidence given
at the previous inquiry, but as the result of later and of more
extended inquiry and examination=—we came to the conclusion
that, after we had exhausted the evidence at our cogn_ma.nd_; the
learned judge who presides here would in all probability ask me
to say, would certainly have felt called upon to ask the counsel

for the prosecution whether in fact there was a case proper to be

considered by the jury against Mr. Dyson, and we should have
‘felt called upon to say, as we now say, that, although there are
circumstances of some suspicion in the case against Mr. Dyson,
yet that upon the whole there is no rule by which we should have
been justified in asking it to be considered by you in the box
upon the question of his guilt.
. Now, gentlemen of the jury, the prisoner at the bar, Adelaide
Bartlett, is charged with the murder of her husband, that murder
- having taken place—if it were a murder—either on the night of
31st December or early on the morning of lst January in the
present year. The deceased was a man named Thomas Edwin
Bartlett. He was at the time of ‘his death forty years of age.
- He had married the prisoner at the bar on 9th April, 1875, at
the parish church of Croydon. She is now some thirty or thirty-one
years of age, having been born in the month of December, 1855.
Her maiden name—for she was a Frenchwoman-—was. Adelaide
Blanche de la  Tremoille. She was born at Orleans in the year.
. and month I have stated.- She appears to have met her husband
for the first time in the beginning of 1875, while she was staying
- or lodging with one Charles Bartlett, a brother of the deceased.
Thomas Edwin Bartlett started in business some thirteen years
~ago, in partnership with a Mr. Baxter, in the neighbourhood of -
Herne Hill and Dulwich. Their business, being that of grocers,
apparently thrived and grew, until, at the time of his -death,
-the deceased was owner; ‘or part owner, and interested. in salto-
‘gether some six shops or ‘places of business, which ars about
- Brixzton, Dulwich, and that neighbourhood. After the marriage,
which occurred, as I have told you, in ‘the month of April, 1;?;, ;
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The Attorney-General

this lady was sent to school—or went to school, perhaps I ought
more correctly to say—at Stoke Newington, and during the vaca-
tion she cohabited with her husband. At a later period she went
to a convent school in Belgium, where she remained for some
eighteen months, and in the intervals of the vacation she was in
the habit of rejoining her husband. In 1877 she came to live
with her husband, and at that time they took up their residence
at one of the shops of the deceased—namely, a shop in Station
Road, Herne Hill—and they continued to live there from the
year 1877 till 1883. In the Christmas of 1881 the prisoner gave
birth to a stillborn child, and on that occasion the pain of labour
seems to have been, exceptionally great; and she seems to have
formed the resolution, or at all events to have expressed a resolu-
tion, that she would have no more children.

In 1882 the deceased and his wife, the prisoner at the bar,
‘moved to a place in Lordship Lane, also one of the deceased’s
shops. In 1883 they removed to The Cottage at Merton Abbey,
not far from Wimbledon, and there they remained until the month
of September, 1883.

- Early in 1886 the deceased and the prisomer at the bar first
made the acquaintance of George Dyson, who not long ago stood
in that dock. He is a man, I think, of some iwenty-seven or
thirty years of age. He is a Wesleyan, and I believe is a Wesleyan
minister. He gradualed at Trinity College, Dublin, and he is
the son of o Wesleyan minister at Poole, who, I believe, is well
known and respected. Finally, Mr. George Dyson was placed in
- charge of some Wesleyan chapel, and the congregation belonging
to it, in the neighbourhood of Puiney. He seems very early to
have become acquainted with the deceased and with the prisoner
at the bar. Their acquaintance, I think, began by the prisoner
and her husband attending at his place of worship. He seems
to have been in the habit of visiting and dining and being on
clore terms of social intimacy with the deceased and with the
prisoner at the bar; and there is no doubt that, so far as the
evidence enables one to judge, his acquaintance and his friend-
ship seems to bhave been greatly valued, if I may judge by some
letters which are put before me, by the deceased himself.

I have given, gentlemen, the narration in the order in which
you may probably find it most convenient, namely, in the order
of time. In the month of September, 1885, the deceased made
his will—on the 3rd of September; and by that will, which was
witnessed by two of his own clerks in one of his places of business,
he left all he possessed to the prisoner at the bar, and by that
will he made Mr. Dyson and a solicitor, Mr. Wood, the executors.
Whether that was the first will that the deceased made may be
doubted. There seems to be some suggestion, in the statement of
2 witness who will be called before you, that he had made &
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previous will, unquestionably benefiting his wife, but supposed to
contain, according to her statement of it, some restriction upon
the benefits which she was to receive under it—in this sense, that
if ehe married again those benefits should cease, or ghould be
lessened. There is no doubt, as regards the will of September,
1885, both Mr. Dyson and the prisoner knew the contents of that
will.
Now, gentlemen, the next date is October, 1885. About that
date the deceased and his wife moved to Claverton Street—No.
85, I think—where they had lodgings on the first or drawing-
room floor, consisting of the drawing-room, which faced 1_'.he street,
and of a bedroom opening from and behind the drawing-room;
and they continued to live there from the month of October, 1885,
until the date of his death, on the night of 31st December, or the
morning of 1st January in this year. .

Mr. Dyson’s intimacy was continued with the deceased and
his wife down to the time of the husband’s death; and, as I have
mentioned, the will by which his wife, the prisoner at the bar,
was benefited—in fact, the sole person benefited—had been made.
And it is right to state that so far as the evidence which we have
to offer to you on the part of the Crown (and, of course, we shall
put before you all the evidence we have, whether it makes for
or against the prisoner at the bar) does not point to the existence
of any quarrel between the husband and wife. There is no evi-
dence that points to any existing ill-will between the husband
and wife. They seem to have lived, so far as ordinary observers
could see and judge, upon fairly good terms.

In the month of December, 1886, while they were continuing
to live at Claverton Street, the deceased, for I believe the first
time in hig life, became seriously ill. That illness began on 10th
December. There was something which excited curiosity and some
surprise on the part of the medical man who attended him in
some of the symptoms which his condition disclosed. The state of
his gums particularly suggested to the medical man who was called
in, and who will be called before you, that his illness was certainly
due to mercury having been in some fashion or other taken by him,
or administered to him; but although he then suffered, and
undoubtedly severely suffered, it was simply in the form of nervous
depression, sleeplessness, and so forth; and Dr. Leach will tell
you that from the illness he had on that day he had entirely
recovered. He was also apparently troubled with his teeth, which
. seem to have been in a very bad state, and which required the
assistance of a dentist on several occasions.

On 19th December—the ordinary medical attendant, being the
gentleman whose name I have mentioned, Dr. Leach — a Dr.
Dudley was also called in. I will not stop to explain why Dr.
Dudley was called in. Dr. Leach attributes to the deceased &
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suggestion certainly of some very extraordinary kind, namely,
that the deceased himself thought it was advisable that a second
doctor should be called in, lest the friends of the deceased should
suspect, if anything happened to him, that Mrs. Bartlett, his
wife, was poisoning him—a very extraordinary suggestion cer-
tainly ; but that is a suggestion, and is a statement that he had
already made, which Dr. Leach attributes to the deceased man.

I ought, perhaps, in this connection, to say that, although
there is no evidence of any feeling of ill-will existing between the
husband and the wife, she did not seem to have got on very
cordially with his relations, and notably with the father of her
husband. She seems to have kept him at arm’s length, and during
the illness to which I am now adverting, in the month of December,
she wrote a letter, which will be read, and which, while disclaim-
ing any intention of being otherwise than desiring to be on
friendly relations with her husband’s father, she in effect stated
to him—I do not stop to read it ai this moment, it will be put
in in the course of the case—she in effect stated to him that he
must consider himself, in the matter of visits, simply like any
other ordinary visitor; in other words, thai he could not come
and go as he liked, but as he was told he might come. The relation,
therefore, between them seems to have been a little strained.

Now, gentlemen, by that 19th of December the symptoms that
had excited the curiosity and surprise of Dr. Leach had passed
away, and the deceased was upon a fair way of recovery. By
24th December he was practically convalescent, and it was arranged
that he should upon an early day, for change of air, go to some
seagide place, and I think Torquay was mentioned, and by that
time—by the 24th or 26th of December—Dr. Leach will tell you
that he was practically well, although he was still suffering from
weakness, and so forth, from the illness from which he was
recovering. On 28th December he went out for a drive, and
came back, showing in the food which he was able to take, and
the appetite which he displayed for it, every sign of returning
to his ordinary health. '

On 27th December one important thing took place : the prisoner
at the bar applied to Mr. Dyson to procure for her a considerable
quantity of chloroform; and he did procure it for her in the
way snd under the circumstances which I will detail to you. That
she had the chloroform will not depend upon Dyson’s statement
only; for, indeed, it will be made clear that she had the chloroform
apart wholly from Dyson’s statement. She gave to him a reason
that she had used it before with effect for her husband; that he
wasg suffering from what she called an internal ailment, an affliction
of long standing ; that this internal affliction or ailment had upon
previous occasions given him paroxysms. She expressed apparently
some belief that he might die suddenly in one of those paroxysms.
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She said that upon previous occasions she had obta.i'ned the chloro-
form, which she alleged she had used, through the instrumentality
of one Annie Walker. She said that Annie Walker was not then
within her knowledge as to her residence and so forth. .Indeed.
she suggested that she had gone to America, and she said that,
on one of those occasions on which her husband had suffered from
this internal ailment or affliction, a Dr. Nichols, of Fopstone
Road, Earl’s Court, had said to her that her husband, Mr.
Bartlett, would die soon. Now, according to the evidence which
will be laid before you, there was apparently no ground for sug-

ing that he was suffering from any internal ailment or afliction,
%e:flin she used on one occasion the word ‘‘ growth.”” It is not
true that she had, through the instrumentality of Annie Wallker,
on previous occasions obtained chloroform and applied it for
external purposes; and it is not true that Dr. Nichols, of Fopsiune
Road, Earl’s Court, had ever been called in in relation to this
matter, or expressed any opinion as to the possible sudden death
or dying soon which wag attributed to him.

Gentlemen, I think you will—I will say you may—when you
have heard the whole of this case, and especially when you hear
some extraordinary statements made by the prisoner herself io Dr.
Leach, come to the conclusion that she had somehow or other
obtained considerable influence over Mr. Dyson. He meekly yielded
to her request, and he proceeded to obtain for her the chloroformn
which she demanded. But it is proper to say at once that he did
that by making application to three persons, 1o all of whom he
would appear to have been known, and one of them had his shop
or place of business within, I think, fifty paces of the Wesleyan
chapel of which Mr. Dyson was the minister. He does ceriainly
at once place—I am not sure whether it was that of the person
who supplied the drug—make a statement. My friend Mr. Clarke
reminds me that I ought, perhaps, not to dwell upon what took
place then. It is enough to say that he got the chloroform at
those places—first at the shop of a than called Humble, which wag,
I think, within a very short distance of the chapel.  Another
vendor was Mr. Penrose, at Wimbledon ; and another s Mr. Mellin,
also at Wimbledon. Portions, I think, of the chloroform so
obtained were methylated, but it was all put into one bottle, and I
think the entire quantity altogether—certainly a large, and I
believe an unusual, quantity—was about, or exceeded 4 ounces.
On 29th December the chloroform was given to the prisoner at the
bar. On 30th December the deceased was s 1 that Dr. Leach
who was in attendance, declared that it was ecessary for him
to keep up his medical visits; and on 30th and Slst December the
deceased appeared to have regained almost his usual health and
usual gpirits. And on 31st December, according to the statement
Whl&h Dr. Leach attributes to Mrs. Bartlett, the prisoner at the
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bar was on particularly affectionate terms with her husband; in
fact, she is stated to have declared that she wished they were
unmarried in order that she might have the happiness of marrying
him again.

On that 31st December the deceased takes his dinner with a
healthy appetite. =~ He takes his supper, and, indeed, makes
arrangements for his breakfast the next morning, and directs
what was to be prepared for his breakfast. I ought perhaps to
have said that, living in lodgings, they had no regular servant;
the persons in the house appear to have attended to them. My
friend reminds me that on that 31st of December he had in fact
been to see the deniist. On that night of 31st December, about
half-past ten o’clock, Mrs. Bartlett told the servant that she need
not come again; and, according to the landlady, Mrs. Doggett,
who will be called before you, Mrs. Bartlett, in the course of con-
versation that day, appears to have made an inquiry as to whether
she (Mrs. Doggett) had ever taken chloroform, or knew anything
about the effects of chloroform:. Mr. and Mrs. Doggeit sat up to
see the New Year in, and did not go to bed until after the midnight
hour had passed. At four o’clock the next morning, lst January,
the house was aroused by Mrs. Bartlett, and it was discovered
that her husband was dead in bed.

Gentlemen, I think I had better at this stage—although the
account was not given until a considerably later period—tell you
what the explanation was which this lady gave of the occurrence
of the night of 3lst December and the morning of 1st January.
It appears that on this night—and that had been the course pur-
sued during his recent illness—the deceased slept on the bed, not
in the bedroom, but in the drawing-room, in a place near the
window of that room, and that the prisoner at the bar rested
on & couch which was in the same room. Her statement was, that
when her husband went to bed she sat down at the foot of the
bed; that her hand was resting upon his feet; that she dozed
off in her chair; that she awoke with a sensation of cramp in her
hand or her arm, and she was then horrified to find that her
husband’s feet were dead cold ; that she tried to pour some brandy
down his throat, and she found he was dead ; that she then aroused
the household, and I think the first person who came into the room
was Mr. Doggett, the landlord. He was, as you may well suppose,
shocked at the occurrence. He will tell you his observations that
he made at the time of the condition of the room; and, notably,
he will tell you that he observed no bottle on the mantelshelf. He
noticed a smell, which suggested to his mind chloric ether; and
he noticed that the fire in the room was well made up, as if it
had been well attended to.

So far, gentlemen, as to the events of that morning. Dr.
Leach was promptly sent for. He finds, so far as external examina-
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tion could enable him to judge, nothing to account for death. He
saw no hottle of chloroform, but he does see a small bottle with a
very insignificant portion—a little more than two drops—of chloro-
dyne in it, which he says was either on the mantelpiece or some-
where else. Mr. Doggett, the landlord, is registrar of b1rth_aml
deaths, and he promptly and, as I have no doubt you will believe,
most properly declined to register the death until there was a
post-mortem examination. You will find that, so perplexed was
Dr. Leach as to the cause of death, he asked the prisoner ai the har,
and pressed her, as to whether it was possible that the deccased
could have got hold of any poison, and she said that she could not
suppose he could have got hold of any poison ; that he had no poison,
and could not have got it, or had it, without her knowledge.

On 2nd January the post-mortem examination took place, and
at that examination the persons who took part in it (the medical
men) were five—Drs. Green, Murray, Dudley, Cheyne, and Leach.
I ought to say that one of the doctors—Dr. Green—ywho has heen
examined before ihe magistrate, and whose evidence was taken
down in the presence of the prisoner with great minuteness and
detail before the magistrate, and in the presence of her counsel,
who had then the opportunity of cross-examining—I regret to say
that Dr. Green is so seriously ill as to render it impossible that he
should attend in person here at this Court. Of course, hefore
his deposition can be read, before his examination-in-chief, and
his cross-examination can be read, it will be necessary to satisfy
my lord that the facts are as I have stated, namely, that
Dr. Green is in such a condition as to render it impossible,
from ill-health, that he should be able to attend at this Court.
One other of the doctors, Dr. Cheyne, is now, as I understand,
in Berlin; but you will have before you the fully taken and
carefully taken cross-examination of Dr. Green, and the vind voce
evidence given before you in this Court of Dr. Murray and Dr.
Dudley, and also the evidence of Dr. Leach, whose part, I think, on
this occasion was noting down the symptoms which were observe:l
in the course of the post-mortem examination. The first thing that
attracted their attention was the overpowering smell of chloroform
in the stomach, described by some of them—I think by Dr. Green—
a8 almost as strong as a freshly opened bottle of chloroform ; show-
ing that the chloroform had somehow or other got into the stomach
of the deceased at a comparatively recent time. Their examina-
tlon was next directed—indeed, it was all along directed—to see
whether or not there was in the condition of the deceased, in
the co_ndlt.lon of his heart, or lungs, or liver, or any vital origan,
anything in any way to account for, or to suggest the cause of,
death ; and they came to the conclusion that there was nothing in
&e r;nost remote degree to account for the death in the condition of

esseart, the lungs, the liver, in fact, anything in the physical
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condition of the man; and I think in this inquiry, probably, when
you have heard the evidence, you will have little difficulty in com-
ing to this conclusion, that the deceased’s death was caused by the
chloroform, the evidence of the existence of which was disclosed at
the post-mortem examination, and that the serious and real ques-
tion in this case will be, how came the chloroform there?

Several interviews occurred between Mr. Dyson and the
prisoner and other persons, notably Mrs. Matthews and Dr.
Leach, to which I do not desire at this stage to refer in any
detail.  They contained some very curious statements, but so
curious that I prefer that in the main, and certainly in detail,
with one exception, you should hear them from the witnesses as
they are called before you. That one exception is the statement
which the prisoner at the bar made as to the chloroform itself,
as to the point of whether she had in any way, and how, used it
for the purpose for which she alleged to Dr. Leach that she had
obtained it. That I cannot except, but must trouble you with
now. The first statement she made to Dr. Leach, or the first con-
versation in reference to the chloroform, was on 6th January. He
appears to have had on that day a long interview with her. He
appears, indeed, to have gone the length of reading over to her
the post-mortem notes which he had taken, and she asked—if Dr.
Leach is to be relied upon—on that occasion, ¢‘ Can he have died
from chloroform?’ and Dr. Leach, on that occasion, appears to
have suggested chlorodyne as the cause of death, and not chloro-
form. She had a conversation on the same day, or about the same
time, with Mrs. and with Mr. Matthews.

Gentlemen, on 7th January, the coroner’s jury met, and ad-
journed from 7th January to ith February; for you will observe
that, although there was this post-mortem examination on the 2nd,
to which I had adverted, there had not been at this time, nor up to
this time, any examination in the nature of an analytical one of the
stomach, or the contents of the stomach. Between 7th January,
when the coroner’s jury first ‘met, and 26th January, the prisoner
at the bar had several interviews with several people; and on 11th
January the contents of the stomach of the deceased were taken to
the analyst, Dr. Stevenson, who again discovers, and will tell you
then discovers, or notices, a smell of chloroform, and ascertained
the fact of the marked presence of chloroform in the stomach. At
that dale also was brought to him a bottle, and I ought to notice
the fact without dwelling upon it with significance, if it has any
significance, at this moment. 1 also introduce the fact that, in
the examination in Claverton Street, some French letters were dis-
covered in the clothes at Claverton Street—in the clothes, you will
understand, of the deceased, the husband. Meanwhile, gentlemen,
on 26th January, the prisoner again sees Dr. Leach, and it is on
that occasion that she makes the statement that I told you I must
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trouble you with in some little detail—a statement of a very extra-
ordinary kind, following upon the announcement of the fact that
chloroform had been discovered in the stomach, and that that was
pointed to as a probable—nay, the almost certain—cause of death.
The police had meanwhile been making inquiries, and had pro-
bably begun to get upon the track of those who supplied the chloro-
form in question. On 26th January, the prisoner at the bar was
told by Dr. Leach that chloroform was assigned as the cause of
death ; that it was lucky for her it was not prussic acid, or secret
poison, as she might be suspected if it had been poison of that
nature. She answered that she wished it were anything else than
chloroform ; and then, after some further conversation, she made a
statement, the substance of which I am about to tell you, but
which resulted practically as to one point in an admission that she
had had in her possession—I will tell you her motive and object, as
she then explained them—that she had in her possession chloroform
upon the occasion in question; and, indeed, a similar statement,
so far as that point is concerned, she made with perhaps more cir-
cumstantiality to Mrs. Matthews, to the effect that she had, after
this tragedy, on the morning of 6th January, emptied the contenis
and thrown the bottle itself away. But her story was
this. She said that her relations with her husband had
not been pleasant relations; that there had been no
sexual intercourse between them for a considerable period
of time; that he had himself, in conversation, spoken to her
as if contemplating his own death, and in that case making her
over to Dyson ; that when after his illness, to which I have adverted,
he was returning to health, with returning health he seemed to
have manifested some desire to renew sexual intercourse with her;
that she did not desire this; that she desired to prevent it; and
that she considered that she had been made over in ihe future to
pyson, and she did not desire to allow her husband to have any
intercourse with her ; but that, when he was manifesting, with re-
turning health, a desire to remew that intercourse, she desired to
have the chloroform for the purpose of waving it before his face,
lulling him into a kind of stupor, and so prevent him giving
effect to his sexual passion. That is the story she tells.

Gentlemen, she did not appear before the corumer at the
coroner’s inquiry.  She was there, but she did not tender herself
to give evidence or any explanation; but I would not, of course,
have you at all to understand from that fact that any inference is,
or ought to be, drawn against her. I only wish that you should
understand exactly how the matter was.

Mr. Dyson did come before the coroner’s jury, and did make
& lengthened statement. IF he were on his trial with the prisoner
at the bar that statement, of course, could be read before you,
andsswould be evidence in the case against him. As it is, that
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statement, so {ar as it has any bearing on the serious question
you will hereafter have to determine, will be made by him in
the witness-box on his oath, face to face with the prisoner, before
you and my lord, and under conditions that will insure, by the
cross-examination of my learned friend, every test which my
friend’s experience and ingenuity can suggest as to its truth.
It is not my duty to say anything here, or in this connection, in
relief of Mr. Dyson so far as concerns the question of indiscretion
and of culpability. When you have heard the witness you will be
able to judge whether indiscretion and culpability of that meaning
and kind can be or not properly attributed to him.

Now, gentlemen, in the result the coromer’s jury found a
verdict of wilful murder. Since that, it has, of course, been the
duty of those who represent the Crown, desiring to see nothing
done but justice, to inquire into the facts and circumstances of
the case, with the result that they have felt bound to take the
course that they have announced as necessary to take at the begin-
ning of this trial.

I now come to the question which you probably will find is
the real question in this case. For the reasons which 1 have already
given, you will probably have no difficulty in coming to the con-
clusion that the deceased died from the effects of chloroform, which
chloroform found its way somehow or other to his stomach. How
did it get there? So far as I know, there are only three ways in
which it could have got there. The first of those ways is that the
deceased himself should have inientionally taken it with the view
of destroying his life. I submit, when you have heard the facts,
that you will find nothing in the circumstances of the case to
support, or even to lend an air of plausibility to, that suggestion.
He was in returning health, in improved spirits, and, as I have
told you, he had gone to his bed on that night having made
arrangements as to what he should desire for breakfast next morn-
ing. .

As to the second possible suggestion—that he took it acci-
dentally—that is to say, that he had no intention of taking the
thing to injure himself, but that he took it accidentally, you
will be told by those—your own common experience may perhaps
enable you to judge that—but you will be told by those who know
the qualities of this partioular ihing—the chloroform—that it is
in the highest degree improbable that & man, if he accidentally
poured out into a glass or tumbler this liquid, would not at once
perceive the mistake he had made even before it was raised to his
lips, but that the moment it touched, he must become—he could
not fail to become (provided always that it reaches his lips when he
was in the act of consciousness)—he could not have failed to notice
that it was something which he ought not to take. But, further,
gentlemen, it will be shown to you by evidence (as to the reliability
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of it you must judge) that if it was taken with the intention of
committing suicide or if taken accidentally, then the effect of the
thing iteelf taken by the throat into the stomach, the pain it causes
is 80 acute that no amount of self-control which any one could
suppose to exist could restrain the paroxysms that would follow of
pain, followed by contortion and by outery and by exclamation,
which could not have failed to attract attention. That the great
probability is that if taken accidentally—and probably, not to put
it higher than that—if taken intentionally, the person who ad-
ministered it to himself could not restrain the strong expression by
voice and by moan of the pain and agony which the administration
of it had caused.

There remains in the opinions of the medical men ouly one
other mode. You will say, of course, that if it was administered
by any third person the physical effect would be the same: that
there would be the same outery, the same acute pain, and so forth;
and you would be quite right, provided that the administration
into the stomach was not preceded by some external application
of chloroform which might lull into a stupor or a semi-stupor;
and in that condition it might be possible—and in that condition
of things alone, as the medical men think, probable—that it could
be conveyed to the stomach without it being followed hy circum-
stances and occurrences which must have attracled atiention

I need not warn you—I think I need not warn you—of two

things. First, to dismiss from your minds anything that you
have heard of this case before you came into Court, and I ask
you to apply your minds—as I am sure you are anxious to do—to
the candid consideration, the thorough consideration, of the evi-
dence to be presented to you here. The mext thing that I would
agk you to do is to bear in mind that it is for the Crown io make
out the case of guilt; that suspicion will not do; that probability
of itself will not do; that you ought not to find the prisoner guilty
unless the result of the evidence against her, dispassionately
weighed, dispassionately considered, Brings home to your ninds
the conviction of guilt beyond any reasonable doubt which would
influence your minds in any of the ordinary affairs of life.
. Gentlemen, I think I have now discharged my task so far as it
is to be discharged at this stage of the inquiry, and I would ask
you now to bring to the consideration of the evidence which my
learned friends will assist me in placing before you, a fair and
careful attention.

Mr. PoraNp—My lord, it would be a grest convenience if you
would allow me to prove the illness of Dr. Green, as the medical
man who is to prove it is anxious to get away.

Mr. JusTron Winrs—Certainly.
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WirLran HeENRY BroADBENT, examined by Mr. PoLano—I am a
physician, and reside at 34 Seymour Street, Portman Square. 1
know Thomas Henry Green, physician, of Charing Cross Hospital.
He resides at 74 Wimpole Street. On the 6th of this month he
was taken seriously ill, and I saw him on the 7th. I have been
attending him ever since. I saw him yesterday. He was confined
to his bed, and it would be quite impossible for him to attend. He
is quite unfit to travel or come into Court, and I think he will be
unfit for at least a month. I know his signature. (Shown deposi-
tion of Thomas Henry Green)-—The signature to that deposition is,
I believe, Dr. Green’s signature.

Epwin Barrrerr, examined by Mr. Poranp—Thomas Edwin
Bartlett, the deceased, was my son. I am a carpenter and builder,
living at 44 Chancellor Road, Herne Hill. My son was forty years
of age on 8th October last. He was a grocer and provision dealer,
and carried on business in partnership with Mr. Baxter. At the
time of his death he and his partner had six shops altogether.
There were two in Herne Hill, one ‘‘ The Exchange,”’ at Lordship
Lane, Dulwich ; then there was the Group Mart in Lordship Lane,
and at 33 Milkwood Road, Loughborough Junction, and the corner
of Chaucer Road, the Wesl Hill Park Supply Stores. As far as I
could judge, he was in a prosperous way of business. The prisoner
was his wife. In his marriage certificate he is described as Thomas
Edwin Bartlett, and the prisoner as Adelaide de la Tremoille. My
son wae & bachelor when he married the prisoner. The prisoner
is described in the ceriificate as a spinster, aged nineteen.

I first knew the prisoner just before she was married ; she came
to my house with my son. I knew she had been living at Richmond.
Afterwards I knew she had been living at one of my son’s, Charles,
at Kingston, for a short time. My son, Thomas Edwin, the de-
ceased, first became acquainfed with her there. When she was
first introduced to me she was called Blanche., I was not present
at the wedding, but I know that after the wedding she went to a
school, Miss Dodd’s, at Stoke Newington, and resided there.
During the holidays she lived in furnished apartments with my son,
her husband. Afterwards I believe she went abroad to a convent
school in Belgium. My son used to go from time to time to see
her.  About the middle of 1877 she returned, and resided with
her hushand at 2 Station Road, Herne Hill. At that time that
was one of my son’s shops. On the death of my wife I went to
live with them there. I lived with them for about five or six years.
He offered me a home for life on the death of my wife. During
all that time they lived together as man and wife, occupying the
same room and the same bed.
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I remember the birth of a child, but I really do not remembe:
the date; I think it was about two years after they were married—
about two years after she came to reside, I should say. I reg.lly
cannot fix the date any nearer than that. It was a stillborn child,
I understood. The witness Annie Walker attended to her at that
time. There was also a Mrs. Purse; she came down once. )

There was no doctor, I think. Dr. Woodward was called in
at last. My son told me that he resided in Dulwich Road.
believe the prisoner suffered a great deal at the birth. = After she
got over it she continued to live in the ordinary way with my son.
After that they changed their residence and went to live at The
Exchange, Lordship Lane. They were there about twelve months,
and I believe they lived in the same way there. I visited them
once or twice. There was no room for me in that house, so I went
elsewhere. From Lordship Lane they went to The Cottage, Merton
Abbey, about two miles from Wimbledon. They resided there
about a year and nine months, I think. I visited them frequently.
They were living together then in the ordinary way as man and
wife. From there they went on lst September last for a month
to Dover, my son taking a season ticket. They returned from
Dover on the last day of September, and I believe they then went
for a few days to a hotel in the Strand. My son told me they
were staying at a hotel.  Afterwards, in October, they went 1o
live at 85 Claverton Street, in St. George’s district. I believe
they also lived there as man and wife in the usual way. Up to
that period they had lived together as man and wife on affectionale
terms, as far as I know; I know nothing to the contrary.

Up to that time my son had always enjoyed very strong
health. He was regularly attending to his business, and was 2
very hard-working man. About thirteen years ago my son had a
doctor attending him. He had had a slight bilious attack, and
Dr. Barraclough was called in. My son was not laid up at that
time; I believe he had insured his [ife in 1880 or 1881. I know
what the policy was worth, but I do,not know all the particulars.
Besides that bilious attack, on one other occasion my son over-
worked himself, and he went a voyage on the sea. It was in con-
nection with his business and a little carpenter work that he was
doing (he laid a floor in the house) that he overworked himsell.
On that occasion when he went to sea he was away for a week or &
fortnight.

I used to visit at 85 Claverton Street. Up to the time of
their going to Claverton Street I did not know anything of the
Rev. Mr. Dyson. I had never seen him. It was in the beginning
of December last that I first heard of my son’s illness. About the
first day after he was taken il he complained to me of mercurial
poigon in his mouth, and then after that I went to see him. 'The
pritoner was present when he spoke about mercurial poisoning; he
eaid the doctor had told him he was suffering from merourial
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poisoning. He was in the front drawing-room when he told me
that. The bedroom was at the back. He was lying on a sort of
chair bed at the time, and was partially undressed. He appeared
to me as if he was labouring under a narcotic.

By Mr. Justice Wirus—He appeared rather dazed ; he did not
appear so {resh and sharp as he used to be.

Ezamination continued—I called to see him perhaps six or
seven times during his illness, and I saw him on three occasions.
I really cannot give the date of my second visit; I think it was on
the Saturday; I was then refused to see him. The second occasion
on which I did see him was a Saturday, and the first occasion, I
think, was on the Wednesday of his first illness.  The third time
I saw my son was when I was inviied; the leiter is in Court. I
saw the prisoner on two occasions, but I cannot remember the dates.
The tirst time I saw her would be about eight or nine days after my
first visit. I saw her in the house, in the downstairs room—the
back room or smoking-room. She then told me that my son was
too ill 1o see me.  We then spoke about mercurial poisoning, and
there was something said about verdigris poisoning. I do not
remember whati that was exactly, only I understood her to say that
the doctor had said there were symptoms of verdigris poisoning.
She did not tell me who the doctor was that was attending him,
only that it was a doctor up the street. I asked particularly who
the doclor was, but I was not told. During this illness the
prisoner wrote {0 me from time lo {ime informing me how my son
was.  (Shown letters)—These are the letters I received: they are
signed by the prisoner. The first letter is addressed from 85
Claverton Street and reads as follows:—‘‘ Dear Fatiher,—The
doctor was very angry that I had permitted Edwin to see visitors
last night, as it caused his head to be so bad ; and he says no omne
is to be admiited unless he gives permission. Edwin is slightly
better this morning. 1 will write to you every day and let you
see and know how Edwin is. T can see myself how necessary it is
that he should be kept calm.  With love, Yours, Adelaide.”’
Addressed to ‘‘ Mr. Bartleit, 1 Saint David’s Mews, Oxford
Street.”’  Postmark, ¢° 12th December, 1885.”’

The second letter is without date and reads—‘¢ Dear Mr.
Bartlett,—Edwin is up; he seems to have stood his tooth-drawing
very well. Please do not trouble to come all this distance; it is
not right to have visitors in a sickroom, and I don’t feel it right
to leave Edwin so long alone while I was downstairs talking to
you. When he wishes to see you I will write and let you know.—
Yours, Adelaide.”

The third one reads—‘‘ Dear Father,—I fancy Edwin is
slightly better this morning; the dysentery has left him, and he
is certainly stronger. The doctor said last night there was a slight
improvement in him.—Yours sincerely, Adelaide.””’

The fourth one, which is also in the prisoner’s handwriting,
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reads— Dear Mr. Bartlett,—Edwin is slightly better, and is
sleeping tolerably well.—Yours, Adelaide.”

The fifth one is in her handwriting also, also the envelope,
and reads—'‘ Dear Father,—Edwin seems slightly better, and has
passed a restful night. I am expecting another doctor, so you
must excuse this note.—Yours sincerely, Adelaide.””  That is
dated ‘¢ 21st December, 1885.” o

The sixth one reads—‘‘ Dear Mr. Bartlett,—Edwin is not so
well, he has passed a bad night.—Yours, Adelaide Bartlett. A
merry Christmas.”’ This was undated.

Mr. Crarxs—I think it would be very desirable if your lord-
ship would note the dates of the week at this time, the 21st is the
last postmark given, and that is Monday.

Mr. JusTioB WiLLs—And the lst would be Saturday?

Mr. CLaRkE—Yes.

Ezamination continuwed—The seventh letter is also in the
prisoner’s handwriting, and it reads—‘‘ 85 Claverton Street,
Sunday night. Dear Mr. Bartlett,—Edwin will be very pleased to
see you on Monday evening from six to eight. He is still very

weak, and cannot bear visitors for long at a time. — Yours,
Adelaide.”’ .
The eighth is also in her handwriting — ‘‘ Sunday night.

Dear Mr. Bartlett,—I hear that you are a little disturbed because
Edwin has been too ill to see you. I wish, if possible, to be
friends with you, but you must place yourself on the same footing
ag other persons—that is to say, you are welcome here when I
invite you, and at no other time. You seem to forget that I have
not been in bed for thirteen days, and consequently am too tired
to speak to visitors. I am sorry to speak so plainly, but I wish
you to understand that I have neither forgotten nor forgiven the
past. Edwin will be pleased to see you on Monday evening any
time after six.”’ The postmark looks like the 28th. After getting
that letter I went on the Monday, the 28th. That was the Monday
before my son’s death. I went about half-past six in the evening.
1 saw the prisoner there. My son was in the front drawing-room
lying on & couch when I first saw him—on the same little iron
bed. He was in a dressing gown. I was with him for two hours
and a half. The prisoner said that he was better, and he also
said he was better, and he hoped soon to be in business again
and enjoy the evenings we had had before. I had been in the
habit of seeing him at his place of business every eveming, with
few exceptions. I used to come down to the station, and I always
called in before I went home. My son seemed to be better, a good
deal stronger, on that occasion. He up and walked about the
room. I think he said something about having worms on that
oceasion. I believe the prisoner also said so too. He said they
were crawling all up him, and Mrs. Bartlett said, *“ We call them
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snakes ”’ I believe that was the time that conversation took place.
I said it was strange, and my son said, ‘ A good job she has doc-
tored the dogs to clear away the worms, because she knew I had
worms.”” There was something said about taking croton oil at
one time, but whether that was the time the conversation took
place or not I cannot say. At one visit I remember their saying
they had called in a physician, because I had wanted to send
them a physician from London. I had spoken to the prisoner
about it some time previous; I said that we had better have a
physician, as Edwin did not seem to get any better. I said I
would send one down from London, and she said, ‘° No, we cannot
afford it.”” I said, ‘“ Nonsense, Adelaide; not afford it, indeed!
‘“ Well,”” she said, ‘‘ we cannot.” 1 said, ‘ You had better.”’
¢ No,”’ she said, ‘‘ we cannot afford it, and he is going on very
well.”” I did not say anything more to her on that subject then.
On the Monday she told me she had had a physician, but she did
not say who he was. She said my son had had some teeth drawn;
he also spoke of that himself, and said he had had some stumps
out. That is all I recollect that he said. It would be somewhere
about half-past eight when I left the house that Monday night—
or it might be nearer nine. He seemed much better in his spirits
that night. He spoke then about going down to Poole or Bourne-
mouth, or somewhere down in Dorsetshire. I think he spoke about
going on the following Tuesday. I then went away, and that was
the last time I saw him alive. I said good-night to him and the
prisoner, as I always had done. I parted with the prisoner on
the best of terms. I kissed her and shook hands with her and
wished her good-night.

There is one allusion in this letter, I do not know what it
means exactly. ‘I am sorry to speak so plainly, but I have not
forgotten or forgiven the past ’’?—Is it necessary for me to say
that there had been an unpleasantness? Some six years ago my
youngest son had to go to America.

That is sufficient, I think it related to an old matter. I think
you next received a telegram informing you of your son’s death—
Yes. (Shown telegram)—I knew he was dying before I received
that. The telegram reads—‘‘ To Mr. Bartlett,—Edwin is dead,
come at once.—Bartlett.””  The postmark is ‘‘ Ist January,
1886. Handed in at 9.36 in the morning.” I took that telegram
out of the letter-box after Mr. Baxter had called on me to say
that he was dead. I went down to 86 Claverton Street. I think
it was something like half-past twelve when I got there, but I
cannot remember exactly, for 1 was dreadfully cut up at the time.
1 saw the prisoner in the drawing-room. My son was lying dead
there. I hardly remember what she said when I went in. She
said Edwin was dead. Mr. Baxter was in the room, and he and
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1 went up together. I do not think I saw anything of Mrs.
Matthews at that time.

Now, what passed between you and the prisoner about your
son’s death when you first saw her—I saw him lying on the
couch, and I went and kissed him and smelt his mouth. I thought
he might have been poisoned with prussic acid, and I smelt to
find it, but I did not detect any smell of the kind. I then turned
to the mantelpiece. I believe Dr. Leach was there as well. 1
said, ‘° We must have a post-mortem examination; this cannot
pass.”” 1 did not smell anything when I kissed him. I did not
kiss his mouth; I kissed his forehead. I believe I was admitted
into the room at once when I went. I do not think I saw anybody
else but Dr. Leach. He was in the room ; I fancy he came in after
me Dr. Leach first mentioned Dr. Green and another doctor,
and Dr. Dudley and himself for the post-mortem, and I said there
must be one. Dr. Leach said that he could not give a certificate
without a post-mortem. I suggested another doctor, but I did
not mention any particular name. I said, ‘I want another,””
and Dr. Leach said, “‘ I will get you one.” I said, *“ No, I will
get you one, not one that was in the case or the neighbourhood.’’
I afterwards went down with Dr. Leach and selected Dr. Cheyne
in Mandeville Place. He was suggested to attend the post-mortem
on my behalf. I went up again in the evening, and my son was
put in the coffin. I said to the prisoner, ‘‘ You won’t have him
put in the coffin.’’ She said, ‘‘ Dr. Leach has to see to that;
it has nothing to do with me or you.”” When I saw him in the
coffin I said the undertaker had no business to put him in the
coffin; the post-mortem would have to be held first. Nothing
further passed about my son’s death, except that she said what
a generous man he was.

What did she say more about it? How came she to say
that!—=She said what a kind-hearted man he was. She was
speaking about how he died, and said, ““ He died with my arm
round his foot; he always liked to have my hand on his foot,”’
zn% she showed me how she sat at the foot of the bed when he

ied.

Just describe how it was?—She said she was sitting with her
arm round his foot, and she supposed she had been asleep, for
she awoke with cramp in her arm, and she then went and called
Mr. Doggett. That was all; she said very little about it. She
described how she was sitting.  (Shown model produced)—The
little iron bedstead was near the window, with the side wall of
the house at the head of the bed.

The post-mortem was held the following day, the 2nd. 1
went there a little after two, and I waited outside on the pavement
till T saw Dr. Green coming out of the house. I then went into
the house, and I saw the prisoner. There was very little said by
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her, or in her presence, about the post-mortem. I saw her in the
back smoking-room on the ground floor. She was speaking there
to Mrs. Matthews, I believe. There was very little conversalion
with me. I did not hear anything; I do not recollect any con-
versation. 1 had not heard the result of the post-mortem by
then. We went upstairs and heard the result. The prisoner was
with me. We went into the front room. Dr. Dudley and Dr.
Leach were present. I think Mr. Baxter also went up with me.
I think it was said by one of the doctors that they found no cause
of death in him. Dr. Dudley put his hand on my shoulder and
said, ‘“ He has no business lying there, & strong man like that.”
I do not know that I gave that in my evidence before. The
prisoner was in the room at that time. She did not have her hat
on. Her dressing bag was lying on the table. I left the house
after the prisoner. % wished her good-bye, when she was told to
go out of the house, and kissed her. Some of the doctors had
said she could not remain there. She did not take her bag away
with her; it was left on the table. She took her cloak only.
Mr. Wood, the solicitor, was in the room at the time. I had
known Mr. Wood before, and my son had known him also for
years before. It was suggested that I should take charge of the
room, and I said, ‘‘ No; Mr. Wood, he is a solicitor, he will be
the best man to take charge of it.”” I left in that way. I think
Dr. Leach was left in the room.

(At this stage William Montgomery Waterton, a clerk in the
Probate Registry of Somerset House, produced what purported to
be a will made by the deceased, Thomas Edwin Bartlett. The
witness was then shown the document.)—I cannot swear whether
that is my son’s writing. The signature is something like this.

To the best of your belief, is that his signature; have you any
real doubt—It is so very different to what I have seen him write.
I cannot swear it is his signature. The signature is very strange
for his signature.

To the best of your belief, is that his signature —1It is not, to
the best of my belief. I have seen that document before at Somer-
set House. The signatures of the two persons who witnessed it
are H. Eustace and A. Brook. I do not know their handwriting.
I know that these two persons were in my son’s employment at
Herne Hill. They were the first and second hands there. The docu-
ment is written on paper and is stamped.

Mr. Poranp—It is on printed paper, half of a letter, and it
has on it the address ‘‘ The Cottage, Phipps Bridge, Merton
Abbey, S.W.”’

Mr. Jusrior Wirrs—I suppose there will be no difficulty in
proving this?

Mr. Poranp—Oh, no, my lord; I shall call the witnesses.

Ezamination continued—I have got some of my son’s ordinary
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bandwriting with his ordinary signature. (Shown letter)—That
is his ordinary signature, and the body of the letter is in his hand-
writing.

1(nsgmwn will)—What is your belief about the body of that will?
—1It does not look like his writing to me. I cannot swear it.

Mr. Poraxp—Before reading the will I should like to call the
two witnesses.

Herserr EusTacw, examined by Mr. Porano—I was in the
employment of the firm of Baxter & Bartlett, of Herne Hill. I
know Arthur Brook, who was also employed in the same business.
I remember one aftermoon Mr. Bartlett, the deceased, calling me
into his office at Herne Hill. I cannot give the exact date, but it
wag about the beginning of September. It was in the afternoon.
Brook and I were called in together. We signed a document.
(Shown will)—That is the document we signed. When we signed it
I did not know what it was. I saw Mr. Bartlett sign it. He said,
“1 want you to witness my signature.”’ I signed first.  Mr.
Bartlett signed it in the corner of the paper. We were all three
together at the time. I did not know what it was. It was folded
up at the time. (Witness indicated how the document was folded).
Mr. Bartlett was staying at Dover at the time, and used to come up
day by day. Mr. Brook signed it after me in my presence.

ArTHUR BROOK, examined by Mr. Porano—I was in the ser-
vice of Baxter & Bartlett, Herne Hill. (Shown will)—That is my
signature. I remember signing that document. I saw Mr. Bart-
lett signing it first. I witnessed his signature. I did not know
what it was when I signed it. The writing was turned away
from me so that I could not see it.

(At this stage the will was read by the Clerk of Court as
follows :—‘‘ Herne Hill, S.E., September 3, 1885. I, Edwin
Bartlett, will and bequeath all my property and everything I am

ossessed of to my wife Adelaide, for her sole use, and appoint

rge Dyson, B.A., Wesleyan Minister, and Edward Wood, Esq.,

of 66 Gresham Street, to be my exzecutors. (Signed) Edwin

gartlet::’.) Witnesses to my signature, Herbert Eustace and Arthur
T .

Mr. Justior Winns—If I look at the document I canmot say
that the handwriting of the body of it is even like that of the
gignature. It is unlike it, because it seems to have been written
inclined backwards instead of forwards.

The Foreman—Will you ask, my lord, whether Mr. Bartlett
wrote in that way?

. Mr. Justion Wiurs (fo the Witness)—Did you ever see him
write in that sort of upright writing’—I have seen him often
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write in several different hands. You could never depend on his
writing to be the same a second time.

(The Court adjourned for a short time.)

Mr. BARTLETT, recalled, cross-examined by Mr. E. CLARKE—
Mr. Bartlett, 1 believe you were not present at your son’s mar-
riage with the defendant?—I was not.

Did you disapprove of that marriage?—No, I did not; I was
not asked.

Not asked to the marriage, or not asked whether you
approved I—I was not asked whether I thought she was suitable or
not.

As a maiter of fact, did you disapprove of the marriage +—
Well, no, not particularly disapproved of it. I certainly did not
much approve of it, but I did not disapprove of it. I said
nothing to my son about it.

Were you asked to the marriage?—I was not, because they
knew I was busy.

At the time of the marriage and afterwards, where did your
son reside?—At Herne Hill, after the prisoner came back from
Belgium.

Will you observe that is not the question I ask you? At the
time of the marriage, I ask you, where did your son reside?—
At Herne Hill.

At the time of the marriage?—Yes.

After the marriage, did she go to a school in London #—She
did.

For how long ?—Something nearly a twelvemonth, I believe.

And did you say that during the holidays she would come to
live with your son $—=She did, ultimately.

When you say ultimately, will you tell me at what interval
after the marringe itself you are able to say that she first came
to live with your son—Something between two and three years.

We have got the date of the marriage as being in 18756. What
year was it you went to live with your son yourself —I really do
not know. It was 1877 or 1878, T fancy. It was the year my
wifle died, bur I am sure I cannot say to a year—it was 1877 or
1878.

I can help you to fix the date, I think, by a question to which
you can answer yes or no. Did gou go to live with him before
or after you wrote an apology #—Some time before that.

Do you undertake to say that the defendant never lived with

our son before the beginning of the year 1878 %—I would not. I
Kave not booked it down. know the month I went was rome-
thing like June, but which year I cannot say.

t may have been June, 1878 %—VYes.

Will you undertake to say that the defendant ever lived with
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your son before 1878 —What, at his house, siv? I will not. It
was either in 1877 or 1878; I will not say which year.

I think you have said that your son promised to give you a
home for life?—Yes, he did. That was his words on the death of
my wife. He said, ‘ Where I have a home you shall have one."”

When did your wife die?%—She died on the 28th of May—
either 1877 or 1878. I am not prepared to say. One of those
years. I think it was 1877,

Do you say you cannot remember?—I do not remember the
date of the year.

You do not remember the year?—I do not. I have not
refreshed my memory, or else I might have answered.

Now, do you tell the jury that you enjoyed the complete comn-
fidence of your son and his wife after that time?—We lived on
most friendly terms together.

Do you say you enjoyed the complete confidence of your son
and his wife ?—I believe so.

In the year 1878, very soon after Mrs. Bartlett came to live
with your son, did you have to write an apology for things you
had said about her —I did. I signed an apology, but I knew it
to be false. I knew it to be the truth what I said at the time.

What, sir %—When I signed it, it was to make peace with my
son. He begged me to sign it, because it would make peace with
him and his wife if I did.

You say now you signed the apology, knowing it to be false,
because it would make peace with your son?—Yes; and Mr. Woor
knew it to be false when I signed it in his office.

Was 38 Berkeley Square the place where you were carrying
on business#—No, I do not work there. ~Why he should put 38
I do not know.

. You were working at 38 Berkeley Square in December, 18789
—7Yes.

Let me read this to you—you remember it well—‘¢ 38 Berkeley
Square, W., December 31, 1878. . Having made statements re-
flecting on the character of Mrs. Adelaide Bartlett, the wife of my
son, Mr. Edwin Bartlett, junior, which statements I have dis-
covered to be unfounded and untrue, I hereby withdraw all such
statements, and express my regret for having made them. T also
apologise to the said Mrs. Adelaide Bartlett and Mr. Edwin Bari-
lett, junior, and acknowledge that all such statements are altogether
unfounded and untrue. authorise Mr. Edwin Bartlett, junior,
to make what use he pleases of this apology.—(Signeds Enwiv
Barrierr, Senr.””  Was that the apology you signed '—That was
the apology I signed, knowing it to be false. I signed it to make
peace with my son. That was all.

. Do you know your son did make use of that apology, and had
it printed +—Yes, I do, at her sugpestion.

I should think o I—VYes; andgﬁdr. Wood asked me to, because,
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my son being in America, he asked me whether I thought she had
had letters from my son.

Do you mean to say that the suggestion you had made against
Mrs. Bartlett was also a suggestion against your son’—Against
my son Fred. If witnesses are wanted to prove it, they can be
had even now.

How long were you living under the same roof with your son
and his wife I—Somewhere about five or six years.

Do you say your son promised to give you a home for the rest
of his life?—He did.

He did not keep that promise, did he —Because they removed
to Lordship Lane, and there was not room for me there.

Has he made you any allowance in lieu of giving you a home?
—He was going to on the lst of this year.

Has he ever made you any allowance in lieu of giving you a
home %—No, he has not; but I have had from him what money I
wanted. He was the kindest of sons.

YYou were asked a question about his having ingured his life?
—Yes.

And you answered that in a way which makes me ask—did
you know during his lifetime that i'e had insured his life?—I
knew he had insured it during his lifetime.

But did you know during his lifetime 7—I did.

How soon after insuring his life did you know it?—Well, I
have heard the prisoner and him talk about it in my presence. I
should think I had known it all two years, if not more.

By hearing conversations between them }—Yes, and me, of
course—altogether as we were.

And you joined in those conversations ?—Yes, certainly.

When that will was put before you just now, you said to the
best of your belief it was not your son’s signature?—I said that
I could not swear that it was.

You said, to the best of your belief, it was not his signature?
b—;;l‘o the best of my belief, I had not seen him write in that hand

ore.

You had examined it before at Somerset House?—Yes.

With whom did you go to Somerset House to examine it #—Mr.
Hooper, of Clifford’s Inn.

‘What is he%—A lawyer, I believe.

" You have entered a caveat against that will, I believe’—I
ave,
You told the Attorney-Gemeral your son was always very
stronﬁ 1—He was from a child.
ever had any illness?—Never that I know of.

Some years ago he had a considerable number of teeth sawn
off at some time?%—Yes, because he wanted a false set; and I was
in the house at the time he had them done.

Where was it they were done?—I believe they were done at
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Herne Hill, but I would not say; Mr. Bellin, a dentist, sawed
them off for him.

You do not know if they were sound teeth, and he had them
off preferring artificial ones —Mr. Bellin said they were all stuck
together, and he could not put the olhers in.

Had no doctor attended him up to that time?—To my know-
ledge I do not know they had; I am not sure. = ]

That was about the year 1878 or 1879, I believe—I helieve
it was.

Now about the year 1881 he broke down through overwork,
did he not?—Just through laying a floor he exerted himself too
much.

He exerted himself, you say, through laying a floor, but it
involved a nervous breakdown necessitating his going a sea voyage?
—Yes, the doctors recommended & sea voyage, and he came back
wholly restored. .

Having been away a week or a fortnight?—Yes, something
like that.

He went to Scotland?—Yes, he went to Balmoral—went
because he simply had a holiday, that was all.

Who was attending him then 9—I do not know. He went to
a ph%sioian in London; I do not know who it was.

ou know he went to a physiciant—He told me he went to a
physician.

Can you tell me the date that Dr. Barraclough attended him?
—Some twelve years ago he attended him, once for a bilious
attack, somewhere between twelve and thirteen years ago. At
least he did not attend him; he simply came and saw him once,
and gave him a hottle of medicine.

id you know of your son’s having any exceptional ideas on
this subject of married life?—No; he used to chaff and joke about
such things—that was all. I never knew him to have any solid
ideas about anything different to other people.

What used he to say 7—He said one ought to have two wives,
one to take out and one to do the work.

When used he to say that%—When I was living with him I
heard him make the remark.

Was that the first time you heard him make the remarkf—
Yes, I think so, ag I heard a man say last night he should like io
have forty wives just in the same way.

Keep your mind on the subject we are inquiring into. Tt
was when you were living with him you heard him make thaf
remark ¢—Yes; other remarks as well.

Other remarks of the same kind #—1I do not know.

With reference to the same subject +—I do not know; he may
have done so.

In conversation’—He may have.

m]::d he #—Only once—only once I heard him make that remark
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—whether that was at Herne Hill or somewhere else, I do not
know. He used to joke about it.

He used to chaff and joke, you said?—Yes; he was a very
merry man.

When you said ‘‘ chafi and joke,’’ did you mean he only
said it once?—He only once said it—them words.

With regard to that subject, did he mention it more than
once, and before his wife?—He did before his wife, but only that
once I call to mind.

Then it caught your attention?—I just recollect.

Did you think it was a very curious observation }—Certainly
not, only a passing observation.

And you attached no importance to it%—No, I did not write
it down.

And you have remembered it ever since?—Certainly; as I
remember a remark the prisoner made just in the same passing
manner, I remember this.

Did you know of your son having any book on that subject?
—Never to my knowledge.

Do you know the name of Dr. Nichols at all?—I never heard
of it until I saw him in Court.

You never saw Dr. Nichols’ book?—I never heard of him
till I saw him in Court, and never heard his name. )

I am asking about the book now; did you ever see a book
of Dr. Nichols’ #—I did not.

Now, was your son a believer in mesmerism?—Not to my
knowledge.

s Did he ever speak to you about mesmerism}—Never in his
ife.

You never heard from him of his being mesmerised 7—Never.

Or his mesmerising anybody else?—No, never; he was nothing
but business—always in business.

His aspect with you wag always business—nothing but busi-
ness I—Nothing but business ; he was wrapped up in his business.

Now, you visited him at Putney in 1875, did you ?—He never
lived at Putney.

At Merton?—Yes. I constantly visited him at Merton.

Did you ever go to see him at Dover 3—I went once or twice.

Twice I suggest to you?—Once or twice, and spent a very
happy day there.

Did you on that occasion hear anything of Mr. Dysoni—I
did not.

You did not happen to hear, then, your son had offered Mr.
Dyson a season ticket to go to Dover i—I never heard Mr. Dyson’s
name mentioned.

Shall I take it you never heard anything of Mr. Dyson nor saw
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him until after your son’s deathi—No, I would not say that.
I think I heard of him during my son’s illness.

From whom —Whether from my son or from whom I cannot
say. I believe I only heard his name once, and only once, till
after the death.

How long was it before you heard from Mr. Baxier of your
son’s illness that you had seen him?—I saw him on Monday, I
believe, and he complained of neuralgia in his mouth.

Of neuralgia in his mouth? Now, Monday would be Tih
December. We know he went home ill from business on 8th
December—then on Monday you went to see him?—Not on the
Monday.

On the Wednesday, 1 mean?—Yes, on the Wednesday I went
to see him.

The Wednesday was the 9th, Thursday the 10th; then beiween
the 9th and the 28th of December, that was nineteen days, you
had been six or seven times to Claverton Street)—Something
about that.

Do you undertake to say these letters produced to-day arve
all the letters you received during that timef—I produced all the
letters I received, I believe. I did not tear any up, and I had no
reason to keep any back.

You have produced all in your possession?—Yes, all in my
possession.

Do you say they are all you received during the illness?—
They are all, I believe—they are all the letters—there might have
been a posteard.

You eay to-day, the first day you saw him he appeared suffer-
ing from some narcotict—He did.

Did the impression that he was suffering from some narcotic
continue during the whole of his illnesst—He did not appear as
bright as he had formerly been.

At any period of his illness’—At any period he did not
appear bright. .

On every occasion you saw him did he appear to be in what
you call a cross state and not inclined for talking 9—Not inclined
for talking much. The last time I saw him he talked more than
he did before, and he appeared stronger and better.

Now, on the first day that you went to see him, what time
would it be in the day’—It was in the evening, I believe, to
the best of my recollection.

Did he complain of his head on that day 1—Not particularly;
he appeared very averse to talking.

Did he complain of his head on that day ?—Rather, I believe.
" Whlatdfgd h: iag abc;:ut it?#—I really do not recollect all this
ime. id no ow it was coming to this, or I
] i down. g 8 should have
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Tell me what you recollect he said about his head?—Some
more about having mercurial poisoning; that is what he said.

What did he say about his head—He said he had got a
headache. He did not make any great comment about his head.

You say he complained of mercurial poisoning—jyou say the
ﬁrstdocca.sion you went to see him he mentioned that to youi—
He did.

You have said to-day, on another occasion Mrs. Bartlett also
mentioned it to you?—She did, or it might be on that occasion
she and Edwin both together mentioned it.

You were examined before the coroner first on 7th January, I
think 7—Yes.

When all these matters were very fresh in your recollection —
They were then.

You say you saw him on the 28th, which was the last time
you saw him before his death?—I did. !

And did you say, ‘‘ He said he was getting very much better,
-and he thought that he would be at business again; he did not
‘appear to be quite himself. I was there for two and a half hours;
be then told me he had passed a quantity of worms. He told me
‘he had been poisoned with mercury; the doctor had told him
80. It was only in a slight degree, loo slight to have been
developed. I said to him,  You could not get mercury in any
way, could you?’ He said that if it was lead poisoning he
might have got it in opening tea-chests ’? Now, I ask you whether

e first time poison by mercury or by lead was mentioned between
ou, was not it on that 28th of December, the last time you
aw him?—No; it had been mentioned before, no doubt.

Did you say before the coroner that that was the time on

hich that conversation took place?—I may have done so.

You saw him on Wednesday and you saw him again on Satur-

ay, I think?—I went to see him on Saturday. will not say
¥ saw him on Saturday. )

You told my lord this merning you saw him on Saturday?—
I went to see him on Saturday; I will not say I saw him. I
really could not go into the date of every day when I saw him.
I did not put it down.

1 am aware of that. I want you to tell us when you saw
him, giving us the conversations that happened at different inter-
views. The first occasion when you saw him was the Wednesday t—
I think on Wednesday.

Did Mrs. Bartlett then tell you they had called in a doctor t—
I believe she did, and she told me the doctor up the street.

Did you ask her his name?—I did not; she did not tell me,
and T did not ask her his name; she seemed reluctant to say much
about the doctor.

What did you say about it—tell me what you asked her§—
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I did not ask her anything. I said, either them or some time
after, I thought she had better have a physician from London.

We will come to that presently. Now, on the Saturday, the
second time you saw him, did you have a conversation with him?—
Yes; very little at that time, very little indeed.

‘Was he worse then %—He appeared worse.

Did you suggest to him having another doctor —I do not know
whether I suggested it to him or to the prisomer, but they were
both in the room at the time.

So that he would hear the conversation about having the
doctor 1—Yes, he would hear, but he was very reluctant to speak
apparently. . .

Was he lying on the bed %—Yes; half lying down on the iron
bedstead.

With half-closed eyes?—Yes; he appeared to shut his eyes
and open them again.

Dull and dazed?—Yes; he certainly appeared labouring under
something.

Now, when you first saw him, was that about the mercury or
verdigris, the only thing stated as being the matter with him?
—The only thing that I recollect being mentioned by him.

What 9—That was the only thing that I recollect that was
stated by him at that time.

Are you positive about that?—No, I am not positive; in
general conversation you do not remember every word.

I ask you about the conversation when you went to see your
son when he was ill. What was mentioned about his being ill—
about being the matter with him?—That the doctor said there
was a slight mercurial poisoning.

When you came before the coroner did you say, ‘‘ About a
month ago I heard from Mr. Baxter—his partner—thai my son
was ill, and went to see him, and I found him queer, but I could
not make out what was the matter with him. He said he was
suffering from dysentery ’? Did you say that?—I did.

Was it true}—He told me so, that he was suffering from
dysentery.

Why did not you tell us so to-day?—I do not know; I was
not asked particularly. I do not come here to keep anything
back. T come here to speak the truth and nothing else.

Observe, Mr. Bartlett, I asked you just now whether, when
you first saw him, anything was complained of except the poison-
ing with mercury or verdigris. You said distinctly, No. Now
you tell me it is because you were not asked that you did not
mention the dysentery. I ask you now who was it who told you
anything about dysentery}—Either the prisoner or Edwin. They
were talking about it in general conversation.

In his presence}—TYes.
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Was that the matter that was mentioned as being wrong
with him when you first saw him?—I do not know if dysentery
was mentioned when I first saw him. I cannot say.

Try and remember. I have reminded you how long ago you
gave your evidence before the coroner i—It is simply my memory,
and 1 have had lots through my head since then.

Let me read this letter to you which you received from Mrs.
Bartlett, and ask you to tell me if you can at what date that
came—*‘ Dear Father,—I fancy Edwin is slightly better this morn-
ing ; the dysentery has left him, and he is certainly stronger. The
doctor said last night there was a slight improvement.”” Do
you remember how soon after you first saw him you had that
letter -—Does it say °‘ Dear Father ’’%

Yes#—Yes, thai is shortly after I saw him on the Wednesday
if it is °‘ Dear Father,”” because it was °‘ Dear Mr. Bartlett >’
afterwards.

What %-—The address dropped off to ‘‘ Dear Mr. Bartlett
afterwards.

You tell the jury the letters afterwards dropped off to ‘¢ Dear
Mr. Bartlett *’ %—Yes; there they are, you can see them.

Here is a letter on 21st December, according to the arrange-
ment of the envelopes—‘‘ Dear Father,—Edwin seems slightly
better, and has passed a restful night.”’ Here is the third letter—
‘“ Dear Father,—The doctors are very angry that I permitted
him ——.”’—Yes, that was shortly after I had seen him. The
letters have very likely got into the wrong envelopes. I did not
keep them in the right envelopes. I did not think anything of
them, that I should have had to produce them here, or I would
have kept them in their right envelopes.

This one about the dysentery having left him was shortly
after you saw him the first time, was it%—It must have been soon
after that.

Now, the next time you saw him was on a Sunday, was it
not? I am not speaking of the last visit; you saw him again on
the Sundayf—I went to see him on Sunday, and was refused ad-
mission to him. I question whether I saw him on Sunday. I
know I went on Sunday. I came up from Croydon to see him,
and was refused admission to him.

Will you undertake to say you did not see him—I will not.

Now, then, here is a later letter, in which Mrs. Bartlett says,
“ IYam expecting another doctor, so you must excuse this note **?
—TYes.

Was that letter before or after you had suggested seeing a
physician —Well, I suppose after.

Do you rememberi—I do not.

When you saw Mrs. Bartlett soon after that letter, did you
ask if the doctor had been ?—They told me he had been.
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Did you ask his name$—I did not, and I am not sure whether
Mrs. Bartlett told me or not.

It was Dr. Dudley, was it not?—Yes, Dr. Dudley. I would
not undertake to say whether I was told.

You would not undertake to say whether she told you the
name or not?—No, I will not.

You did not ask the name, you were refused I—No; I was
refused generally. I thought I told you what doctors came and
who they had.

It would have fixed itself on your mind if they had not{—
Well, I do not know.

Now, I notice in these letters that Mrs. Bartlett says several
times—she speaks of Edwin having passed a restful night; says
he has passed a bad night; and in another letter speaks about his
sleeping better, and so on. Did you know he suffered from sleep-
lessness —He told me so.

Did he tell you he was taking anything for thati—Oh, yes;
he told me they were injecting morphia into him for it.

Can you remember about when it was that he told you that?
—1I do not.

Now, you know that his testh became very troublesome’—
He told me they were troublesome.

And painful —He told me so.

Here is another letter which contains another matter by which
we shall be able to fix the date—‘‘ Edwin seems to have stood his
teeth-drawing very well.” Were you aware that he had had a
number of teeth drawn?—TYes, they told me he had.

A number of stumps?—VYes, they told me so.

Did he tell you he had taken gas?—No, he did not.

Did he complain of pain?—Yes.

Was he subject to curious bursts—fits of low spirits%—Not
before that time. He appeared in low spirits then, but previous
to his illness he was not.

But he appeared in low spiritel-—He appeared in low spirits.

Have you noticed him from time to time bursting out erying?
—I have seen him then, and I was very much surprised.

. How many times do you think you saw him$}—I saw him
crying once.

Only once; was that the last time you saw him, or earlier f-—
No, hea.rlier; he was much better the last time I saw him-—very
much.

Did he tell you how often he had had morphia injected }—
No, he did not; but from his conversation I thought he had bad
it before he told me.

. What?—I thought he had had it injected omce before the

time he was speaking of then.

. You thought he had had it injected once?—Omnce before the

time he told me. He said ‘‘ I have had morphia injected sgain.™
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Yes, you gathered that the day on which he spoke to you was
the day on which he had had it injected for the second time?}—I
ca.m_aot, say the second, but he said, ‘“ I have had morphia injected
again.’”

Did he tell you that on two successive days he had had morphia
injected, and that his condition was so bad that on the third day
he had it injected twice in one day?—I do not recollect he told
me §o.

You do not remember hearing that?—I do not remember his
telling me.

1 Did he tell you that he was taking sleeping draughts?—He
did.

He told you, you say, he felt worms crawling up him, thus
(showing him)—was that the action he used?—Yes, and the
prisoner said, ‘‘ We call them snakes.”” He said, ‘‘ They are
crawling all up here *’; that was the feeling.

Did he tell you he had passed worms also%—No, he did not;
the prisoner told me he had passed worms.

In his presence—Yes, but he did not contradict her.

Did he ever tell you he thought he felt a worm crawling up
his throat?—No, I do not remember.

Are you sure?—I would not be sure. When worms were
talked about, he might have said so, but I do not recollect; he
said he had worms in his throat.

He might have said, as far as you remember, that he had
worms crawling up him, and that he had passed worms, and also
that he felt & worm in his throat?—No, he never told me. The
prisoner told me he had passed worms.

But in his presence}—Yes, in his presence.

Did you ever hear mention made by him or in his presence
about his being likely to die?—Never—mnever mentioned—never
the least idea of it.

You say that?—I do; he was not a dying man.

Did not he ever say to ydu he thought no man could be worse
than he was and alive(—No, never.

Nothing of the kind —Nothing of the kind.

Did any other members of the family, as far as you know,
visit at that house?—Of my family?

Of your family 9—Not that I know of.

By Mr. Jusrion Wir.s—Were there other members?—VYes.

Cross-ezamination continued—You say on the last occa-
sion you saw him, the 28th, he mentioned about worms crawling
up him —Not that day; I do not think it was on the last day.

You told us to-day it was?—It might have been; I do not
think it was the last day, because he was——

Take plenty of time; try and recollect. Do yourself justice.
Try and recollect accurately. You have described to-day the inter-
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view on 28th December, which was from half-past six or six in
the evening till perhaps nearly ninef—Ves. .

You have told us he said worms were crawling all up him—
you have told us you think he mentioned croton oil, that he had
had a physician, and spoke about his teeth?—Yes, but I did not
mesan it for that day, he might have some other day—that would
pass in conversation during the time I had been with him.

To the best of your recollection and belief was it not on 28th
December that was said #—It might have been; I think it was said
before.
You have said it was. Do you believe it was?—TYes.

How came he to mention croton 0il¥—I do not know; I cannot
tell you that; he certainly mentioned it, and I believe he said
Dr. Leach wag giving him croton oil for the worms.

Did he tell you Dr. Leach had been trying all he could to
rouse his bowels to action, and that the croton oil was given for
that purpose?—No, he did not.

Did he tell you that on the previous Saturday Dr. Leach had
not only given him two purgative draughts, but he also gave
him two globules of croton oil, and, that failing, he applied
galvanism to the abdomen +—No, he never told us about galvanism ;
he only said about croton oil.

Did he tell you about the galvanism at all?—No, he did not.

He did not tell you, then, that previous Saturday, all those
remedies had been tried and had all failed, and that Dr. Leach
had given it up in despair?—He did not tell me so.

There is one thing you may be able to fix about the time at
which it was said—you have told us to-day you wanted to send a
physician, and said to Mrs. Bartlett, * You had better have a
physician, as Edwin does not get better *’#—I did.

Does that reason, you say you gave, help you to say how
long after you saw him ill %—That was on my second visit, to the
best of my belief. .

Which would be on Saturdayf—I do not know. I would not
fix the Saturday; it was on my second visit 5 1 was only allowed
three times to see him. That was on the second visit,

Now, you had a telegram informing you of the death, but
you did not take that out of your letter post-box until late in the
day. What time was it you actually received the telegram your-
self -—I actually received it myself about half-past twelve, after
Mr. Baxter had called on me. I was at 38 Berkeley Square then
not at my shop. ’

You did not go to your place where the telegram i
till %Vm?'_t_Y“, bot izhhtl:;vpit came to be la.teeg!'r wes delivered

88 1t not about half-past four in the afterncon
got tli(,) Claverton Street{—Before that; we took & ha.nsomﬂ::{) Z:g
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went down directly. It must have been between twelve and one,
I think.

Did you not say before the coroner, ‘‘ It was about four
o’clock in the afternoon Mr. Baxter and I went home together;
we went to 85 Claverton Street about 4 p.m.’’?%—Yes; I must
say I made a mistake about the two o’clock between Saturday
and Friday in the dreadful sorrow of my son’s death. It was on
Saturday we went at four o’clock, not on Friday.

Friday was the 1st of January?—TYes.

You went with Mr Baxter }—VYes.

You went in at oncej—VYes.

You went up with him?—Yes, that is again & mistake I have
made between those two days. I must ask the indulgence of the
Court for that.

I only want to get the facts. You went in with Mr. Baxter
and went up with him —VYes.

Have you 1old us all that passed on that day?—All that I
happen to recollect, I believe.

Did Mrs. Bartlett say anything of a kindly fashion to you
on that day?—Yes, she told me on the Saturday when I was
going upstairs after the post-nortem examination——

I am asking you about the Friday now?—I do not think she
said anything on the Friday.

Mr. Baxter was not there on the Saturday, was he?—No, he
was not.

Now, is this the case—‘‘ She placed her arm round my neck,
and ehe said, ‘ My dear father, do not fret; it shall make no
odds to you. I will see you never want. It shall be just the
same as if Edwin were alive.” That was just at the bottom of
the stairs; in fact, on the stairs. Mr. Baxter was following us
u{) ??’9—There I made the mistake. It was Saturday that took
place, not on Friday.

Then Mr. Baxter was not there?—No; there is where I am in
error which was on the Saturday when they called us up to see
the post-mortem.

I am referring you now to the evidence given by you on 19th
February —I know, and I corrected my mistake as soon as possible
at the Treasury.

You were examined both before the coroner’s jury and then
before the magistrate in February 1—Yes.

Did you say when you described that conversation, ¢ That
was just at the bottom of the stairs; in fact, on the stairs. Mr.
Baxter was following us up ’’7—Yes, that was my error. Mr.
Baxter was not.

He was not following you up #—No.

No, he was not there at all?—No; I made that mistake between
Friday and Saturday.
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Whether it was Friday or Saturday, why have you not told
us that to-day }—1I was not examined on it; I was not asked.

It was said1—I was not asked. .

Was it said by Mrs. Bartlett to you?!—It was not; it was on
the Saturday it was said, not on the Friday.

Very well, then ; we have got that fact quite clear. Now, Mr.
Bartlett, when you went on Friday you went upstairs to the
drawing-room, and there you saw Mrs. Bartlett!—VYes. )

And then on the following day, the Saturday, you waited
outside —I did. )

Until the post-mortem examination was over }—Yes, I did.

Then you went in }—Yes. .

And then you saw Mrs. Bartlett in the smoking-room, did you?
—VYes, in the smoking-room. We waited there something like
twenty minutes, I should think, before I went upstairs.

You say “ when we were summoned upstairs’’; who sum-
moned you upstairs?—One of the doctors iold us we could go
upstairs, and I, Mrs. Barllett, and Mr. Dyson went up together.
Mr. Dyson followed behind us, I believe, Lo the best of my recol-
lection. :

You have a clear recollection that the doctors were upstairs,
and that one of the doctors summoned you upstairsi—I believe so.

Is that to the best of your recollectioni—Yes, to the best of
my recollection. ‘

‘ Some one came,’” you said, *‘ and summoned us upstairs,’’
that summons being addressed to Mrs. Bartlett and to all thoge
who were waiting 9—VYes.

You went up directly you were summoned upstairs, and you
saw that there was Mrs. Bartlett’s bag there, did youl—I did.

In. which room?—In the front room, on the table.

Did you say before that it was on the dressing-table ?—I do
not recollect. I said it was on the dressing-table—there was no
dressing-table in the front room.

Just try and remember. You do not remember about the
dressing-table? There was no dressing-table in the front room?—
No; I do not remember a dressing-table being mentioned.

Did some one say Mrs. Bartlett must not take the bag awayl—
They did.

Who said that?—I do not know ; one of the doctors.

Cannot you remember? — 1 cannot — whether it was Dr.
Dudley I would not undertske to say. And then “they said ghs
must not have her cloak. I said, ‘* Yes, Adelaide may take her
gloak ; ther: is no?hi:la{g inIit, Do pockets in it.”” She said, I

o not want my cloak.’’ said, “ Yes, o T et
be answerable f{)r it.”” ®% you can have it; I will

You would be answerable for it?—VYes,

u];ld you feel in the pockets?—No; I knew there were noge,
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Before the coroner did you not say, ‘I will be answerable
for the cloak, and I gave it to her after feeling in the pockets *’ —
No, not in the pockets; there were no pockets. ‘¢ After feeling
for the pockets,’’ T might have said.

Who told Mrs. Bartlett to go out of the house?—I cannot say.

She was inclined to take nothing—she did not want the cloak
even 7—VYes,

You said you would be answerable for it?—Yes.

She said she would not take it *—VYes.

She had the cloak #—Yes.

And nothing else?—Yes.

And left the house?—Yes.

When you went in the first time on lst January you went to
smell the mouth for prussic acid—I did.

Did you suspect poisoni—I did.

Have you told the jury now substantially all you can remember
of the conversationg that took place during the illness?—Yes, I
have, 1 believe.

Is there anything else that you have not told us that took
place in conversations in Mr. Bartlett’s presence, in your son’s
presence, which suggested to you the idea of poison %—No, nothing.

Re-examined by Mr. PoraNnp—My learned friend reminded
you that the prisoner said to you, ‘“ My dear father, do not fret;
it will make no odds to you. I will see you never want. It shall
be just the same as if Edwin were alive.”” When do you say that
was said—On the Saturdsy evening, going up the stairs, when
going out of the drawing-room, and we were just at the foot of
the stairs.

Was that on your visit on Saturday, or when your son was
ill3—No; on the day of the post-mortem examination.

It was on the Saturday after the death?—Yes; and after the
post-mortem examination.

Now, my friend Mr. Clarke has referred to your having to
sign this apology on 31st Decentber, 1878. What had the apology
reference to which you signed %—It was something very bad.

Having made something reflecting upon the character of Mrs.
Bartlett 7—Must I state it?

I think you must state what it was you had to apologise for.
What charge had you made?—Well, Adelaide ran away, and was
away for some week or more, and Edwin and me thought she had
gone along—we almost knew she had gone with Fred Bartlett, the
brother, and we were after her.

By Mr. Cuirgz—Is Fred in Englandf—He appeared in
Claverton Street.

Is he here now +—He was at Claverton Street three days after
his brother’s death, according to Mr. Doggett.

Does that witness pretend to have seen Fred Bartlett there —
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No, the elder Doggett; and he announced himself as the brother
of the deceased man. . .

By Mr. JusTior WinLs—You are speaking of something
Doggett told you #—VYes.

Re-ezamination continued—How long was she away?—Some-
thing less than a week on this occasion.  She had been away on
other occasions.

On this occasion +—About a week.

How long was that before this apology ?—It must have been
some months before that.

Then did she return?—7Yes.

What was the date of that?—3lst December, 1878. Then
Fred ran away to America in the June.

All T ask you is, do you mean the June previous to your
signing this apology —Yes; the June previous to my signing that
apology.

P ’.lgl'zyen how long before he went away was it that Adelaide was
away with him +Only a day or two, because Fred flew directly it
was found out.

Your son Fred went to America, you know?—I have scores of
letters from him.

So you know he went to America —Yes.

How long was he away 7—He has not been back, only I heard
he turned up on the 5th. I sent him something to come home,
and his brother was going to give him a manager’s place in one
of the establishments.

Have you seen him since his return %—1I have not.

But you sent him money to return $—1I sent him £60 one year
in order to come home.

When was that?—The year he went away—the following year.

Did you send him money recently to come back?’—No, not
reeent}ly. ,

This apology, you say you signed it in the office of Mr. Wood,
the solicitor i—glze,y I didy. 7 gr:

Is that the gentleman in Courtf—Yes.

Whose solicitor was he—He was then my son’s solicitor. I
recommended him to my son some years ago.

Then it was this apology was drawn up and you signed it ?—
Yes. Edwin begged of me to sign it to make peace.

Now, you have told my learned friend that your son spoke
about having two wives, one to take out and one to do the work.
You say the prisoner made some remark?—Yes.

What was that—on that subject —No, not on that subject. I
was speaking of passing remarks made in conversation,

an you remember the date when your son went to Scotland?
He went by sea and came back by sea i~ Yes ; something like four
years ago—over four years ago.

Was your son a temperate man #—Very, indeed.

114



Evidence for Prosecution.
Edwin Bartlett
My friend has spoken to you about the morphia having been
injected; we are told what that was for—No. I do not know,

only, I take it, to produce eleep. . .
Who had injected it?—Dr. Leach, I understood, injected it.

EowarDps BaxTER, examined by Mr. Moroney—I live at 34
Deronda Road, Herne Hill. I was a partner with the deceased
Bartlett for thirteen years. I have known him for over twenty
years. I mever knew him to be laid up by illness beforo his last
illness, with the exception of one occasion, when he went away
for the benefit of his health. He was away for about a fortnight
for the benefit of his health after he had been doing some hard
work—carpentering—which was rather out of his way. On that
occasion he did not have to keep his bed at all. I was not at his
marriage. I recollect Mrs. Bartlett coming to live with the
deceased at Station Road. They lived at Station Road for about
five years. They lived at the Exchange for about twelve months.
I had frequent opportunities of seeing them when they were
living over the shop, and seeing the terms on which they lived.
So far as I knew, they lived there as man and wife.

We had six shops at the time of Mr, Bartlett’s death. Our
business at the time of his death was a prosperous business; it
was a business that had been made by my partner and myself.
The one at Station Road had been in existence for about three
years when I went there, but all the other shops were opened by
my gartner and myself.

recollect the deceased going home ill from business in
December. I think it was the 8th December. I received a letter
from him on the 10th. (Shown letter)—That is the letter I
received. I could not say what was the cause of his going away
on that occasion. It was not overwork. In that letter the
deceased says, ‘“ If you wish to see me, come here and we can
arrange about Friday, Edwin.”” On the Sunday following I
called to see him. I am not eertain whether I called to see him
during the week. ~When I saw him on the Sunday he appeared
very ill indeed. He did not say what was the matter with him;
he was scarcely able to speak. The deceased had been in the
habit of mixing teas. I did not mix teas, but I tasted the teas
along with him. I have never found any ill consequences from
the tasting of the teas. I perhaps was not in the habit of tasting
tea as much as the deceased was. I called on the deceased the
Sunday after I received his letter, and I called again on the fol-
lowing Sunday. On that occasion he was better. When 1 saw
him on the 20th he said he felt ill, and hoped he would very soon
be better, that he was gradually improving. The prisoner was
present on that occasion. I really forget whether anything was
said about what he was suffering from. As I have already said,
on the following Sunday, the 27th, he appeared very much better.
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I saw him again on the following Wednesday. On that occasion
he seemed quite cheerful—very much better—getting on very
nicely then. I stayed about two hours on the Wednesday night.
The prisoner was present on that occasion. There was something
said on that occasion about his going to the seaside, hoping that
the change of air would prove beneficial, and that he would be able
in the course of & week or two to resume business. = Bournemouth
or Torquay were the two places mentioned. I told the deceased
that we were getting on very nicely in the business There was
nothing further said, except that he hoped to be back again in
the course of & short time. I did not see the deceased again
until after his death. (Shown note)—That note is in Mrs. Bart-
lett’s handwriting ; the date is my handwriting, the date when I
received it, 30th December. It came by post, and it reads,
¢ Dear sir,—With the other things will you please send a bottle
of brandy called Lord’s Eztra, a bottle of Colonel Skinner’s mango-
chutney, & bottle of walnuts, and a nice fruit cake? I know these
things are not fit for Edwin to eat, but he fancies them. You
can see Edwin on Wednesday. A very happy New Year.” I
took the things referred to in that letter to Claverton Street on
the Wednesday night, the 30th. I never saw Mr. Dyson on any
of the occasions I visited Claverton Strest. On New Year’s Day
I received a telegram, and I went to Claverton Street. I subse-

uently saw Mr. Bartlett, senior, on that same morning, the lst

anuary. '

By Mr. Jusrion Winrs—I received the telegram about a
quarter-past nine at Station Road, Herme Hill. I went to
Claverton Street first, and I saw Mrs. Bartlett there.

Ezamination continued—I went up to the drawing-room on
that occasion. The prisoner was in the drawing-room then.

Did she say anything to you ?—7Yes.

What did she say?—That I am unable to state. The sudden
decease was so much that really:

By Mr. Justiom Winns—You mean you have forgotten it?—
Yes, my lord.

1?’ou have no distinet recollection 3—No distinet recollection
at all.

Ezamination continued—Did you see the father soon after #—-
I fetched the father, and he and I went upstairs.

By Mr. Jusrion Wizns—What time did you see the father #—
I should think about half-past eleven. I went from Claverton
Street to Berkeley Square for Mr. Bartlett, senior, and then I
went back with him at once.

Cross-examined by Mr. E. Crirze—Had Mr. Bartlett been
working very hard indeed while staying at Dover ?—Not parti-

oula%so.
. at time did he get to Herne Hill in the morning?—The
time varied ; sometimes as early as six o’clock.
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‘What, from Dover 7—TYes.

He would come up from Dover so early as to get to Herne
Hill at six?—Yes, by the boat express.

Did he often do that?—Sometimes.

Do you mean several times a week—Two or three times a
week, perhaps.

On other days what time would he get there!—Come by a
later train; I think between ten and eleven there is one.

Did he leave business very late?—Sometimes he would—are
you alluding to the time he was staying at Dover!

Yes I—Sometimes he would leave at four o’clock, and some-
times, again, by the eight o’clock train.

He had some dogs he was proud of, had he not, at Herne
Hill3—He had some dogs.

And on 8th December, I think, he washed those dogs, or one
of them—it was going to a show next day?!—Previous to the 8th.
I think they were washed on the 4th.

Did you connect that with his illness at all—that he got a
chill or anything of that kind —No.

You did not know any cause for his illness?—Not at all.

On the 8th he complained of feeling ill, and went awayi—
Yes.

Did Mrs. Bartlett write to you constantly during his illness?
—Nearly every morning I had a short note.

Did you keep those notes?—I did not.

Just notes to tell you how he was getting on?—Just ‘* Not
quite so well,”” or something of that sort.

I don’t know whether you saw him before Sunday, the 13th i—
I don’t think so; I cannot call to mind.

Had Mrs. Bartlett asked you to call on the 13th? Did she
say in a letter he would be glad to see you on that Sundayt—I
don’t think so. I might have said, perhaps, when I had written,
I would call on Sunday afterncon.

There was no special reason for your going that day?—Oh,
no.

Then on the 13th, I think you said, you found him very ill
indeed —Yes.

Was he much depressed and low’—He appeared so, for he
was scarcely able to speak.

And do you know that the doctor visited him three times that
day?—1I do not.

I suppose at the time, perhaps at the time you went, he had
only been twice, but have not you been told he was coming more
than once a day?l—I believe they told me he had been more than
once.

Did he complain of sleeplessness?—Yes.
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You understood, did you not, thoroughly from Mrs. Bartlett
that he was sleepless and restless?—VYes.

And on the next Sunday when you saw him-—on 20th Decem-
ber—did you hear the doctor was giving him sleeping draughts?
—1I believe they told me to that effect.

Now, on the 27th—the following Sunday—you saw him again?
—VYes.

Was he in a very bad state then ?—No, sir, very much better.

Was it on that day he told you something about worms?—
Yes, I believe it was on that date he alluded to them.

Did he tell you that he had passed worms, and that he could
feel them wriggling up in his throat?—Yes.

Had you known anything of his ideas aboui mesmerism —
Not at all.

Nor had you, I suppose, known anything about his excep-
tional ideas of marriage?—No, not at all.

He had never made a confidant of you in that way at all, I
suppose I—No, not at all.

What was about his income from the business, Mr. Baxter,
do you think? Can you tell me what he used to drawil—About
£300 a year.

Do you know anything about whether he had any property
at all!—No; I am not aware he had any.

FrepERICK HorAoE DoGGETT, examined by Mr. Poraxp—I live
along with my wife at 85 Claverton Street. I am Registrar of
Births and Deaths for the district. 85 Claverton Street is my
private address. In the early part of October last I had the
drawing-room floor to let. It consists of two rooms, communicat-
ing with folding-doors, the front room being the sitting-room and
the back the bedroom. The deceased, Mr. Bartlett, and Mrs. Bart-
lett took those apartments, and they continued to occupy them
down to the date of his death. Am far as I knew, they lived us
man and wife. During the time they were living there I saw Mr.
Dyson on two or three occasions. He was a friend of theirs, and
used to come there.

On the morning of lst January of the present year I wa
called up by the pr%soner about four o’clock ]i)n the nZoming. a:
near as I can remember. I knew that the deceased had been ill
for some time. I never saw the deceased to speak to duringy his
lifetime. About four o’clock in the morning I heard a knock at
the door, and I went to the door and found the prisoner at the
do_or. She asked me to come down. She said, “* Come down. 1
think Mr. Bartlett is dead.” I had never spoken to the prisoner
before. 1 at once got up. I put on my dressing-gown and went
dowlzr;sto her room. She had gone down before me. It was then
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about ten past four by the clock on the drawing-room mantelpiece.
I went into the front drawing-room. The prisoner was there.
She asked if I thought Mr. Bartlett was dead. I saw him lying
on the bed in the room, in the corner of the room next to the
fireplace. 1 at once went up to him. He was lying on his back
with his left hand on his breast. I put my hand on his breast.
His nightshirt was pulled back and his breast was bare. 1 found
him perfectly cold. I put my hand over the region of his heart.
Mrs. Bartlett asked me if I thought he was dead, and I said,
““ Yes, he must have been dead some two or three hours. He is
perfectly cold.”” She then said, ‘‘ I had fallen off to sleep with
my hand round his foot, and I woke up with a pain in my hand,”
or ““arm,’” I do not know which, ‘“ and found him lying on his
face. I put him in the position in which you saw him, and tried
to pour brandy down his throat—nearly half a pint.”’ I do not
recollect whether Mrs. Bartlett said that he had swallowed any
of it or not. After that I think Dr. Leach came. My wife came
down before Dr. Leach arrived. I noticed the deceased’s eyes.
They were closed. I asked the prisoner whether she had closed
his eyes, and she said, ‘“ Yes,”” and had put him in the position
in which he then was. His jaw was dropping. Dr. Leach had
been sent for before my wife came down. The servant went for
him. T noticed a strong smell when I went into the room; it
struck me as being chloric ether. I did not smell anything else.
I looked round the room. There was a tray with some tumblers
on it, and a glass jug containing water on the table.

What else?—I fancy—I am not quite certain, but I think there
was a bottle on the tray containing some white powder. I also
saw a wineglass. The wineglass was on the mantelboard. It was
three-quarters full.

What did it smell like?—Evidently brandy, with some other
drug in it; it emelt like ether or paregoric. I put it back where
I found it. The wineglass was on the mantelpiece at the corner
nearest the bed. That was all I noticed that I can call to mind.
The only bottle I noticed was the one on the tray with the white
powder. I looked round the room for the purpose of seeing what
was there when Dr. Leach came.

And are you able to say, on looking round the room in that
way, whether there was any other bottle on the mantelpiece, or
table, or any other part of the room?—None that I saw.

After Dr. Leach came in did he speak to the prisoner, and
did you afterwards leave the room?—I did.

Did Mrs. Bartlett remain or not%—1I suggested that she should
leave the room, but she remained with Dr. Leach. They had
some conversation in a corner of the room. Before I left I
agsisted Dr. Leach to tie up the deceased’s jaw and put his legs
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straight. His legs were cold, and the left leg was slightly drawn
up. Dr. Leach examined the deceased’s body while I was present,
and said he could find nothing to account for death. I did not
notice how the prisoner was dressed; I did not pay particular
attention. When I went into the room I think she had a skirt or
an underskirt on, and a loose sort of jacket. There was a large
fire in the grate. It had evidently been tended within a very
short time of my coming into the room. After assisting Dr.
Leach I went downstairs, and shortly afterwards Dr. Leach came
down—about a quarter of an hour afterwards. After that I went
back to my room, and my wife and I went to bed. We left the
prisoner in the back room where the bed was. On the following
morning I saw the prisoner writing out some telegrams. It would
be about a quarter to nine.

There is a matter which I passed over. I ought to have asked
you—before you left the room that night did you see any Condy’s
fluid +—Yes. I rather think it was on the tray. There was more
than half a tumblerful poured out.

By Mr. JusTion Wirrs—When did you notice that?—The
same night. I had noticed it before I went to bed that morning.

Ezaminaiion continued—I did not see any other bottle. The
next morning—or rather later the same morning—before I saw
the prisoner writing the telegrams I saw a small bottle inverted
in the tumbler of Condy’s fluid. It had been brought down by
the servant on the tray. It was an ounce hottle; there was no
label on it. I handed the tumbler in which the bottle was in-
verted to the coroner’s officer, Ralph. After that the telegrams
were written and sent off, one to the father, one to the partmer,
and one to some lady at Dulwich. The bottle and the contents of
the tumbler were both handed to Ralph. The contents were put
in the bottle by myself, and Ralph and I sealed it with my seal,
and the coroner’s officer took charge of it. (Shown bottle}—That
is something like the size of the bottle.

Mr. Justior WiLns—A 2-ounce bottle?

Mr. Poranp—Yes, my lord, I believe we shall trace it that
that is the bottle.

Ezamination continued—Afterwards I heard of the post-
mortem examination.

You know the bed where the man was lying near the mantel-
piece. Have you been on the bed and tried it yourself +—Yes.

If you are lying on your back on the bed, can you reach the
mantelpiece -—I can just reach it.

Anybody leaning on the bed could easily reach the mantel-
piece I—Undoubtedly.

Or sitting up even?—It would be rather more difficult sitting
up. I can just reach it sitting up.

Cross-examined by Mr. Crarxm—The head of the bedstead
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was near the mantelpiece; was the foot of the bed towards the
middle of the room?—It was lengthways.

But not actually level with the front wall of the room #—Yes.

Was not it turned round a little%—No, it was horizontal, or
rather longitudinal, with the front wall of the room.

My learned friend asked you more than once whether Mr.
and Mrs. Bartlett lived there as man and wife; you knew that
they were man and wife when the rooms were let, did you not?—
I presumed so.

But as far as their manner of living with you, you had not
seen them ?—I had only seen Mr. Bartlett one night to speak to.

You have mentioned something about the fire to which I wish
to direct your attention. You were examined before the coroner
on 4th February?—VYes, I was.

When' you were examined on 4th February at some length
you did not mention the fire at all I—I could not say from memory
whether I did or not.

The -first iime you were examined you did not say a syllable
about the fire, did you?—That I cannot recollect.

Don’t you recollect on 4th February, after your wife had
been examined, you were recalled, and the express question was
put to you about the fire—you were asked about the fire and about
nothing else%—VYes.

And when you went into the room, did you smell a smell
which you say was something like chloric ether }—Yes.

That was the smell you traced to the glass on the mantel-
piece —No.

You saw a glass on the mantelpiece 6 inches from the corner,
did you not?—1I did not say 6 inches from the corner; it was close
to the end of the mantelpiece; I don’t think I said 6 inches.

When you saw that glass, you say it was three-quarters—
you have said two-thirds—full of the liquid which you took to
be brandy —VYes.

And when you smelt it you smelt the same smell which you
smelt on coming into the room —Hardly.

You say, ‘‘a wineglass, containing some coloured liquid
which I took to be brandy, about two-thirds full. I took it up
and smelt it; it smelt very like the odour which pervaded the
room—chloric ether *’9—I think I said it smelt like paregoric.

Mr. Jusrios Winns—You said paregoric before the coromer.

Cross-ezamination continued—You said chloric ether before
the magistrate, but you said when you went to that glass and
sm;lt it, it smelt very like the odour which pervaded the room?
—VYes.

You took it up and smelt it and replaced it on the mantel-
piece, did you %—VYes.
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Did it remain there till Dr. Leach came?—Yes.

It stood there while you were all looking about the room {—
Yes.

And it was brought down by your servant on the tray in the
same condition in the morning? Was the liquid still in it?%—VYes.

You saw the tray when it had come down, and you took the
inverted bottle and the glass of liquid and handed them over to
Ralph, the coroner’s representative }—No, not exactly; when the
tray was brought down I saw it by accident in the morning; I
saw the bottle sticking out of the liquid, and I took it out with
my fingers }a:nd locked it up in a cupboard, and I afterwards gave
it to Ralph.

You t};mught it would be right that the bottle should be taken
care of I—I did.

It did not occur to you to do the same with regard to the
wineglass +—No.

When Dr. Leach came, you looked about the room; did you
see any bottle on the mantelpiece at all +—No.

May there not have been a bottle on the mantelpiece without
your having seen it%—1I don’t think so.

This is not a very long mantelpiece, is il%—It is rather a
long mantelpiece. There is a mantelboard on the mantelpiece
which makes it longer.

There is a looking-glass, is there not, with a little sort of a
shelf at the end—Not that I am aware of.

Is there not a little sort of a shelf by the looking-glass on
which bottles might be put? You had not been in the room
before =—Yes, I have.

Not while Mr. Bartlett was there%—No.

Perhaps the looking-glass being stood on a mantelboard would
constitute a shelf, and come a little farther out from the looking-
glass —Certainly.

YThere is & clock in the middle. of the mantelboard, I believe?
—VYes.

Was there a photograph there, did you notice?—I think
there was; I would not swear that.

There were two photographs in frames on the mantelpiece, I
believe #—There were photographs.

There were two small vases, one on each side of the clock,
which stood in the middle%—Yes.

And at each end of the mantelboard was there a tolerably
large vase, say 7 inches wide and 15 inches high—a pair of large
vases i—I don’t know the exact size; they are large vases.

In your examination before the coromer, did you not say,
¢ The doctor and myself examined the glass and also the bottles
in the room ’’+—The bottle, the only bottle I saw, was the one on
the tray which contained some white powder.
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I have it copied *‘ bottles >’—possibly it may be a mistake
in copying. I have it, ‘“The doctor and myself then examined
the glasses and also all the bottles in the room, and there was no
bottle on the manielpiece ’’ {—There was the bottle of Condy’s fluid;
that is the only bottle I examined with the doctor—it was on the
floor—it was a wine-bottle, three parts full of Condy’s fluid.

Then, although this was taken down, it is not what you said—
‘¢ Also all the bottles in the room ’’3—There was one on the tray,
and one of Condy’s fluid.

One on the tray and one on the floor—two bottles?—Yes,
that is all I saw.

By Mr. Justioe WiLs—You say, one of Condy’s fluid on
the floor i—VYes.

By Mr. Crarge—You were telling us what Mrs. Bartlett said
to you; you used the word ¢/ pain ’’; did she say she felt cramp
in the hand?—‘‘ Cramp.”” I think that was so.

Did Mrs. Bartlett tell you her husband had breathed heavily
in the evening?—Yes.

Mrs. Caronine Doeerrr, examined by Mr. WrigaT—I am
the wife of the last witness, Mr. Doggett, and I live with him at
86 Claverton Street. I remember Mr. and Mrs. Bartlett coming
to lodge there on 3rd October. I remember Mr. Dyson coming
there. The first time he came was within a week after 3rd October.
He did not come often at first. The arrangement with the deceased
was that he was to come to dinner once a week. The deceased
arranged that when he took the rooms; he said a gentleman would
dine once a week—Mr. Dyson.

Did he mention the name ~—No, but Mrs. Bartlett said it was
only a clergyman. He came twice and three times a week, and
sometimes more. He came at all times. He has been as early
as half-past nine in ihe morning.

How long used he to stay?—He has stayed all day. The
deceased went out in the morning at from eight to half-past eight,
and he returned to dinner between five and six.

When Mr. Dyson came early in the morning did he stay till
Mr. Bartlett came back —Sometimes.

Did he have lunch with Mrs. Bartlett —TYes.

Did Mr. Dyson and Mrs. Bartlett go out together %—=Some-
times.

How was Mr. Dyson dressed when you saw him in the house I—
Twice I saw him in a lounge coat. I don’t know the material it
was made of ; it was a blue coat—a serge coat. It was kept in
the house—I believe for his use. There was also a pair of slippers
left for him in the house. I remember Mr. Bartlett becoming ill
about the beginning of December, but I cannot fix the date. I
think he was not well two or three mornings before Dr. Leach was
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called in. He kept his room from the very first day of Dr.
Leach’s coming. Mr. Dyson used to go up to his room on some
occasions, but not always. When he called he would see Mrs.
Bartlett downstairs.

On the last day of December—the day Mr. Bartlett died—
he, Mr. Bartlett, went out in the evening. Before that he had
dined at home about three or half-past three. @~ He had jugged
hare for dinner. He had tea that night about nine o’clock. That
was after I had seen hirn and after he had been out in the evening.
He had been out to have his tooth taken out. I saw him when he
came back. I went into his room and sat down. I had seen
him very much worse than he was that night. He told me he
thought the worst was over, and he would get better. Mrs. Bart-
lett was there at the time. Mr. Bartlett told me that Dr. Leach
had given him orders to go to the seaside for a change—I think
he said Torquay. Mrs. Bartlett said that she thought the journey
would be too long.  After that Mrs. Bartlett asked me if I had
ever taken chloroform. I said that I had years ago. She then
asked me if it was a nice or a pleasant feeling. I said I did not
think I knew very much about it. Mrs. Bartlett said that Mr.
Bartlett was in the habit of taking some sleeping drops; ten was
a strong dose, but she should not, or did not, hesitate in giving
him twelve.  She told me what the drops were, but I do not
remember the name. Mr. Bartlett then thanked me for his dinner,
and said he had enjoyed it. He said that he had eaten all that
was sent up, and he had so enjoyed it that he would eat three
dinners a day. He also said that the mornings were getting
lighter, and he should get up an hour earlier the next day. Mr.
Bartlett had & tea supper that night; he had half a dozen oysters,
and bread and butter, and cake. I do not know whether he also
had some chutney. After that conversation I went out of the
room.

I was called early next morning, about four o’clock. I went
into Mr. Bartlett’s room and saw Him lying dead. I asked Mrs.
B.artlett.if she had given him these drops, and she said, ** I have
given him nothing.” My husband was in the room when she
said that, but he was looking round the room, and I was by the
side of the bed. I noticed that the fire was a ve good fire. I
remember having a conversation with Mrs. Barﬁ;tt that same
morning about & will. That was on the 1st of Jenuary. I went
up to ask her if she would come down to the dining-room to have
a little breakfast, as she had not rung for it, and then she said
how strange it was that Mr. Bartlett had not long made his will.

Anything else—I said, *‘ Are you thinking about money ? »’
She replied, ‘It is necessary,”” as her money which she had
before was married was in the business, and it was before the
Married Women’s Property Act.

124



Evidence for Prosecution.
Caroline Doggett

Was there anything said at that time?—No; Mrs. Matthews
came in at that time and I went downstairs.

Cross-examined by Mr. Crarke—You had kindly gone up to
see if you could get her to take some breakfast ?—Yes.

Her own breakfast had gone up and had not been touched i—
No; she had not rung for any breakfast.

And then she mentioned that about the will?—VYes.

All her means of livelihood had come from the business?—I
understood from her that the money she had before she was married
was in the business.

It had gone into the business?—Yes.

You thought that her thought was she was dependent upon the
business, and the business man was dead 7—Unless there was a will
she could not have his money, because it was before the Married
Women’s Property Act.

Did she come down and have breakfast with you?—No; Mrs.
Matthews came in, and I left her in the front drawing-room.

Has it ever been your sad lot to watch in a sickroom at night?
—Yes, I have.

Do you know very well that that night the fire was made up
for the night and packed —Yes; but the bed was so near the fire
it would have been too hot for Mr. Bartlett; and the gas was
alight.

8 You know perfectly well that at night, with a view not to
disturb anybody, the fire is packed for the night +—Yes.

And if after several hourg you touch it and break it, it
becomes a strong fire +—Yes.

The fire you saw was a strong fire, was it not?—It had been
attended to; it had not burnt hollow at all.

So that either fresh coal had not lately been put on, or a
well-packed fire had been disturbed by the poker ?—Yes; but there
was & bright light; the coals were quite lighted.

That would be the result of stirring with the poker; a well-
made fire, was it not9—I should think so.

With regard to that conversation. Mrs. Bartlett was reading,
was she not, while you and her husband were talking #—Yes, she
was reading a book.

You know he had been out that day to have his footh operated
upon }—Yes; he told me about the tooth, and said it was a sound
one.

Did he tell you that he had taken gas?—No.

‘Was nothing said about gas?—Not by Mr. Bartlett; not to me.

By anybody +—1I never heard it.

Pray be careful. Mr. Bartlett had been out that day; do

ou know now as a fact that he had taken nitrous oxide gas?—
%‘rom Dr. Leach.

Mr. Bartlett talked to you about the tooth?—Yes; but not
that he had taken anything.

128



Adelaide Bartlett.

Carcline Doggett

He talked to you about the tooth that had been taken out an
hour or two before +—About two hours before.

What did he say about the tooth?—He said it was a sound
tooth.
Did he say anything about the pain in having it pulled out?
~—That is what he said; the worst was over, and he thought he
was getting better.

Did he say anything about the pain in having it taken out }—
Not that night, but the other operation he had. He had seven
taken out one day, and he said they had frozen his gums, and he
did not feel very much pain, and two days before that he had had
thirteen out.

Was it on that evening on which the conversation took place
that he told you about the thirteen and the seven %-—Each time.

On each occasion #—VYes.

When he had the seven taken out he told you that they had
frozen his gums—Yes.

Did he say it was by ether spray?—No; that was all he said.

Did not he tell you how they had frozen his gums?—No.

Did not you ask how they had frozen his gums$—No; he
began saying that it was very wonderful, after going through the
operation, he could eat some of Mrs. Bartlett’s hot buttered toast—
he smelt it, and he asked for some.

On which occasion was that %—When he had the seven out.

And on that occasion he told you that they had frozen his

s, and that it was wonderful he could eat the buttered toast,

id he %—Yes.

Did he say that the result of freezing his gums was that he
did not feel pain?—Yes.

On another day he had no less than thirteen stumps taken
out, had he not?—That was the first operation—the thirteen.

On that occasion did he tell you about their freezing his
gums +—No; I did not see him then.

Do you mean that they froze his gums twice!—He said that
that was what they did on both occasions; he had had his gums
frozen, and therefore did not feel much pain.

By Mr. Jusrios Wirns—He had his gums frozen on each of
these two occasions +—Yes. .

Cross-ezamination continued—Try and recollect; on this
avenini, the last evening before his death, when he spoke to you
about having one taken out, did you ask him if he gad had his
gums frozen again +—No.

' Did he say anything about it+—No; he began telling me that
Dr. Leach had said he ought to go away for a change.

Did he tell you anything about having the tooth out, and that
ingtead of having his gums frozen he had had nitrous oxide#—No.

You do not remember sll the conversation, do you—It was
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very late; the boy brought the medicine, and I had to leave the
room.

You do not remember the name of the medicine !—No.
But the name was mentioned —Yes, by Mrs. Bartlett.

Was it spoken of as a placebo—ten drops of a placebo ?—Ten
drops is considered a strong dose.

You say you cannot remember the word; was it a placebo i—
I don’t know what name she said.

Did she say that Dr. Leach had given a prescription for ten
drops to be given if the pain was urgent, or if sleep was required,
or anything of that kind #—No.

The Court adjourned.
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Second Day—Tuesday, 13th April, 1886.
Evidence for the Prosecution—continued.

Avice FuLoHER, examined by Mr. Poranp—I am servant to
Mr. and Mrs. Doggett, 85 Claverton Street. I remember Mr. and
Mrs. Bartlett coming to live there some time in October. I waited
upon them. The first week after they came I saw Mr. Dyson
there. He used to come once or twice a week, and then about a
fortnight or three weeks before Mr. Bartlett’s illness he came
three or four times a week. I have known him to be there as
early as nine or half-past nine, and sometimes later. Mr. Bart-
lett sometimes went to business about eight or half-past eight,
and returned between five and six in the evening. He sometimes
went out again. Sometimes Mr. Dyson stayed till dinner time
and dined with Mr. and Mrs. Bartlett. The usual time for dinner
was between five and six o’clock. Mr. Dyson had an old coat
that he used to put on which was kept in the back drawing-room.
He had also & pair of slippers there. I have sometimes gone into
the room while Mr. Dyson and Mrs. Bartlett were together.

Have you noticed anything about the room when you have
gone in?—VYes, I have seen the window curtains pulled together
and then pinned.

Have you seen when Mrs. Bartlett and Mr. Dyson have been
there a.ny-thiz:g to attract your attention when you went inft—
I have seen them sitting on the sofa together, and I have also
seen them sitting on the floor together.

In what position on the floor #—1I have seen Mr. Dyson sitting
on a low chair and Mrs. Bartlett sitting on the floor with her
head on Mr. Dyson’s knee. I do not remember when that was, nor
could I say how long it was before Mr. Bartlett’s death. I do
not know what I went into the room for. I never found the
door locked.

_When you went in and saw Mrs. Bartlett with her head
resting on Mr. Dyson’s knee, did they do anything at all when
you went in ?—No.

Or say anything?—No, they still sat as they were. 1 think
that was the only occasion that I noticed anything of that kind
when I went into the room. Sometimes Mr. Dyson would stay
and have lunch with Mrs. Bartlett between twelve and one, and
leave before Mr. Bartlett came home. I do not think there was
anytlgng ﬂellsedthat I noticed.

n the day of Mr. Bartlett’s death I took up the di
about half-past two or three o’clock. I had seen hil:n fmilgix:;:
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to time during his illness. He had been out that day. The dinner
consisted of jugged hare. Later on in the day he had tea. He
had for luncheon at twelve o’clock half a dozen oysters, bread
and butter, and tea and cake. I did not hear him say anything
about himself while Mrs. Bartlett was with him and I was in the
room. His appetite appeared to be pretty good.

Was there any chutney with the supper or dinner?—The
plates had been used for chutney at supper both by Mr. and Mrs.
Bartlett. Mrs. Bartlett gave me orders for breakfast for next
day when I cleared away the things; he asked me to get him a
large haddock.

By Mr. JusTior WiLLs—Do you mean after tea or after supper!
—T}l.lere was tea and supper both together. It was after the last
meal.

Ezamination continued—The order was given when I was clear-
ing the things away and he said that he should get up an hour
earlier at the thought of having it. He sat up at the table
and took his meals. He was walking round the room when he
gave me the order. The last time I went up to the room was at
twenty-five minutes to eleven, when I was taking coals in. Mrs.
Bartlett asked me to take the coals up for the night, and she
put her finger up and told me not to go into the room again.
She told me to take a basin up for the beef tea, and to put it
on the table outside on the stair landing. The basin I put on
the table was empty. Mrs. Bartlett had Liebig’s essence in the
room.

As a rule, used you, while Mr. Bartlett was ill, to take in the
basin the last thing?—Yes, always. I went to bed that night
some time past twelve, and I was wakened about four in the
morning by Mrs. Bartlett coming to my room. I got up and she
agsked me to go for Dr. Leach. She said, ¢ Alice, I want you to
go for Dr. Leach, I think Mr. Bartlett is dead.”” 1 think that
is all she said. I replied, ‘“ Don’t say that!’’ but she made no
reply. She had a light-coloured dress on. She was not wearing
that dress when I left her overnight. I got up and at once left
the house and went for Dr. Leach—about five or ten minutes’
walk. I roused him and told him what was the matter, and
brought him back. Mrs. Doggett opened the door to me. I had
not seen any one except Mrs. Bartlett before I left the house to
fetch Dr. Leach. I had to stand knocking for Dr. Leach for
some time, and I could not say what time elapsed between the
time Mrs. Bartlett came to me and the time that Dr. Leach came
back with me to the house. When Dr. Leach arrived he went
into the room upstairs. I went into the room—the drawing-room
—about half-past five or six o’clock in the mornming. I saw a
lot of things on the table in the room. The tray was there. I
did not remove any of the things at that time. I left the tray
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till about half-past eight or nine o’clock. It had several glasses
on it, and I took them downstairs to the ante-room, the smoking-
room, and left them there. I washed them all except one.

What sort of glasses were they?—Some were tumblers and
some wineglasses. I noticed that one wineglass was about hali-
full of something which I thought was brandy, judging from the
amell and the colour. I washed it away. The glass that I did not
wash was given to the coroner’s officer; it was a tumbler con-
taining some liquid with a bottle turned downwards in it. The
coroner’s officer, Ralph, took charge of that. That same morning
Mrs. Bartlett gave me some letters to post; one was addressed
to Mr. Dyson and one to Mr. Wood. I think I posted these in
the morning, but I am not quite sure whether it was in the morning
or night. I did not take any telegram. I saw Mr. Dyson the next
- day, Saturday, the 2nd. He came to the house in the morning
- while Mrs. Bartlett was in. He went up into the room where
Mrs. Bartlett was. I do not know whether I showed him up or
- whether he just went up. Mrs. Bartlett had slept in the house.
I did not hear anything that passed between Mr. Dyson and Mrs.
- Bartlett on the Saturday. Mrs. Bartlett left the house after that,
- . on the Saturday, while Mr. and Mrs. Doggett were out. The next
--time I saw her was on Wednesday, 6th January. Mrs. Matthews
_ came with her. She came for some of her things.

" Cross-examined by Mr. CLarkE—Can you remember when it
was that you say you saw the curtaing pinned together ¢—No.

How long before Mr. Bartlett’s death?—I could not say.

You cannot say whether it was a week or a month or three
months %—No, I could not.

- These were long white curtains, were they not, that came
down to the ground?—Yes.
-~ And generally hung close together ?—Yes.
From top to. bottom %—TYes. _
.. That was their usual condition, was it?—VYes.
- Then they would hang close and cover the window whether
. they were pinned or not?—Yes, sir. '
. Can you tell me how long it was that Mr. Bartlett was sleep-
- ing on the iron bedstead in the front room?—From the beginning
_of his-illness.

h1m, I suppose —TYes. _
... And after that time did you know that Mrs. Bartlett was -
‘.gleeping on the sofa or chair in the front room where he wasf—

e, 8ir. : g St
She did not use theil bed in the back room %—No. o
But 11sed to be-in the front room, and, as you know or believe, . -

d-to him, make heef tea for him, and so on ?—y-Yes. . oy
d he slept on & little low iron bedstead +—Yes. -
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Was that bed near the fireplace{—VYes.

And was there often a stool or chair at the bottom of the
bedstead —No, sir; the piano was mostly there at the foot of
the bed.

The piano was at the other window when you went in at the
door. The front room, the drawing-room, had two windows
When you went into it from the staircase there was a window
opposite you —Yes.

And then the fireplace was to your right?—VYes.

The room stretched away to the right?—VYes.

The bed was by the fireplace —Yes.

And the piano was in the corner of the room on the left-hand
side as you went in?—Mrs. Bartlett moved it against the foot
of the bed along the side.

When do you say it was moved ?—I do not know when it was
moved, but it was moved.

Just remember ; there was a bookcase between the windows—
Yes, and Mrs. Bartlett moved that, too, to the other side of the
room.

There were folding doors between the two rooms, I think{—
Yes.

And the sofa that I have mentioned was a heavy sofa, I think,
against the folding doors?—TYes.

So that it kept them closed 1—Yes.

And Mrs. Bartlett, going from one room to the other, would
have gone out on to the staircase?—Yes.

Do you know about the washing basin in the back room,
whether it was often used quite late at night by Mrs. Bartlett?—
Yes.

I do not know whether you drew the inference—perhaps you
would—that before settling herself for the night she would go
into the back room and wash?—Sometimes.

She would sometimes, would she?—Yes.

You knew that the basin waa used +—VYes.

‘Whether it was or was not used on the night of the death, I
think you do not remember +—No, sir, I do not.

Now, just one word with regard to this matter, about finding
Mr. Dyson sitting on a chair and Mrs. Bartlett with her head
on his knee. When you went into the room on that occasion you
bhad been summoned to the room by Mrs. Bartlett ?—I do not know
what I went up for—whether I went up to take letters or not.

You were examined with regard to this two months ago nearly
at the Police Court$—VYes.

Did you say this—‘‘ I believe it was in the afternoon when
I saw Mrs. Bartlett’s head on Mr. Dyson’s knee. I could not eay
the time; I would have been rung for at the time for dinner.
I do not recollect that I was rung for, whatever was the cause.
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I had been sent for by Mrs. Bartlett” —Did you say that+—Yes.
Well; I could not say whether I had been rung for or not now.

Were there books on the table}—VYes. .

Was Mr. Dyson sitting near the table?—He was sitting in
front of the fire—that is, near the table. )

You usually took, I think, a supply of coals for the night
late in the evening?—TYes. .

And on this evening Mrs. Bartlett told you to bring up
the coals and to bring the empty basin ?—VYes.

Just try and recall this. Did she tell you at one and the
same time about bringing the coals and about bringing the basin?
—Yes.

Can you remember how long it was before you took the coals
up —Well, I think I went for Mr. Bartlett’s breakfast before I
took the coals up.

4 You did not take the coals and the basin up together ?—Yes,
I did.

Are you sure—just try and remember; when you took the
coals up you went into the room?—Yes; and I think I left the
basin outside until Mrs. Bartlett told me, and then I took it in.

Do try and remember. I do mnot think you quite mean that.
You think you left the basin outside until Mrs. Bartlett told you?
—No. T took the coals up, and then Mrs. Bartlett told me to
take the basin and not to take it into the room.

That is what I was trying to remind you of. Mrs. Bartlett
told you about the coals and the basin at the same time. 1Is it
not a fact that you took up the coals without the basin?—Yes;
and I went for the basin.

Having been told to bring up the coals and the basin, you
brought them up and took the coals into the room ?—TYes.

But you had not brought the basin }—No.

At that time Mr. Bartlett had not gone to bed —When I took
the coals up Mr. Bartlett was in hed.

Then it was when you were told about the coals and the
basin that he was walking about, was it?—When I was clearing
away the tea I said Mr. Bartlett was walking about.

Then you took the coals and you went into the room while he
was in bed #—Yes.

And not having brought the basin in with you, Mrs. Bartlett
tol% you that you might put it on the table and not come in again?
—Yes.

And you would pass the basin in the ordinary course of things
a8 you went up to your bedroom —VYes.

You did put the basin on the table?—VYes.

And you found it there untouched the next morning —Yes.

Do you remember when it was you put the basin there! Was
it when you went up to bed —Before.
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N You did not go up to bed for some time afterwards, I think?—
o.

Did Mrs. Bartlett usually go out in the daytime at some time
or other for a walk ?—Yes.

And she had been out with her husband that day to the
dentist’s, had she not?—I do not know. .

Well, in the evening when you were there they were having
supper, and she had a walking dress on, had she not?—Yes.

And when she came to call you at four o’clock in the morning
she had a light and looser dress on?—TYes, sir.

Was it & sort of loose jacketf—It was the dress she used to
go out for a walk in sometimes.

Are you sure of that?—VYes.

Be careful ; you have said she went out with a walking dress
in the evening—VYes.

And you said she had a looser dress in the morning?—Yes;
but she had been out for a walk in that dress.

How long beforei—Several times.

How long before —Not the same night.

Was that a looser dress?—It was the same as any other dress,
only a different colour.

You have been asked about the length of time that elapsed
before you brought back Dr. Leach. I suppose you jumped up as
quickly as you could 9—Yes.

And went as quickly as you could for him ?—Yes.

And brought him back as quickly as you could get him ?—VYes.

I do not know whether you went to bed again after that or
not—No; I did not.

Then you took the glasses down and Mr. Doggett saw them
before anything was done with them, did he not ?—gYes.

- Did you help pack Mrs. Bartlett’s boxes when she went awayi—
es, sir.

You did not see any medicine chest or anything of that kind,
did you %—No, sir. .

ANN BouLTER, examined by Mr. MoLoNEY—I am a charwoman,
and live at 1 Great Peter Street, Westminster. I am sometimes
employed by an undertaker. I went to 85 Claverton Street on
New Year’s Day, between seven and eight in the morning, and 1
washed and laid out a dead body, with the assistance of Mrs.
Bartlett. I noticed that the legs were tied. I asked Mrs. Bartlett
if he had had a fit, and she asked why I asked that.

What did you say?—I thought he might have struggled, as
his legs were tied. Mrs. Bartlett said, *“ No, poor dear, he suf-
fered very much with his head, also his teeth for some time.””
She remarked it was curious or funny that he should make his
will a day or two previous to his death. I remarked how odd that
it was so, and asked if it was in her favour, and she said ‘ Yes.”’
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Cross-examined by Mr. Crarxe—Is that all she said to you
about his illness +—7Yes.

That his head had been bad, and that he had suffered very
much with his teeth —TYes.

Did you notice the teeth at all’—No, I did not; his mouth
was closed.

The body was covered up when you went in, I suppose?
Did you call her attention to the fact of his legs being tied
together 1—I did.

Was there more conversation than you have told us?—No, 1
think not,.

Are you quite sure she said two or three days, and mnot two
or three months?—No ; that was all she said to me.

Are you quite sure she said two or three days?—“ A day or
two previous to his death >’ is what she said.

Do you know that while you were there a letter came for
Mzr. Bartlett 7—VYes.

Did Mrs. Bartlett open it?—Yes.

Did she say where it had come from?—I understood her to
say it was from his brother—the deceased’s brother.

‘Where from?—1I do not know where from.

She did not say —No.

_ Did she say, ‘“ Oh, how cruel! ”’ or ‘‘ This is cruel ”’#—VYes.
sir.

lAnd did you ask her what she meant?—I asked her what was
cruel.

And did she say?—It was a letter from his brother.

That a letter had just come from his brother wishing him a
happy New Year I—Yes, sir.

And she said how cruel it was?—Yes; that was what made me
notice her. I thought it was strange to make that remark.

That the letter should arrive while he was lying dead $—Yes,
while I was washing the body.

Re-examined by Mr. Moroney—She did not say from which
:);-other ?—No, she did not—from his brother, I understood her

say.

Winriam CraproN, examined by Mr. Porano—I am & Fellow
of the Royal College of Surgeons, and reside at 27 Queen Street,
City. I am ome of the medical officers to the British Equitable
Insurance Company. In the month of November, 1880, I
examined Thomas Edwin Bartlett for the purpose of insuring his
life. The insurance was effected. It was & policy for £400,
and on the usual premium—a first-class life. I examined him in
the ordinary way to ascertain whether his was a good life to take.

At that time did you find that, as far as you could judge,
he was a sound man, suffering from no illness%—No ailment what-
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ever. I passed him as a first-class life. The policy describes him
as a grocer, of Herne Hill, and the exact date of it is 3rd
December, 1880; I examined him on 15th November, 1880.

Rev. GEorGE DysoN, examined by Mr. Poraxp—I am a Wes-
leyan minister. At the beginning of this year I was living at 18
Parkfield, Putney, and had been there since the beginning of Sep-
tember. I first made the acquaintance of Mr. and Mrs. Bartlett
about twelve months last January or February. They were then
living at The Cottage, Merton Abbey, and I was in charge of a
small chapel in the High Street, Merton. Mr. and Mrs. Bartlett
attended the services. After seeing them in my chapel I called
upon them as members of my congregation, and that was how I
made their acquaintance. They continued to attend until they
left the neighbourhood. My second call upon them was in the fol-
lowing June, when I had tea with them at The Cottage, Merton
Abbey. After that I called on them frequently.

Was there any reason for that? Had anything been said
when you took tea with them on that occasion about calling again f
—That same evening Mr. Bartlett requested me to call oftener
than I had done previously. I believe I called on the following
Wednesday, and spent the evening with them. Mr. and Mrs.
Bartlett left The Cottage at Merton Abbey about the end of August
or the beginning of September. I was in Dublin for about a
week in June, and I took the degree of Bachelor of Arts at
Trinity College there. On my return, Mr. Bartlett told me that
he would like Mrs. Bartletf to take up her studies again, and he
requested me to take the supervision of them. In consequence of
that, I called upon her from time to time and gave her lessons
in Latin and history, and also in geography and mathematics.
Besides calling on Mrs. Bartlett in that way, she called on me at
Wimbledon, or, rather, I should say that I took her to my apart-
ments with her husband’s knowledge. I came to be on very inti-
mate terms with both Mr. and” Mrs. Bartlett.

I remember their going from Merton Abbey to Dover at the
beginning of September. They were away there for about a month.
Mr. Bartlett requested me to go down and see them there, and
he took me with him, paying my fare. I weni down twice, but I
believe that on the second occasion I paid my fare myself. Of
course, I knew him as a man of business, well to do in business.
All the time that I knew them, and at Dover, they lived together
as man and wife, as far as I could judge. 'While I was at Dover
Mr. Bartlett wrote to me, and I think I replied to his letter.
(Shown two letters)—One of these is Mr. Bartlett’s letter to me and
the other is my reply. They are as follows:—*‘ 14 St. James
Street, Dover, Monday. Dear George,—Permit me to say I feel
great pleasure in thus addressing you for the first time. To me
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it is a privilege to think that I am allowed to feel towards you as
a brother, and I hope our friendship may ripen as time goes on,
without anything to mar its future brightness. Would that I
could find words to express my thankfulness to you for the very
loving letter you sent Adelaide to-day. It would have done any-
body good to see her overflowing with joy as she read it whilst
walking along the street, and afterwards as she read it to me. I
felt my heart going out to you. I long to tell you how proud I
feel at the thought I should soon be able to clasp the hand of the
men who from his heart could pen such noble thoughis. Who
can help loving you? I felt that I must say two words, ¢ Thank
you,” and my desire to do 8o is my excuse for troubling you with
this. Looking towards the future with joyfulness, I am, yours
affectionately, Edwin.”’

‘“ 18 Parkfields, Putney, September 23, 1885. My dear
Edwin,—Thank you very much for the brotherly letter you sent
me yesterday. I am sure I respond from my heart to your wish
that our friendship may ripen with the lapse of iime, and I do so
with confidence, for I feel that our friendship is founded on a
firm, abiding basis—trust and esteem. I have from a boy been
ever longing for the confidence and trust of others. I have never
been so perfectly happy as when in possession of this. It is in
this respect, among many others, that you have shown yourself a
true friend. You have thanked me, and now I thank you, yet
I ought to confess that I read your warm and generous letter with
& kind of half fear—a fear lest you should ever be disappointed
in me and find me a far more prosy, matter-of-fact creature than
you expect. Thank you, moreover, for the telegram; it was very
considerate to send it. I am looking forward with much pleasure
to next week. Thus far I have been able to stave off any work,
and trust to be able to keep it clear. Dear old Dover, it will ever
possess a pleasant memory for me in my mind and a warm place
in my heart. With very kind regards, believe me, yours affec-
tionately, George.”’ ‘

On leaving Dover, Mr. and Mrs. Bartlett went to 85 Claverton
Street. I was then living at 18 Parkfields, Putney. 1 had a
season ticket from Putney to Waterloo, which was given to me by
Mr. Bartlett. At this time I had a fresh chapel at Putney, larger
then the one I was in before. My name was put up as the minister
on the notice board in front of the chapel. I do not think that
Mr. and Mrs. Bartlett came over to that chapel, but I used to
visit them at Claverton Street from time to time.

. Upon your first visit there, do you remember some conversa-

tions thet you had with Mrs. Bartlett about her husband. Just

apply your mind and state fully everything you remember she

said—I remsarked, I remember, how her husband seemed to

throw us together, and asked how it was. I thought it was re-

markable. She told me that his life was not likely fo be a long
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one, and that he knew it, and she repeaied what he had told me
himself, that his friends were not kind to her—that they did not
understand her, being a foreigner; that he had confidence in me
and affection for me—I am giving the words as near as I can
recollect—and that he wished me to be a guardian tg* her. He
knew I should be a friend to her when he was gone.

I want you to state, if you can remember, more in detail
what she said about her husband’s state. )

Mr. CLarke—What he has given us is repeating what he has
heard from Mr. Bartlett.

Ezamination continued—] want all she said. You had heard
it before from Mr. Bartlett, you say? Just repeat all you can
remember what she said about Mr. Bartlett’s illness, and what was
the matter with him 9—1I do not know whether it was then or later.
I asked her what was shortening his life, and she told me that he
had an internal complaint, and that he had had this for some
five or six years, I think; that she herself had been his nurse
and had doctored him by his express wish. She said that he was
very sensitive about this affliction, and on that account he had
had ng regular doctor to attend him.

Did she say anything that had happened while she was
attending him while he had this internal complaint?—I do not
remember her saying anything then.

Anything about the chloroform?—Not then, not at that time.
I do not recollect anything more that she said then.

Afterwards what more did she say, when you have been to
Claverton Street, about her husband %—Later she told me that the
disease caused him very great pain, and to soothe him she had
been accustomed to use chloroform. She told me that she went
for advice to Dr. Nichols, in Fopstone Road, Kingston, or Earl’s
Court. I cannot recollect what she said—simply that she gave me
to understand that he gave her advice. She mentioned that Annie
Walker came to see him occasionally and brought him what medi-
cine he needed. .

By Mr. Justice WiLLs—Annie Walker was a lady nurse.

Ezamination continued—She told me that Annie Walker had
nursed her husband in one of the earlier attacks which he had.
I do not remember her telling me how she first became acquainted
with Annie Walker. She told me on one occasion that Annie
Walker had brought her chloroform. I frequently spoke to her
about Dr. Nichols, as I was interested in him.

By Mr. JusTior WiLrs—Did you know him %—No, but I was
interested to know something about him.

Ezamination continued—I did not know Dr. Nichols at all.

Did you know that there was such a person?—No. I can-
not say what I said to Mrs. Bartlett about Dr. Nichols.

At this time was not the doctor, as far as you know, attend-
ing on Mr. Bartlett &t the house?—No, not that I know of. -
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Do you remember anything further that was said by Mrs.
Bartlett about Mr. Bartlett’s illness +—She said it was an internal
complaint; I remember nothing more.

Was anything said about his death, as to how long he might
live%—Oh, yes, that Dr. Nichols had said he might die within
twelve months. I do not remember anything more being said as to
when Mr. Bartlett might die.

By Mr. Jusricm WinLs—I mean that Mr. Bartlett might die
within twelve months from the time that Mrs. Bartlett was speak-
ing. She did not say when Dr. Nichols had seen him last.

Ezamination continued—I do not remember anything more
that was said. Up to that time, when this conversation took
place at Claverton Street, Mr. Bartlett had seemed to me to be
in good health, as far as I could judge, except that he was very
weary in the evening when he returned from business. He
returned from business at various times, sometimnes at ten o'clock
at night, and at other times he would return to dinner about
five. He appeared to me to have a very severe pain in his left
side; I have often seen him place his hand there convulsively.

Did he say anything to you as to what was the matter with
him?—Yes, he told me that he had suffered from dyspepsia
severely. He mentioned that some years previously he had had a
severe illness, and that on that occasion his wife sat up for a fort-
night with him and nursed him very faithfully. As far as I
recollect, he said that it was dyspepsia or dysentery that he sufiered
from then. During my visits to Claverton Street I continued to
give instruction to Mrs. Bartlett. I used to go there two or three
times a week, generally about three o’clock in the afternoon.
On one occasion only I went at half-past nine in the morning, and
Mr. and Mrs. Bartlett and I left about half-past ten to go to the
St. Bernard Dog Show. When I went in the afternoons I usually
stayed until about half-past four if I had an evening engagement;,
otherwise I should remain the evening. I still continued on very
intimate terms with both Mr. and Mrs. Bartlett.

I knew of Mr. Bartlett’s illness, commencing about 10th
December. 1 think I saw him on the day he was laid up, or just
about that time-—probably two or three days before. He seemed
then fo be very wearied and very much gepressed. I saw him
several times during his illness. The first time I saw him he was
on the small bed in the drawing-room, and Mrs. Bartlett was
nursing him. I first heard that I was the executor under his will
about the middle of September, as far as I can fix the date. Mr.
Bartlett informed me of that. I heard that Dr. Leach was attend-
ing him during his illness, and I heard that he was sufiering
from dysentery.

Anything further +—1I heard that he was suffering from worms.
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He told me so himself—indeed, I heard the whole course of the
illness. He seemed to be troubled with sleeplessness as much as
anything else.

During the Christmas week I went to my home at Poole,
and I returned on Saturday, 26th. I went to the house then,
and I saw Mr. Bartlett. He was up. He seemed very prostrate,
and he told me that he suffered from great sleeplessness, and that
he regretted that, because it kept Mrs. Bartlett from having any
sleep. He said he was glad I had returned, as he was afraid she
was breaking down with nursing him, and he told me about
worms. I called about two o’clock that afternoon, and remained
till about seven or eight in the evening.

From his conversation and manner, how did he appear to
be as to spirits%—He seemed very depressed. As far as I re-
collect, I was in the room all the time. I must correct one thing
I have said; he was depressed on the Sunday.

When was it that Mrs. Bartlett said anything to you about the
chloroform +—On the Sunday night, the 27th. Mr. Bartlett was
in the room at Claverton Sireet. My conversation with Mrs. Bart-
lett took place while she and I were going to the post, about nine
or half-past nine. She told me she wanted some chloroform, and
that Annie Walker had brought the chloroform to her before. She
said that she wanted it to soothe her husband, to give him sleep,
and she asked me if I could get some for her. I told her I would,
and I did.

First of all, I want you to apply your mind to the conver-
sation on that Sunday night. Was anything more said, that you
remember, about it? Did she say how the chloroform was to be
used —She said she wanted it for external application. She
told me that Annie Walker had gone to America, and that she
knew of no one else that could get it for her but me. I do not
recollect anything more.

By Mr. Jusrior Winns—NRid it not occur to you that there
was a doctor in attendance?—Oh, yes, and I asked her to get it
through the doctor.

Bzamination continued—She told me that he did not know
that she was skilled in drugs and medicines, and, not knowing
that, he would not entrust her with it.

‘Was her medicine chest mentioned at any time %—She had men-
tioned to me before, on one of my visits to Claverton Street, that
she had a medicine chest. She had mentioned the medicine chest
:}11: other times, and, as far as I recollect, she did mention it

en.

What about it}—She spoke of the fact that she understood
medicine. I agreed to get the chloroform for her.

- By Mr. JusTios Wirrs—She said she wanted the chloroform
to soothe her husband, to get him to sleep.
189
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Did she give any explanation of what she meant by external
use +—Yes, that she used it with a handkerchief.

You mean by inhalatjon, then#—I suppose so. She said she
sprinkled it on a handkerchief.

Ezamwnation continued—] was to get a medicine draught
bottle. She said that it was volatile, quickly used, and that she
would require that amount. She did not state the size of the
bottle, but I understood her to mean the ordinary draught bottle.
I do not recollect anything further that was said by her about
the chloroform on that occasion. We returned to the house in
sbout a quarter of an hour's time. She gave me money to buy the
chloroform—I think she gave me a sovereign, but 1 cannot be
sure sbout the amount. Nothing was said as to how much it
would cost. When we got back to the house, somewhere about
nine or ten, I saw Mr. Bartlett. I think I left the house about
half-past tem.

By Mr. Justior Wrnrs—I did not say anything to Mr. Bart-
lett about this intended purchase of chloroform.

Ezamination continued—When I left the house on the Sunday
night, 27th December, I wrote to a medical student, Theodore
Stiles, asking if he would get me some chloroform. He was at
Poole at that time, and I wrote to him there. He is not in town
now that I know of. He is at the Medical College in Bristol. I
did not keep a copy of my letter to him. I did not receive any
answer to that letter. I telegraphed to him at Bristol. He was
a friend of mine. I did not get any chloroform from him.

On Monday, the 28th, did you purchase the chloroform your-
self2—VYes, on the Monday. I went into an oil and colour shop
first, mistaking it for a chemist’s. As I did not get it there, I went
to Mr. Humble’s, next door—Mr. Humble, the chemist, 190 Rich-
mond Road, Putney. I think I went there between nine and ten
o’clock. His shop is about four or five minutes’ walk from where
Ilive. I had passed the shop every day, but I had never been into
it before. The chapel, of which I was the minister, was about
B0 yards away from the shop. I purchased an ounce bottle full
of chloroform.

What did you ask for %—I asked for chloroform. I was served
with it, and I paid 1s. or 1s. 3d. I was asked whether I wanted
camphorated chloroform, and I said, ‘‘ No, pure chloroform.” I
was first shown a half-ounce bottle, but, as I wanted a larger
quantity, I bought an ounce.

By Mr. JusrTios Winrs—Why did you not say at once, 1
want a 6-ounce bottle, 8 regular medicine bottle *’ %—1I asked him
for some chloroform; I did not mention any particular quantity._

You said you underftood you were asked to purchase a
medicine bottle full. I do not understand why you did not ask
straight out for a medicine bottle full —I do not remember what
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was in my mind at the time. I did not mention the quantity to
him, .

Ezamination continued—Did you say what you wanted it for?
—1I did not give the right reason. He asked me whether I wanted
camphorated chloroform, and, as far as I remember, he toucl_md his
mouth so as to know whether it was for the teeth. 1 *_hd not
answer that question. But I asked, ‘“ Is it good for taking out
grease stains?’ I think he told me that it was. I then hought
it and paid for it. The stopper was in the usual way. with a
leather top tied over it. It was labelled ‘“ Chloroform.” Sume
bottles had ‘¢ Poison ”’ on, but I cannot say whether this une had.
There was also the usual chemisf’s label on giving _13110 name
and address. I next went to Mr. Penrose’s shop at Winhledon,
That is the business of Cadman & Co., The Ridgeway, of which Mr.
Penrose is the manager. ¢ I should think that would be about three
miles from Mr. Humble’s shop. I had known Mr. I’wurose for
about eighteen months. He was an occasional hearer at a chapel
where I officiated, and I knew him very well.

What did you say to him about the purchase of chloruform—
for what purpose did you want it?%—For taking out grease siains.
I forget whether I asked for the quantity or not. .

Did you tell him how you had got the grease stains %—On being
down in the country, down at Poole. He made up an ounce bottle,
and then I asked him for another one. I bought the two hottles
of one ounce each, but I do not remember the price.  These
bottles were properly labelled, ‘* Chloroform, Poison,”” and alsv
the usual chemist’s label giving the name and address. T then
went to Mr. Mellin’s at 36 High Street. Mr. Mellin is a chemist,
and I have known him for about eighteen months. Mr. Mellin
was & member of my congregation. I asked him for some chloro-
form.

For what purpose?—I gave him the same reason. I hought
one bottle containing 2 ounces or an ounce and a half. I am
not sure which. I do not remember what price I paid to Mr,
Mellin.  The bottle I bought at Mr. Mellin’s was a blue bottle,
with the words ‘‘ Poison, not to be taken > on the bottle. My
last purchase was about two o’clock in the afternoon. T took the
four bottles to my own house at Putney, and I poured the chloro-
form from them into one bottle—a light, colourless, square-shaped
bottle similar to the one which is now shown to me. T had got
that bottle from my landlady. I cannot remember whether I
cleaned it out, but it is probable that I would do so. I took the
label off the blue bottle, as far as I remember, and put it on to
this bottle in which I had poured the chloroform. T think the
words on the label were ° Chloroform, Poison,’’ because it was
a long label, but I cannot be quite sure as to whether ‘‘ Poison
wag on it. Certainly the word ‘“ Chloroform ’’ was on the hottle.
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On the following day, Tuesday, 29th, I took the ome bottle con-
taining the chloroform to Claverton Street. I should think this
would be between two and three o’clock in the afternoon. I saw
a visitor there—a Mr. Hackett, I believe. @ Mrs. Bartlett was
there. I gave her the bottle containing the chloroform whilst
we were out for a stroll on the Embankment. I asked her if that
would do, and she said it would. I think I told her some of it
was methylated.

Had she told you what sort to get?—No, just ﬂloroform. I
knew that some of the chloroform I had purchased wes methylated.
After asking her if it would do, I do not remember anything more
that was said. T had had a sovereign from her and I gave her
the change, but I do not remember when. I went back with her
to the house in Claverton Street, and saw Mr. Bartlett there. I
stayed with him until six or seven. He was up and dressed then.

How did he appear to be on that Tuesday—He seemed very
weak. He seemed brightened by the fact that he had gone out
for a drive, but he was still troubled with his sleeplessness. I
called again on the Wednesday. He was then in bed, and appeared
to be about the same; I do not recollect any difference. I saw
Mrs. Bartlett when I called on the Wednesday, and I apologised
to her as she was offended at something I had said on the previous
day, Tuesday.

What was it?%—1I had advised her to get a nurse to assist her,
consequent upon her telling me that the friends were saying
unkind things about her—that she was not giving him full nursing
attention. I do not know that she mentioned any names. I
told her that it would be better in the eyes of the world if she
were to have a nurse with her—meaning that that would stop
them. She was offended, and said that I suspected or did not
trust her. I told her that I trusted her thoroughly, and Mr.
Bartlett overheard. This conversation took place in the room
after the return from the walk. Mr. Bartlett did not hear the
whole of the converestion. But he heard that exclamation and
saw 1 was distressed with it. y

By Mr. JusTior WiLns—Did he hear that she told you the
friends were saying unkind things, and that you advised her fo
have a nurse. Did he hear the whole of {hat#—Oh, that I cannot
say. He was walking about the room at the time; but I know
he heard those words ‘¢ respect ’’ or ‘¢ trust.”’

Mr. Crarxe—There was one conversation on Wednesday, and
another conversation had taken place on Tuesday which on Wed-
nesday was apologised for. The question is whether Mr. Bartlett
heard both those conversations.

Fzamination continued—The conversation about getting a
second person to nurse was, I understand, after you returned from
the walk on the Embankment. You were in the room %~——VYes.
Mr. Bartlett was walking about there, and she said, * You don’t

142



Evidence for Prosecution.
Rev. George Dyson

trust me.”” He said, ‘‘ Oh yes, you may trust her. If you had
twelve years’ experience of her as I have, you would know you
could trust her.”” It was in consequence of that that I returned
on the Wednesday morning. I was troubled about it.  Mr.
Bartlett was in bed alone when I was shown into the front room,
and I told him I wished to see Mrs. Bartlett. I then apologised
to Mrs. Bartlett for what had taken place on the previous Tuesday.

By Mr. JusricE WiLLs—Mr. Bartlett requested the servant to
show me downstairs when I told him thai I wished to speak to
Mrs. Bartlett.

Ezamination continued—I saw Mrs. Bartlett downstairs, and
told her that I was distressed that she should say such a thing.
I do not remember saying anything more. This would be
between ten and eleven o’clock in the morning. I then left, and
did not return until the next day, Thursday, the 31st, about two
or three o’clock in the afrernoon. I saw Mr. and Mrs. Bartlett.
He seemed nervous, and he was in great pain from his teeth. He
said he was expecting the doctor, and he asked me to call and tell
him to come. I went io Dr. Leach, but I did not see him I
think I saw the servant-maid, and I left a message. I returned
direct to the house at Claverton Street. I saw Dr. Leach there,
in the front room. After he left Mrs. Bartlett told me that the
doctor had said that mortification of the jaw had set in. I left
about six or seven o’clock.

By Mr. JustioE WiLLs—Mrs. Bartlett told me that in his
room, the front room. I think Mr. Bartlett was present, but T
cannot swear to that.

Ezamination continued—About what time did you leave#—I
left about half-past four or five. That was the last time I saw
Mr. Bartlett. He was up then and getting ready to go to the
dentist, if I remember rightly. I did not go to the house the
following day, the Friday. I received a letter from Mrs. Bartlets
that day, but I destroyed it within a few days of receiving it.

As near as you can rememRer, what was stated in that letter
to you? How did she address you ?—I cannot remember—I think
as ‘‘ Dear Mr. Dyson.”” She said that it was her grief to tell
me that Mr. Bartlett had died somewhere about two o’clock, as far
as she could judge, and she requested me to call and see her on
the Saturday, about the middle of the morning. I believe she
addressed me in that letter as ‘‘ Dear Mr. Dyson.”

By Mr. Justiom WirLs—Surely you can tell. You are mot
likely to forget a thing of that sort, I should have thought. How
was she in the habil of addressing you in her letters?—She used
my Christian name in some letters, but I cannot swear to thi
particular one. ‘

Framination continued—I called on the morning of Saturday,
2nd January, about eleven or twelve o’clock, and I saw Mrs. Bart-
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lett in the front room upstairs. I did not write to say that I was
coming. Mr. Bartlett was lying in the back room.

Now, Mr. Dyson, state fully what passed between you and
Mrs. Bartlett on this Saturday morning about the death, and
everything she said +—She asked me whether I did not consider it
was sudden. I said it was very sudden. She then described
the night of his death and said, ‘‘1 was sitting by the bedside
reading and had my hand or arm round Edwin's foot,” and I
think she said she dozed off to sleep, and when she woke through
the feeling of pain in her arm she found Mr. Bartlett turned over;
she expected that the turning over had caused this cramp in her
arm; she gave him brandy, and then she roused the household.
That was the account she gave me.

Eh ?%—That was what she told me of the death.

Anything said about the doctor —About the doctor?

Yes—That he had ordered a post-mortem, and she told me
that it was to be held that aftermoon. I asked her what he had
died from.

Was this before the post-inortem%—This was before the post-
mortem. She said the doctor told her that he thought some small
blood vessel must have broken mear the heart or on the heart—I
cannot be sure of which. I do not recollect anything more.

How long did you stay with her on that occasion —I remained
to the post-mortem, which was held in the afternoon. I was down-
stI:irs during the post-mortem, and Mrs. Bartlett was downstairs
also.

Did anything further pass between you on the subject of her
husband’s death?—Not that I remember.

By Mr. JusTioe WiLLs—Mr. Wood, the solicitor, and my co-
executor, was also downstairs with us. I think he came in the
afternoon, but 1 cannot be sure about the time.

Ezamination continued—He came before the post-mortem.
After the post-mortem we went upstairs to hear the result. Mrs.
Bartlett went upstairs with us. Mr. Bartlett, sen., was there the
latter part of the time of waiting? We all went up into the front
room to hear the result. Besides the doctors there were present
Mrs. Bartlett, Mr. Bartlett, sen., Mr. Wood, and myself. Dr.
Leach said that they had conducted a careful post-mortem
examination, and had failed to discover the cause of death. He
said that the rooms were to be locked and sealed and handed over
to the coromer.

Did Dr. Leach in the presence of Mrs. Bartlett say anything
else about the cause of death—anything that had happened at the
post-mortem -—Not to my knowledge. I went away with Mrs.
Bartlett to Mrs. Matthews. I think we left the house about four
or five o’clock. I took Mrs. Bartlett to Mr. and Mrs., Matthews,
at 98 Friern Road, East Dulwich, they being friends of Mrs.
Bartlett’s. On the way I had some conversation with her. I asked
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her if she had used the chloroform, and she said, ‘‘ I have not
used it. I have not had occasion to use it. The bottle is there just
as you gave it me.”’ She also said, ‘‘ This is a very critical time
with me.””  She told me to put away from my mind the fact that
she had possessed this medicine chest, and that I had given her the
chloroform. She told me that I must not worry her about it.

By Mr. JusticE WiLLs—What did you say to her when she
said it was a critical time and you must put away the fact that
you helped her to have chloroform?—I cannot remember what the
answer was. i

Ezamination continued—I told her on our way to the Matthews
that I should see the doctor and would ask him about the post-
mortem. I do not recall any more conversation on the way.
When we got to Mr. and Mrs. Matthews I went into the house and
saw Mrs. Matthews. I do not think I had any conversation with
Mrs. Bartlett in the Matthews’ house. She introduced me to
Mrs. Matthews as Mr. Dyson, and then she told Mrs. Matthews of
the post-mortem, and she told her of the fact that she had come to
stay with her. Nothing further passed in the house that night
about the death or about chloroform, so far as I recollect. I
next saw Mrs. Bartlett on the morning of Monday, the 4th, at
Mrs. Matthews. She was alone when I first saw her. I had seen
Dr. Leach that day, and he had shown me some notes of the post-
mortem. 1 went direct from Dr. Leach and asked Mrs. Bartlett
what she had done with the chloroform.

What did she say %—She was very angry with me for troubling
her about it.

; But what did she say?%—She said, ‘‘ Oh, damn the chloro-
orm!”’

How did she behave? What did she say or do%—She was
angry. She stamped her foot on the ground, and she rose from
her chair, and then Mrs. Matthews came in. Mrs. Matthews left
the room again, and I bad a further conversation with Mrs.
Bartlett. o

By Mr. JusTicr WriLis—Was nothing further said when
Mrs. Matthews came in during the time she was in the room %—
Mrs. Matthews asked her what she was troubled about, but I do
not remember her reply. Mrs. Matthews then left the room,
and 1 told Mrs. Bartlett about my having seen Dr. Leach, and that
either chlorodyne or chloroform, some drops of it, had been found
in the stomach of the deceased Mr. Bartlett. Then she acked me
to tell her which it was—either chlorodyne or chloroform—and I
told her I was not sure, that I confused the two.

Bzamination continued—I then spoke to her about her hus-
band’s sickness, of which she had told me. I asked Mrs. Bartlett
whether ghe had not told me—or, rather, I emphasised the fact
to her, that she had told me that her husband was suffering from
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this internal complication, and probably then I spoke of the fact
that nothing was said about this complication in the post-mortem,
and I asked her if she did not tell me that her husband’s life
would be a short one. I said, ‘‘ You did tell me that Edwin
was going to die shortly.”’ ) .

By Mr. Justios Winns—Well -—She said she did mnot.

Ezamination continued—What did you sayt—I said that I
was & ruined man.

What more, if anything %—Mrs. Matthews was in the room at
that time. She had come in.

What more ?—She said I had better leave.

Did you say anything more, do you remember, about a
ruined man?—No, I do not think I said anything but that. I
then left.

Before you left was anything said about a piece of paper?
—I do not remember it—I cannot remember everything that was
said. )

When Mrs. Matthews was in the room was there anything said
about poetry?—Yes, I did mention to Mrs. Bartleit a piece of
poetry—I asked her for a piece of poetry that I had given her. I
am not prepared to swear it was on this occasion I asked her that.
To my recollection it was on the Wednesday. When I did men-
tion it she said it was at Claverton Street. It was some verses
about herself that I had written, and had given to her some few
weeks previously. Her husband read it. I do not recollect any-
thing more that passed on Monday, the 4th. I saw her again
the same night. She spoke about the chloroform then.

What did she say?—I told her I was going to make a clean
breast of the affair, that I should tell everything I knew about it.
I cannot say if that was on that occasion, or whether it was earlier
in the day that I said it. She said she did not wish me to do so.
She did not wish me to mention the chloroform. I cannot recall
her exact words, but the substance of it was that I was not to say
anything about the chloroform. I repeated my intention.

How did you repeat your intention? What was the substance
of what you said%—The substance was this, that I was puzzled, I
wag very much perplexed and alarmed, and the best thing I could
do in this matter was to tell what I knew of the matter and of nmy
having bought the chloroform. I do not remember what was said
to that, I cannot remember whether she made any answer. I
returned her a watch which she had given me on the Saturday,
and which she told me her husband had left to me, as it was his
wish that I should have that watch in memory of him when he was
gone. She gave it to me before the post-mortem.

Did anything more pass between you on that Monday —Yes,
I gave her money for a cheque that I had changed for her. She
Bad asked me to change a cheque for £5, signed by her husband.
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I had received that sum two or three weeks before the death. It
was for expenses which I had been put to when I was with them
at Dover. She told me it was Mr. Bartlett’s wish that I should not
suffer any expenses owing to my connection with them. The
cheque was for £5, and I gave her back £4 that evening. Nothing
more happened that evening. I cannot remember when I gave
her the change for the sovereign which I had received to buy the
chloroform with. The four bottles which had contained the
chloroform were still at my lodgings. I did not see Mrs. Bartlett
on the Tuesday, but I saw her on Wednesday, the 6th.

Where do you say the bottles were on the evening of Monday,
the 4th?—On the evening of Monday they were on Wandsworth
Common. When I said that they were at my lodgings I thought
that Saturday was the day that was being referred to. On the
Sunday morning I had thrown the four bottles away on Wands-
worth Common on the way to chapel at Putney. I pointed out to
one of the officers in this case where I had thrown these bottles
away. I threw them away as I walked along the path. As far as
I know I took the label off the one bottle, and the others would
have the labels on, I presume. On Tuesday, the 5th, I went to
see the solicitor, Mr. Wood. He gave me some letters for Mrs.
Bartlett, and I left these at Mrs. Matthews’ house on the Wed-
nesday.

Were these unopened letters which had come by post, or were
they a bundle of opened letters —They were some sorted letters—
two or three dozen, I should think.

By Mr. Justiom Winns—They were letters that I had been
sorting with Mr. Wood at his office. They were old letters to
Mr. Bartlett from various people.

Egamination continued—I1 gave Mrs. Bartlett the letters on
the Wednesday. Mr. Wood showed me the will, but whether then
or later I do not know. The first time I saw it was in Mr. Wood’s
possession at the office, but whether on the Tuesday, or later, I
cannot say. ¢

On the Wednesday Mrs. Matthews and Mrs. Bartlett were
going to Claverton Street, and, as it was snowing heavily, I
fetched a cab for them, and went with them to Peckham Rye
Station. I do not remember anything passing between me and
Mrs. Bartlett.

Do you remember whether on the Wednesday any conversation
took place between you and Mrs. Bartlett—There was sure to
have been some conversation. ;

Anything about Mr. Bartlett’s death and the chloroform #—
Probably, but I really cannot remember. On that day Mrs.
Bartlett and I came down to Victoria by train, and I went to buy
some cord for Mrs. Bartlett’s boxes, arranging to meet Mrs. Bart-
lett and Mrs. Matthews at Dr. Leach’s. en I went to Dr.
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Leach’s I found that they had gone on to Claverton Street. I
saw Dr. Leech, and I inquired for Mrs. Bartlett and Mrs.
Matthews. He told me that they had gone on to the house, and
as I was leaving he gave me Mrs. Bartleti’s keys and told me that
the coroner had dome with the rooms, and requested me to take
the keys to her. I went on to Claverton Street, but I was not
allowed to go into the house.  Afterwards I saw Mrs. Bartlett
outside the door at Claverton Street, and I gave her the keys and
said that the doctor had sent them for her.  She, Mrs. Matthews,
and I returned to Dr. Leach’s house. Nothing passed between
Mrs. Bartlett and me then.

1 attended the inquest before the coroner, Mr. Braxton-Hicks,
on 7th January. 1t was held at Pimlico. near ihe Buckingham
Palace Road. Mrs, Bartlett was also present. I was not repre-
sented on that occagion, but I heard the witnesses examined. The
inquest was adjourned to 4th February.

Up to that time had you told anybody except Mrs. Bartlett
that you had purchased this chloroform —Yes.

To whom ﬁad you mentioned it—-

Mr. CuarrxE—I object.

Mr. JusTior WitLs—I think it is inadmissible at this Stage.
Something may occur to make it evidence, but at this stage we
cannot go into it, I think.

Ezamination continued—After the inquest Mrs. Bartlett and
I had dinner together in a private room at Mrs. Stuard’s, the con-
fectioner’s shop. I should think we were together there for about
an hour. We discussed the recent events which had happened—
the post-mortem, and my having bought the chloroform, and so
forth. She told me I was distressing myself unnecessarily, and I
gave her to understand that I thought I had reasons to be alarmed.
I remember one thing she said—that if T did not incriminate
myself she would not incriminate me. I told her I was aware
of my perilous position, but I was not afraid to stand to the truth
as it afiected me, and I should persist in my intention to make a
full and complete statement. was aware that the contents of
the stomach had been sent to be analysed. I next saw Mrs.
Bartlett on Saturday, the 9th January; I met her accidentally at
Mr. Matthews’ place of business, and returned with both of them
to Mr. Matthews’ house.  On that occasion we discussed the sub-
ject; I was anxious to know what really had become of the chloro-
form, and I told her that I was puzzled. She was indignant at
me, a.n:g ::klf'd me yIvhg I d:d notnoha.rge her outright with havin,
given i im, o not recollect anything more i
abou}:3 th;[ ohl;roform.w yihing that was eal

y Mr. Justion Witns—When she said, “ Why do you not
charge me outright with having given it to him,” tha.t gid you
8ay I—I cannot tell you every word that I said, but it was to the
effect that I was not prepared to do such a thing as that. I believe
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it was on that occasion that she told me she had poured the
chloroform away and thrown the bottle out of the carriage window
as she was coming from London on Wednesday, 6th January.

Ezamination continued—That was in the train returning
from London to Peckham Rye, which is the station near to the
Matthews. I cannot remember anything more that was said on
the 9th. The funeral took place on the Friday, and I saw Mr.
Matthews that day. The communication I made to Mr. Matthews
was not on that day; it was on Wednesday, the 6th. I did not
see Mrs. Bartlett after the 9th.

I attended the adjourned inquest on 4th February. Mrs.
Bartlett was there. I was legally represented, and I presume
Mrs. Bartlett was also represented. @ The inquest was again
adjourned to 11th February. I was called as a witness before the
coroner then, and I presume that I was cautioned.

Were you called at your own request!—I was subpened to
attend as a witness. I believe Mrs. Bartlett was arrested that
day after I had been examined. I was examined again on the
15th, and again on the 18ih, when there were one or two questions
put to me. I was arrested on the 18th on the charge of wilful
murder, and I was afterwards taken before the magistrate and
committed for trial.

I am twenty-eight years of age now. I have kissed Mrs.
Bartlett in her husband’s presence.

I believe by the rules of your body, the Wesleyan body, the
earliest period at which you can marry after you enter the
ministry is two years?—There is a prohibition of from six to
geven years. I could have married next October or thereabouts.

By Mr. Justior WirLs—In June last I was lodging at 12
Thornton Road, Wimbledon.

Cross-examined by Mr. Crarge—The last day that you had
any conversation with Mrs. Bartlett was Saturday, 9th January,
I understood you to sayl—It was.

On that day you spoke to Mer about the chloroform #—TYes.

And she was indignant?—Very indignant.

And she said, why did not you charge her outright with
having given chloroform to her hushand +—Words to that effect.

It was from her lips you first heard that suggestion —Yes.

Had you made the suggestion before?—No, I had not; it was
from her lips I first heard it.

In an indignant tone?—Very, indeed.

And since that day you have never conversed with her ¥—Since
that day, not up to my arrest.

You have just said, in answer to my friend, that you have
kissed her, and kissed her in her husband’s presence?—I have.

Was there any secret between you, or any secret understanding
between you, apart from her husband +—None.

You knew nothing of Mr. Bartlett and his wife until you
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had seen them at the chapel at which you ministered ¢—No. 1
understood the learned counsel asked me the question with regard
to a secret underslanding, too, in reference to marriage, and I
answered it in that regard. .

As to marriage, it was not a secret understanding *—It was
not a secret understanding. .

There was no secret understanding with regard to marriage.
Was there any impropriety of conduct between you and Mrs.
Bartlett +—There was not; that is to say, I kissed her.

That would be an impropriety—you do not defend that i—No.

By Mr. JusTicr WiLLs—You mean to say it was only in her
husband’s presence$—And out of his presence. )

Cross-exzamination continued—Whatever your relations were
with regard to Mrs. Bartlett, they were relations that were known
to her husband #—Oh, yes. )

We have the letter which you wrote in September in which
you addressed him as ‘* My dear Edwin >’ %—You have.

And about that time you had taken to speak of him as Edwin?
—VYes.

And he of you as Georgel—Yes.

Did he speak of his wife to you as Adelaide?—Yes.

I see in that letter you say, ‘‘ I have from a boy ever been
longing for the confidence and trust of others, and I have never
been so perfectly happy as when in the possession of this,”’ &o.
““ You have shown yourself a true friend.”” Had he at the time
that you wrote that letter placed implicit confidence and trust in
you?—He had; so I judged.

And you believed —Yes.

And, in your belief, did he continue to repose that implicit
gqgﬁdenoe and trust in you to the very last hour of his life?—He

id.

Now, in that letter you say—‘‘ I respond from my heart to
your wish that our friendship may ripen with the lapse of time.”’
That was your real and sincere wish, was it —That was my wish.

_And did you down to the last day of his life endeavour to
reciprocate his friendship and to deserve his confidence—I did.

Were you sincerely solicitous for his welfare—VYes.

And do you believe that every day of that illness you and his
\Iwiée were both anxious for his welfare and tried to serve him #—

.

You have said just now that you have lately ascertained—
that is, since you were examined at the coroner’s inquest—that
only one year instead of two had to elapse before you were allowed
to marry—That is so.

Down to the time that you were examined on 1llth January
you believed, did you not, that you could mot in any case be
allowed to marry till October, 1887 1—I had that belief.
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You had never inquired partiocularly +—What do you mean
by a particular inquiry?

You told my learned friend, when you were examined before
the coroner, that you had inquired, and you found your previous
imlpression was a mistaken one?—I did not inquire, but I was
told so.

Told so by some one who, in your belief, knew —Yes.

. And you believe that your present impression is the true one?
—VYes.

Then you had never inquired before you were examined before
the coroner as to whether your impression was the true one—
whether you knew you could be married before 1887 %+—No, I never
made any inquiry,

Had you ever mentioned to Mr. Bartlett the question of the
time at which you could be married +—Never.

Or to Mrs. Bartlett?—I may have done so.

And, if you did so, you mentioned your then impression that
you could not be married until October, 1887?—That I cannot
swear.

Try and recall your thoughts. You have told me, down to
the time when you were examined before the coromer, that was
your belief }—Yes.

Then, if you mentioned the matter to Mrs. Bartlett, you would
have mentioned the date you believed to be the true one’—VYes;
but I cannot swear that I did.

You have no distinct recollection of having mentioned it at
all ; is that what you mean #—No; I have a recollection of mention-
ing it, but I have no recollection of what you ask, namely, that we
could not be married till October, 1887.

I am suggesting to you that, if you mentioned it, you must
have mentioned the date which, in your belief, was the true one.
You would tell her the truth about it, would you not{—Certainly.

Then was it this that you mentioned to her, that you could
not be married for two years+—Yes.

- Was it that you did not recollect that you mentioned the date?
—VYes.

You did not mention the date, but you mentioned that,
according to the rules of your body, you could not be married for
two years}—Precisely.

The subject of marriage had been mentioned and talked about
between you and Mr. Bartlett during his lifetime?—Marriage in
general, do you mean ?

We will begin with marriage in general 9—VYes.

And you became aware that at a very early period of your
acquaintance he had peculiar ideas on the subject of marriage#—
Yes.

Your earliest visit was paid to him in your pastoral character
~—it was that which induced you to call +—1It was. 151
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And very early in your acquaintance did he ask you whether
you thought the teaching of the Bible was distinctly in favour of
having one wife #—He did. o )

Did he suggest to you that his idea was that there_mlght be a
wife for companionship and a wife for service?—He did. i

And you combated that view, and told him that the teaching
of the Bible was distinctly contrary to it%—The general tenor of
the Bible. .

By Mr. Justior WirLe—What do you mean by a wife for
service? Is it household drudgery?—Yes; he explained it house-
hold duties—the general management of the household.

And what did companionship mean?—He explained that he
thought the companion should be educated and intelligent, and
should be his confidante in all matters.

I really want to understand what he meant ; were both of them
to be his bedfellows—He never mentioned that to me, my lord.

Did he say that neither of those two wives was to be his com-
penion in that sense?—He did not refer to that question at all.

Cross-exzamination continued—Just let me ask you, Mr. Dyson,
did you not clearly understand that the suggestion was that one
was to be the wife to him ; or do you mean that he suggested to you,
when visiting him in that character and talking to him about
Scriptural matters—he suggested to you that a man ehould have
}:lwo wives in that full and complete sense—Yes; so I understood

im,

That would have struck you as a most outrageous suggestion,
would it not #—It struck me as a very remarkable suggestion.

What suggested itself as the explanation to you—moral
obliquity or simply carelessness —OQddity.

Because that is the man to whom afterwards you wrote in the
terms I have read to you in that letter. Do you mean to suggest
that the man you wrote to in those terms had actually suggested
to you, a Christian minister, that he should be allowed any sexual
connection with two women —No ; he never asked me such a thing ;
he simply asked me whether the Bible admits polygamy.

But he never suggested it for himself +—No.

He suggested it for nobody?—Yes; I understood it to be a
general suggestion.

By Mr. Jusriom WiLrs—Did not it strike you as an unwhole-
some sort of talk in the family circle+—Not coming from him,
my lord ; he was & man who had some strange ideas.

COross-ezamination continued—He made no secret of them i—
No; he told me not.

And he would refer to those ideas from time to time, would
hel—He did once or twice; not frequently.

In his wife’s presence —1I think not.

One moment. Do you mean to say that there was nothing
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between you and Mr. Bartlett which was kept secret from his wife
—1I am sorry I cannot undertake to say yea or nay to that.

But to the best of your belief, was there any matter of secrecy
or confidence between you and Mr. Bartlett from which his wife
was excluded 7—Your question does not touch the case.

Will you answer the question, and not judge it? Was there
any matter of secrecy or confidence between you and Mr. Bartlett
from which his wife was excluded —I know of no secret.

By Mr. Justice WiLs—Was this serious talk, or was it as a
man might say joking, *‘ I think it would be a good thing to have
two wives; one for show and one for work ’? He might say that
in a joking sort of way. Was it that, or was it seriously said }—
It was said tentatively to me, half playfully, the first time; but I
have a recollection of his speaking more seriously of it on some
later occasion.

Cross-ezamanation continued—You told us that you have
noticed that he put his hand on his side, and complained of some
convulsive pain, I think you said %—Yes.

How early did you notice thati—I think all through the time
of my knowledge of him.

Would it be as early as June or July, to begin with %—Yes; I
think I noticed it at Merton Abbey.

Did you notice that a clutching occurred at other times, or
on special oceasions 3—Yes ; when he has taken wine I have seen him
put his hand to his side sharply, in that way.

And did he tell you what it was that was affecting him 1—
No, he did not,

Did he not say anything about it?—No; I do not remember
that he did.

Of course, that happened before his wife, when his wife has
been there?—Yes; at the dinner hour, for instance.

When that happened to him, what did he do? Did he get up
from his chair, or leave off taking wine, or what did he dot—
He would leave off taking wine?

And continue his dinner +—Yes.

And the thing would pass off, whatever it was?—Yes, ap-
parently.

How early was the question of the possible duration of his life
mentioned in his presence or by him %—I cannot say how early.

. Was not it at Dover —I cannot swear that he mentioned the
question of the duration of his life at Dover.

Did not he mention to you at Dover something about his
condition, his health—having regard to that matter +—He did.

What was it he said at Dover —He told me that he was not
the ggrong man that once he was. I am not giving you the exact
words.

I do not ask for the exact words. I only ask to be allowed
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to hear what you say. Did he say what had been the cause of
the change in himf%—He attributed it to overwork. .

Do you know that while he was at Dover he was working
extremely hard —I think he used to get up at three in the morning,
and go to business from Dover.

He would get up at three in the morning and come up by the
tidal train—the boat expressi—VYes.

And go back to his wife, at what time of night +—I have known
him come back at ten.

By Mr. Justion Wirs—How long were you at Dover #—I
spent two or three days there on two or three occasions.

Six or seven days?—Yes.

Cross-ezamination continued—And it was between your two
visits to Dover that you wrote the letter to which I have referred?
—VYes.

Referring to the first visit, you say ‘‘ Dear old Dover,” &c.
‘ Thank you for the telegram. I am looking forward with much
pleasure to next week.’’” Next week you were to visit him again,
were you not +—VYea.

Was that which you have told us the only reference he made
while you were at Dover to the matter of his health being broken 1
—That is all that I remember.

But he was depressed and low-spirited from time to time,
was he?—Yes; he seemed to me to be. I am not stating quite the
correct thing. You say from time to time; it was more latterly-—
the last two months that I knew him.

But even when he was at Dover, were not there times when
he was depressed and despondentf—I did not notice it.

The statement you have made about his saying he was not the
strong man he was—that is all you recollect him saying at Dover?
—With regard to his health.

His wife had told you, in his presence, that Edwin was very
low-spirited, and did not think he would live long%—1I can swear
to her having said he was low-spirited. I cannot swear to her
having said that he could not live long—that is, in his presence.

How early, then, was it that you were told by anybody that
his life was not likely to be a long one?—When I first went to
Claverton Street.

Not until then?—I cannot swear, but it is possible.

- I am suggesting to you that, as early as your visit to Dover,
that was the conversation in his presence about his life not being
likely to be a long one. Will you swear that that did not happen?
—1I cannot swear to that.

You say that he was an odd man, or & man with curious ideas
—I forget the phrase?—I did not say that; I beg pardon; I said
it was an_odd question, in answer to my lord.

Mr. Justion Winns—You ssid more than that; you said it
was an oddity.
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Cross-ezamination continued—A man of strange ideas in con-
nection with the married state #—That is so.

And the terms upon which people should live in married life;
is that so?—Yes.

Do you know of books which he used to read with regard to
that matter 7—1I do not.

By Mr. JusTicE Wirrs—I had better ask it mow, or I shall
have to ask it afterwards. What do you mean by that—a man
of strange ideas in connection with the terms upon which persons
should live in married life? Tell us what you mean %I thought
the question referred to what I said before—to having two wives.

o you remember anything more ?—No.

Cross-ezamination continued—You were on the closest terms of
intimacy with him—as brother to brother 7—Yes.

Did he talk to you about the books he read —Yes.

Did he never talk to you about this book? It is called
‘‘ Bsoteric Anthropology; or, the Mysteries of Man *’%—1It is the
first time I have heard of the book.

Are you sure—Certain.

Do you mean to say you never saw it in his possession —Not
to know it.

Just look at it (handing the book up to the witness) %—This is
the first time I have seen that book.

Do you mean to say that Mr. Bartlett has not talked to you
akout Dr. Nichols?*—No; Mr. Bartlett never mentioned him to
me.

Do you mean to say that Mr. Bartlett never mentioned the
name of Dr. Nichols to you?—Never.

Are you certain ?—Yes; I never heard him mention Dr. Nichols.

Well, now, had he any other strange ideas with regard to mar-
riage?—I never heard him offer any.

Did he ever make reference to marriage between you and Mrs.
Bartlett after he should be dead 7—VYes.

How early did he make that reference—how early in your
gaqu;:ntanoe %I should think it would be about the latter end of

ctober.

They were then at Claverton Street’—I must explain; he
did not mention the words there. I have conveyed a wrong im-
pression.

If you think any answer of yours is doing yourself or, still
more, anybody else, injustice, correct it?—He has made statements
which left no doubt on my mind but that he contemplated Mrs.
Bartlett and myself being ultimately married.

And, to the best of your recollection, was that statement
first made in October —About that time.

By Mr. JusTion WiLns—I must ask you to be & little more
definite, and tell us what he did say. It was a very remarkable
conversation, probably such a one as never occurred in the ex-
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perience of any man in Court before, and ther-efore must be
impressed upon your mind. What was it he saidi—I can re-
member this; he had been finding some fault with Mrs. Bartlett,
not angrily, but correcting something, and I said to him, If
ever she comes under my care, I shall have to teach her differently,’
or some such words. .

Cross-ezamination continued—Well, go oni—He smiled and
said something to the effect that he had no doubt I should take
good care of her. I have a clear impression of such words passing
between me and Mr. Bartlett.

By Mr. Justiorn WiLLs—Is it possible that this was the first
of such conversations? It seems very extraordinary for a man
to suggest to another man, if ever his wife came under his care,
that he should have to teach her differently. =~ Was that the first
time $—The first time that I can recollect. )

Cross-ezamination continued—Let me suggest challenging
your recollection, only trying your memory. According to you,
the first conversation began by your saying, ‘‘ If ever she comes
in my care ’’ —VYes.

Does not that remind you that there must have been some con-
versation, at some previous time or other, about her becoming
your wife %—Not necessarily.

You were speaking of it as a thing assumed and known
between you as likely to happen %—Precisely.

Was it assumed by you %—1I so understood it.

Then there must have been a previous conversation?—Not
touching the question of marriage.

What previous conversation can you suggest as having estab-
lighed that understanding in consequence of which you have spoken ?
—Conversations; one was Mr. Bartlett’s letter to me.

Now, I have reminded you that letter is dated 28rd Sep-
tember, and was written by you while they were at Dover }—Yes.

Let me read it again; it may help you: ‘“ My dear Edwin,—
Thank you very much for the brotherly letter you sent me yester-
day. I am sure I respond from my heart to your wish that
our friendship may ripen with the lapse of time,’”’ &c.?—Yes.

Now, what was the conversation upon which you say that
letter was founded #—A conversation which took place at Putney,
when Mr. Bartlett came to see me.

Was that the conversation when he told you that he had made
his will and made you the executor —It was.

; What was the conversation?—This is & very delicate matter
or me.

Mr. Josriom Witns—No, no; we have long outstepped the
bounds of delicacy.

Oross-ezamimation continued—When he came to see you ab
Putney he had come up from Dover. He came to tell you he had
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made a will, leaving his money to his wife and leaving you as his
executor ¢—Yes.

Now, then, what did he tell you at that time about you and
his wife?—Well, I told him that there was no denying the fact
that I was growing very attached to her, and that I wished to let
him know it; that it was disturbing me in my work; and I asked
him whether it would not be better for me to discontinue my
frilendship with them, and he said, ‘‘ Why should you discontinue
itl 2

Well —He told me I had been a benefit to her; she liked my
preaching, and it had helped and had benefited her. He showed
me one of her convent letters, which she had written to him from
the convent, which was a very devotional letter; and he said he
should like me to endeavour to lead her back more closely to that
frame of mind or disposition of heart. He said he had confidence
in me, and that he should be pleased if I would continue as
friendly as I had been with them. That was the substance of what
he said.

What did he say with reference to the possible future?—He
did not mention the future, except that he looked forward to it.

To what?—He said nothing very much; but what he said of
the matter was, that he hoped we should have some pleasant inter-
course.

Mr. Justior WiLns—There is nothing in that.

COross-ezamination continued—What about his will %—He
mentioned the will to me, and said that, as a proof of confidence
in me, he had selected me, with his legal man, to act as executor.

Just let me remind you; you were telling the husband that
you had become attached to his wife, and you say that the husband
expected you, did you not, to continue the intimacy?—Precisely.

He desired that it should continue$—TYes.

He spoke of appointing you executor to his will?—He did.

Was it not then that he said that, if anything happened to
him, you and Mrs. Bartlett might come together 3—No; that was
later—at Claverton Street.

And you told us that, so far as you can remember, nothing
more was said at that interview in September -—Not touching
upon that matter; but we had a long conversation together not
pertinent to this inquiry.

Not touching upon future relations between yourself and
Mrs. Bartlett?—No. I must correct one thing. You asked me
- if he did not say, ‘‘ If anything happens to me, you two may
come together.”” Those words have gone down upon the deposi-
tions; but the coroner put it in that way. I suppose he said that;
and T said, ¢‘ Yes; something very much like that.”” But I did
not say that he used those words.

That being suggested to you as the meaning, you accepted
it +—VYes. 57
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And accept it nowi—I do.

Can you remember what the words were in which it was
clothed, because it is not a usual thing to take place?—No, I
cannot.

There is one question I ought to ask you. I need scarcely ask
you, as a gentleman, you had at that time said nothing to Mrs.
Bartlett about your feelings independent of Mr. Bartlett?—I
regret to say that I had.

Did you tell him that you had$—Yes.

You said that you had. Did he ask you to write to herf—
He asked me to write to her before, when they went away to
Dover.

But the situation was altered 9—Yes; I understand you. He
did ask me on one occasion to write to her.

And you wrote —Yes.

And is that the letter to which he referred in the letter which
has been mentioned, which I will read again—‘‘ Dear George,—
Permit me to say that I feel great pleasure in thus addressing
you for the first time,”’ &c. That letter had been read to him, as
he said, by his wife?—Yes.

After that, you wrote letters to her from time to time%—I did.

Which she, at your request, returned to you?—No.

What?—Do I understand the question, that she had returned
the letters I wrote to her?

That she has returned your letters to you?—No, not one that
I remember; no, I should surely recollect it.

Did not you ask her for them?—I remember her showing me
one of my letters.

Did you ask her for them ?—No.

Do you say that?—I say that.

By Mr. Jusrior WiLns—Why were you so anxious to get
that piece of poetry?l—Because it was sentimental.

Cross-ezamination continued—Were not the letters senti-
mental 3—No, not as that is; theyswere affectionate, but not senti-
mental.

Now, Mrs. Bartlett had told you that she had no friends of
her own 1—VYes.

And that her husband’s friends were not kind to her %—Yes.

And you have told us that she said they did not understand
her, she being a foreigner, and that her husband had confidence
and affection for you, and so on, and that he knew you would be
a friend to her. On that occasion that was said in his presence,
was it not—Not in his presence.

Did not you know from him that his friends were not kind
to her —Yes.

When had he told you thatl—I believe he told it me at
Merton—at least not so strongly at Merton ; he said that they did
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not understand her, and he was accounting for the quietness of
their lives, and he gave that as a reason.

Did he mention her being a foreigner #—Yes.

And he told you she was at a later period%—Yes; he em-
phasised that at & later period.

And did he express to you at all times, as to ihe future, that
he hoped you would be a friend to her when he was gonei—I
remember Mrs. Bartlett telling me that.

In his presence?—No; he was not present.

Where was it?%—At Claverton Street.

After the illness?—It was when they first went to Claverton
Street.

Now, he told you of her having nursed him affectionately
previously —7Yes.

I think you gave us the expression that if you had known her,
a8 he had, for twelve years, and known how affectionately she had
nursed him, you would not have doubted her }—Yes.

Earlier than that, had he spoken to you of the previous ill-
ness during which she had nursed him %—VYes.

When did he speak to you—what did he tell you?—He spoke
of it after hearing me preach at Merton ; that would be in August.
I must correct myself.

By all means?—It was after my return from Dover they came
to hear me preach at Merton.

Shall we alter it from Merton to when he came to hear you
preach at Merton ?—Yes.

And brought her with him ¢—VYes.

And it was after the service—what did he tell you after the
service—I was troubled with indigestion, and he said he had
suffered himself from dyspepsia, and she had nursed him during
the illness.

Did he say where this had been —No.

Did he say when it had been —Some years before that time.

Did he tell you where they<had lived at the time—Probably
he would.

Do you remember #—I do not remember.

Did he tell you what doctor had attended him?—He did not
mention any dootor attending him.

You can tell us no more about it, then 7—No.

Did he ever tell you, or speak to you, about Mrs. Bartlett’s
one confinement ¢—I think he did.

When did he tell you of it 7—At Merton.

Did you learn from him then that some few years before she
had for the only time in their married life been pregnant ¢—He told
me nothing about that.
died What did he tell you?—Simply that she had this child which
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Did he tell you that was the only one?—No; I do not think
he mentioned more than that.

No, I suppose not; there were no more to mention, you know;
that was the only child she had?—Yes.

You knew that from him %—Yes.

Was it spoken of by him in Mrs. Bartlett’s presence on any
occasion I—Not that I remember; indeed, I may say no. I only
remember his mentioning it to me once.

Do you know that Annie Walker attended Mrs. Bartlett in
her confinement $—Yes.

‘Who told you that%—Mrs. Matthews.

That was long afterwards; did not you know it before his
death%—No, not before his death.

Are you sure about that?%—Certain.

Annie Walker was mentioned }—Yes.

By Mrs. Bartlett %—Yes.

Do you mean to say that Mrs. Bartlett never said Annie
Walker attended her in her confinement?—She said that Annie
Walker attended her husband in his sickness.

Do you mean to say that she did not say that Annie Walker
attended her in her confinement %—No.

Are you positive -—Positive. I am upon oath, and I say so;
I am positive.

Tell me the date that Annie Walker was first mentioned }-—
I cannot.

Did you ever speak to Mrs. Bartlett about that one child }—
She spoke to me about it when we were passing the cemetery at
Merton.

How early in the acquaintance?—That would be before we
went to Dover.

Just try and recall when Mrs. Bartlett told you about the
birth of the child. Mrs. Bartlett spoke to you about it when you
were near the cemetery. Was not Annie Walker’s name mentioned
in reference to that matter —Nog I cannot swear that it was.

Do you undertake to pledge yourself absolutely that it was
not?—I think I may.

You think you may?—Yes; she was often spoken of.

Excuse my suggesting to you if she was so often spoken of,
that makes it more likely. Do you undertake to swear that she
was not spoken of with regard to that?—She may have been, but
I cannot swear to it. I cannot pledge myself to what I am not
certain of.

She was so often spoken of; and Dr. Nichols was so often
spoken of—so frequently, that you say you were interested in
him $—Yes.

Was that before Mr. Bartlett?—No; I never remember Dr.
Nichols being mentioned before Mr. Bartlett.
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Let me ask you again. You have told me you had no secret
with Mrs. Bartlett from her husband. Were not you in the habit
of talking in the most friendly and affectionate way with Mr.
Bartlett about his illness and his business %—Excuse me; I do not
think I have stated that I had any secrets with Mrs. Bartlett which
her husband did not know of. You asked me about an expression
of marriage, and I qualified it in that way.

Do you mean to say that you had a secret with Mrs. Bartlett
about Dr. Nichols7—Yes.

How early +—After they went to Claverton Street.

Why? Had you anything to do with Dr. Nichols+—Nothing.

I do not understand. If you were in the fullest confidence
with Mr. Bartlett, why did you not talk about Dr. Nichols with
him #—Because Mrs. Bartlett said he might not like my mentioning
it to him because of an internal affliction.

You understood that Dr. Nichols had never seen him %~—No.

By Mr. JusTicE WiLLs—What had the internal affliction 1o
do with it?%—He advised Mrs. Bartlett when Mr. Bartlett was
worse.

Without seeing him?%—Yes; and he prescribed as to the
nursing, and so on.

COross-examination continued—Now, as soon as Mr. Bartlett
was taken ill, you saw Dr. Leach?—Yes.

You were at that time on honest and true friendship with Mr.
Bartlett —7Yes.

Did you ever say to Dr. Leach that it would be as well for
him to see Dr. Nichols?—I did not.

Mr. Justion Wirns—For him to see Dr. Nichols?

Mr. CraRKE—Yes.

The WitTNEss—It never occurred to me to suggest such a thing.

Cross-ezamination continued—You knew his name and you
knew his address?—VYes.

And you did know as a fact_that Dr. Nichols was to be found
at the Fopstone Road—Yes.

Why did you not suggest to the doctor that it would be as
well for him to know what Dr. Nichols had prescribed ?—I never
made any suggestion to the doctor.

What for 7—I should have considered it impertinence.

Impertinence, when you were on terms of brotherhood with
the man who was ill%+—Yes; I should have considered it
impertinence.

Do you really mean to say that, in your relations with Mr.
and Mrs. Bartlett, you would have considered it impertinent to
suggest what another medical man’s opinion might be?—Yes, I do.

Now, Mr. Bartlett told Zou he had been suffering from
dysentery, did he not?—He did.

That, according to his account, he used to suffer from that#—
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I told you just now it was some years before I got to know Mrs.
Bartlett. .

We do not understand that that had anything to do with the
internal disease’—I did not understand you as referring to the
internal disease. L.

And you did not understand that he mentioned distinctly
that that had nothing to do with the internal disease?—I did not
know of the internal disease then. I knew of the dysentery before
we went to Dover.

No name of a disease was mentioned, was it %—No. .

But only something upon which Mr. Bartlett would be sensi-
tive I—That was how it was explained to me; it was put to me
in that way. Mrs. Bartlett put it that he was sensitive as to a
question of his sickness.

You were with him at the very beginning of his illness, were
you not$—TYes.

I think you went with him and his wife to the Dog Show j—
I did.

On the 9th of December —VYes.

And was he taken ill in the course of the evening —He was.

Had he appeared to you before that time to be getting into
an ailing and low condition —He seemed very much worn out at
night when he returned.

I think you describe him to us as being very weary, very much
depressed, and complaining of suffering from sleeplessness —
During the sickness.

From the beginning of the sickness—at the beginning of the
sickness #—Yes; not before the sickness.

You just said that he seemed ailing up to the time, and then,
when it began, you describe him as very weary, very much de-
pressed, and suffering from sleeplessness ~—Yes.

Did he from that day up to the last time you saw him com-
plain of sleeplessness and painf—Yes; throughout the sickness.

As that sickness wore on did he become more depressed?—
He varied.

You have seen him crying, have you not?—Yes, once.

Are you sure it was only once’—1I am certain about it; I only
remember seeing him once.

Could you say what date that was at all?—1I think it was
just before I went home before Christmas.

eekWhen did you go?—I went on the Monday in Christmas
week.
That would be Monday, 21st December —Yes.

Now, did you see Dr. Leach early during the time of the
illness -—In the first week of it.

Can you tell me about how many days after he was taken ill
you had any conversation with Dr. Leach?—I should think five
or six.
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Do you know anything of Dr. Leach being called in—how it
was he was sent for —Because Mr. Bartlett was so unwell.

Why was he selected? It was not anybody he knew before t-—
I do not know why he was selected.

You say that Monday, 21st December, was the day when he
was crying#—No; I did not name the day. I said it was some
time just before I left.

I thought you did%—No; I could not name days.

Mr. Justice Winrs—He gave the date of his own journey.

Cross-ezaminaiion continued—At the time he was orying, was
he in very low spirits, and talking about not recovering —He
spoke very little indeed, and I can recollect nothing that he said
to me.

Nothing that he said about being alarmed about himself, or
anything of that kind?—No; I cannot remember it.

Is not it the impression on your mind that at that time he
was very low-piriteg, and that he should not recover ?—Yes; I
have the impression that he thought he would not recover.

When you came back on Saturday, 26th, you found him still
worse, did you not—Not worse.

You said that you came back on Saturday, 26th, and he was
very prostrate, there was great sleeplessness, and that he said he
was glad you had returned, and he was afraid his wife was
breaking down in nursing him?—VYes, he said that.

Did he tell you on that day, Saturday, of his having had
worms I—No.

On the Sunday—the next day 3—VYes.

You told us you were there from two o’clock to seven or eight
on Saturday. You went again on Sunday—at what time’—
About nine or a quarter-past in the evening.

And then he was still worse, and more depressed, was he not:?
—No; I thought he was brighter on the Sunday.

You told me he was depressed on the Sunday?—On the
Saturday. .

You correct yourself, then; you said he was brighter on
Saturday, and much depressed on Sunday. I am putting it to
you whether on this visit, Saturday and Sunday, he was very ill,
very prostrate and depressed -—Well, it is difficult to tell you;
he contradicted himself.

Contradicted himself 7—Yes; he asked me on Sunday whether
any one could be lower than he was without passing away alto-
gether, and he attributed that to the medicine for worms.

He asked you whether you thought it possible for a man to
be lower than that without passing away altogether —TYes.

And that very great depression you attributed to the appear-
ance of the worms?—I cannot say it was very great depression.
He bad that impression of his state, but he did not seem cast down
in spirits. He seemed to be bearing up well.
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According to that expression, he was thinking of himself as
one actually on the edge between life and death —Yes.

But 'he was cheerful}—He seemed to bear up very well
against it.

Did you see the doctor on the 26th or 27th -—What days would
that be?

The Saturday or Sunday?!—No.

How long were you there on the Saturday, as far as you re-
member 3—I called about three, and I was there till between five
and six.

Between five and six in the afternoon?—Yes; I spent the
afternoon there.

On the 26th did not Dr. Leach visit him three times, on the
third occasion staying several hours, because his condition was
go bad —So Mr. Bartlett told me on the Sunday. He did not tell
me he visited him three times; he told me he was there that length
of time.

Several hours?—Several hours.

Did he tell you the condition of his bowels was such that on
the 26th he had taken two purgative draughts and also a dose of
croton oil, and that he also had been galvanised in the abdomen #—
Yes; he described that to me.

And that he had taken santonine as well -—No ; he did not.

At all events he had taken purgatives and croton oil, and had
been galvanised, and had hot tea and cofiee, and did he tell you
all had been no use +—Yes.

Did he tell you that the doctor had given it up in despair #—
Yes ; that he was going to try later in a day or two.

Now, with regard to the sleeplessness, did you know he had
been having frequent injections of morphia ?—Yes.

Did he tell you that even that would not give him sleep, and
that he got up and walked about in the night §—Yes.

And wes it with regard to that that he spoke of his wife
being likely to break down under the strain of nursing him }—Yes.

Now, on the evening of the 27th you have told us that Mrs.
Bartlett spoke to you about chloroform. I think you said you went
out together. As a matter of fact, your going out together was an
accident, was it not?—Yes; that is to say, as I came to the door,
I found her going out to post some letters; and I went as far a¢
the post, and then returned to the house with her.

I must just ask one other question on this with regard to
Annie Walker ; you have spoken of Dr. Nichols, and Annie Walker
has been mentioned severa? times, and you said Mrs. Bartlett told
you Annie Walker had gone to America. Will you undertake to
say it was not Dr. Nichols who was mentioned as being a doctor in
America—an American doctor—and that that was the way America

.was mentioned?—Yes; I understood he was an American—an
American by extraction.
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You must have understood that from Mrs. Bartlett +—VYes.

Well, then, she mentioned America to you in connection with
the name of Dr. Nichols+—Yes, but it was rather a jumble. Do
you ;.nea.n, did she do that at any time or on any particular occa-
sion

I say at any time?—Oh, yes, she did.

Now, you see that Mr. Bartlett told you morphia would not
give him sleep, and he used to get up and walk about. Did you
bhave any conversation with him about mesmerism ?—I think it is
likely I did.

You alone can tell us whether you did or not—did youil—
Yes, I did at Merton.

At Merton 3—VYes. .

N Did you know him then as being a believer in mesmerism {—
o.

What %—1I did not know him as being a believer in mesmerism.

Did not he tell you he believed in mesmeric force I do not
remember his telling me he believed in it; he asked me if I did.

Did he suggest he had mesmerised anybody, or that you had
mesmerised him —No.

Did hef%—I cannot remember him doing that.

Cannot you tell us what sort of a conversation it was about
mesmerism 9—1I told him a story in connection with mesmerism on
this occasion.

Am I to take it you introduced the subject, or did he ask you
if you believed in it?—I believe I introduced it.

You believe you introduced it?—VYes.

Did you ascertain that it was a subject to which he had given
attention %—No, I did not.

Did you ever hear that he believed in mesmeric influences
of a very singular kind +—No.

Did he mnever tell you almost at the close of his illness that
that very night, the 28th, when he was so desperately ill he had
got up and stood for two hours swaving his hands about over his
sleeping wife 7—No, he did not tell me that.

Do you mean you never heard anything about that before that
at all —In evidence I have.

I am not epeaking of evidence—No, I have never heard that.

Nothing at all —No.

Not before you were examined—not before the inquest took
place, at all events?—No.

Do try and remember—I do not remember.

You mean to say you never heard of mesmerism at all, or
anything of that kind +—No; not till I heard it in evidence.

What was your income?—About £100 a year.

Had you mentioned that to Mr. Bartlett or to Mrs. Bartlett
at any time—They both knew it; yes.

It is nmo reproach. I do not mean it at all unpleasantly,
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but they knew you were not competent enough to bear extra ex-
penses—expenses of travelling, and so on, and Mr. Bartlett offered
you the season ticket to Dover —Yes.

Which you declined, and then afterwards he gave you a season
ticket by which you travelled from Putney to Victoria?—Yes;
Putney to Waterloo.

Did you, during his life, ever say anything to Mrs. Bartlett to
suggest that you would marry her immediately on his death if
he should die +—DNever.

The understanding that at some time or other you and she
might come together, you tell me, was known to him —Yes.

There was no more than that understanding between you and
Mrs. Bartlett, was there—No more.

Now, you have told us that Mrs. Bartlett mentioned to you
the way in which chloroform was to be used, about sprinkling it
upon a handkerchief; was it for the purpose of soothing her hus-
band —VYes.

Did you understand that her husband was at all violent, then?
—7Yes; she told me that in a previous sickness he was violent.

And she was in some apprehension of that state of things re-
curring }—Yes—described it as a paroxysm.

And was it by way of soothing him and quieting him in
these paroxysms you understood it was to be used +—VYes; to give
him sleep.

Now, you have told us about your getting the chloroform;
at the time you got the chloroform, and you went to the chemist’s
whom you knew, and wrote to your friend, and so on, was there
the faintest or the remotest idea in your mind that it could be used
for any dangerous or improper purpose?—Not the faintest.

I mean there was no such idea of that kind crossing your mind
with regard to danger from the misuse of this chloroform you
were getting 7—Not in this case; no.

You had never seen Mrs. Bartlett with a medical book, had
you—*¢ Squire’s >’ +—Yes, I have seen her with that.

You have seen ‘‘ Squire’s >’ —VYes.

Mr. JusTiom WiLLs—You speak of ‘‘ Squire’s >’ as one which
everybody knows; is it a book of domestic medicine$

Mr. Craree—It is a pharmaceutical book, my lord: the
‘“ Companion to the British Pharmacopeeia.”

Mr. Poraxp—This is the very book that was found, my lord :
‘“ Companion to the British Pharmacopeeia.’’

The Wirness—Yes.

Oross-ezamination continued—Where had you seen thati—
At Claverton Street.

You yourself had some knowledge and some studies in medical
science, had you not%—Not medical ; no.

But do you know much about chloroform +—1I know very little
about it, if that was in the sense you ask.

166



Evidence for Prosecution.
Rev. George Dyson

Have you ever seen it administered ?—No.

You put it not in the sense I ask. You may know, not the
chemical properties of chloroform, but the medical property, as
anesthetic, and the limits with which it might safely be used,
and all that?—No; what I knew was that chloroform was used for
soothing and sleeping purposes; nothing more.

And your idea was that putting a few drops on a handkerchief
wag a thing for which, as far as your knowledge went, chloroform
might be safely used 7—Yes.

You say you did not mention it to Mr. Bartlett that you had
got the chloroform, and you understood that Mrs. Bartlett did
not desire it to be mentioned to him ?—Not specifically the chloro-
form.

What +—Not that the chloroform was not specifically to be
mentioned, but the disease, the affliction, for which she wanted it.
I understood from her these paroxysms arose from that.

She never asked you not to mention you had got the chloro-
form9—No. I think I ought to state, in justice to myself, there
was a visitor there, and I could not give it to her in his presence.

If the visitor had not been there, would you have given it
to her in the presence of Mr. Bartlett I cannot say. I might or
might not.

At all events, she had not asked you to keep it secret?—No.

Now, I should like to clear this. Was it on that very day
when chloroform was given to ber that there was this—I forget what
you called it—disagreement, or whatever it was—misunderstand-
ing—between you and Mrs. Bartlett—No.

You suggested that she might as well have a nurse *—Yes.

And you knew at that time that for more than a fortnight, I
think, this lady had never had a proper night’s rest?—Yes; I
wag under that impression.

From what you had heard from Mr. Bartlett —Yes.

- He had spoken of the probability of her breaking downi—
(3 .
And could you see yourself, from her appearance and manner,

that she was tired and strained with the work —Yes.

And, besides that, she had told you about the friends com-
plaining that he was not properly nursed, hadn’t she %—She had.

Taking those two things together, you suggested that a nurse
should be obtained }—Yes.

And she was indignant—angry at the suggestion }—Yes.

- And you said you did not trust her, or something of that kind 9

—Yes.

Was there at that time in your mind, or in your suggestion,
the smallest distrust of Mrs. Bartlett %—There was not.

At every time when you had been there during her husband’s
illness, had you seen her giving diligent and affectionate attention
to his wants—VYes.
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And did he himself ever suggest that a nurse would have given
him better attention and carei—I cannot remember that he men-
tioned that. . .

Cannot you remember? He told you that the wife was iired
and broken down. Did he suggest a nurse being fetched i—He did
not then. .

At any time?—1I do not remember his doing so.

Why, the moment he heard of this conversation, his answer
to you was, if you had known her for twelve years you would not
have hesitated to trust her —VYes.

Do you suppose he would have listened for a moment to any-
body else doubting her +—I do not suppose he put any construction
on it. I do not quite understand your question.

The following day that question of a nurse was mentioned
before Mr. Bartlett, and you explained that you wanted to apologise
to Mrs. Bartlett, and tien he said that he had known her for
twelve years—‘‘ You can trust her; if you had had twelve years
of experience you would know you could trust her.”” That is what
he said +—VYes.

Did not you gather from her that he was not only satisfied
with, but that he praised and desired to continue, that attention
thatdshe was giving him 9—That was the impression it left on my
mind.

She was angry with you that you made this suggestion to her?
—VYes.

So angry, that you went. You returned, as you said, the
next morning, in order to apologise +—Yes.

You thought you had offended her 3—VYes.

And then, let us understand, so little was there any reserve
between you and Mr. Bartlett that you told him—you found
him in bed alone, and told him you wanted to see Mrs. Bartlett
alone and apologise to her; and then I think he sent the servant
to show you downstairs that you might make the apology. That
was 50, was it not—VYes, that was it.

We hear that in some of Mrs. Bartlett’s letters to you she
addressed you as George; from the time when, in September, this
understanding was set up between you and the husband, was he
in the habit of calling you George$—TYes.

And were you spoken of as George when you three were
together f—VYes.

By Mr. Jusricm WinLs—What did you call her in his presence?$
—By her Christian name.

Cross-ezamination continued—Adelaide 9—Yes.

You habitually called her that before him #—Yes.

And in his presence? Now, on the Saturday evening you say
she spoke to you—it was after the post-mortem examination—and
said you were to put away from your mind the fact that she pos-
sested a medicine chest. I just want to call your mind to that con-
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vex;a.tion. At that time you had the bottles which you had bought?
—Yes.

You threw them away as you went to church on the Sunday
morning +—1 did.

Did you tell her you had thrown them away the next time
vou saw her—on the Monday ?—No.

Are you sure?—Yes, I am sure of that.

Why did not you tell her —I could not say at this time.

Why ?—Probably because it never occurred io me to tell her.

Were you in great anxiety and distress at that time about
your position 3—I was.

You were afraid the effect of your having bought the chloro-
form might get you into trouble!—Precisely so.

So that you thought you had better get rid of the bottles?—
No.

Why did you throw them away?—Because it was the horror
that seized me when I imagined what might have happened.

That is what I was suggesting; you thought you had better
not have the bottles in your possession?—No; that was not the
motive in my heart when I threw them away; the sight of them
was hateful to me, and in a panic I threw them away; it was not
the motive of self-protection.

What did you mean when you said you were a ruined man?
—Because I had in my mind what might have happened.

You had in your mind what might happen to yourself ¢—Yes;
what might be the cause of Mr. Bartlett’s death.

What might bappen to yourself?—I was going on to say the
thought was in my mind at the time, possibly it was the chloro-
form 1 had bought had been the cause of Mr. Bartlett’s death.

Did that first occur to you on the Saturday morningi—It
would be difficult to say when the thought first came. I think on
Saturday night it grew on me.

And, thinking that, you thought you would be a ruined man
if the matter came out?—I thought I should be a ruined man if
the matter came out—you mean about the chloroform?

Yes?—1I thought I should be a ruined man if my fears were
true.

And if you were associated with the matter?—I saw that
danger.

And was it that that suggested to you the throwing away the
bottles =—No.

Now, then, why did you not tell her on the Monday that you
had thrown the bottles away #—1I presume because it never occurred
to me to tell her.

I (]1)0 you mean to repeat that answer—it never occurred to youf
—I do.

It did occur to you to ask for the piece of poetry?—VYes.

And you got it#—Yes.
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By Mr. Justion WiLLs—When did you get it #—On the Saiur-
day, I believe. .

Let me see where we are. That is the 9th 3—After the inquest,
I think it would be—it was then, or the Wednesday.

Cross-ezamination continued—Just think. The 9th was the
last time you ever saw Mrs. Bartlett to speak to—the day she was
indignant, and suggested you might as well charge her with giving
chloroform. Do you mean it was thai day?—Yes, I think it was
that day.

There had been a conversation about it before, had not there?
Do you remember the conversation partly in Mrs. Matthews’
presence, and partly when Mrs. Matthews was out of the room!?
Were not you then trying to get that piece of paper +—I have said
I cannot swear whether it was on the Wednesday. I heard Mrs.
Matthews give in evidence that I was there.

You have heard Mrs. Matthews give in evidence it was then,
and I understand you to say whatever was the paper spoken of
in Mrs. Matthews’ presence was this piece of paper }—VYes.

There was no other piece of paper you were trying to get
back %—No; it was this piece of poetry.

You say that Mrs. Bartlett told you not to say anything
about chloroform }—Yes.

Was that at the time the piece of poetry was mentioned $—
No; that was on the Saturday night.

That was the first Saturday after the post-mortem examins-
tion 9—VYes.

The 2nd of January. What was the day on which you gave
your evidence about purchasing the chloroform; do you remem-
ber 1—I believe it was the third sitting of the coroner’s inquest.

That was in February?—Yes, it would be.

11th February, I think. Was Mrs. Bartlett the only person
who had advised you to say nothing about the chloroform —No.

Mr. Matthews had, had he not?%—Yes. TUnderstand me,
nothing about the chloroform, mnot altogether; nothing about it
immediately. He recommended me to wait the result of the
analysis.

Mr. Matthews, to whom you spoke, advised you to say nothing
;bout the chloroform until the result of the analysis was known %—

es.

And you took his advice, and did not%—No, I did not.

Re-examined by Mr. Poraxp—When was it you mentioned it
to Mr. Matthews that you had purchased chloroform for Mrs.

" Bartlett —On the Wednesday evening.

You mean the Wednesday, the 6th?—VYes.

6th January; that was the day before the inquest1—VYes.

‘Where had you mentioned that to him$#—Walking between
his house and Peckham Rye Station in the evening.

‘What had you said to him about that?—I told him briefly the
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facts of the case, and I said that I had my fears, and that my idea
was to give the facts.

You mean by the facts of the case that you had purchased
chloroform #—Yes.

And what you had done with it—that you had given it to Mrs.
Bartlett —Yes.

What did you mean by your fears?—My fears!

Yes?—As to what had become of it; what use had been made
of it; or, rather, as to what its effects had been.

You say it was then Mr. Matthews advised you to await the
result of the analysis before you said anything about it%—Yes;
and really to await my being called by the coroner, and give my
evidence in due order—that was the advice.

Was Mr. Matthews the first person to whom you men-
tioned you had purchased this chloroform and given it to Mrs.
Bartlett —Mrs. Matthews was the first.

Then you had previously mentioned it to Mrs. Matthews—
Yes.

‘When had you mentioned it to her %—At Dr. Leach’s house,
when I was waiting in the ante-room.

Which day?—Wednesday.

Did she advise you at all?

Mr. Crarge—My friend is carrying his suggestions a little
too far.

Mr. Justior Wirns—I think so.

Re-examination continued—At any rate, you did mention
the fact to her. Had you mentioned the fact to any one’ else?—
Do you mean on that day?

Yes?—No; I had mentioned it to none then.

Then had you mentioned it to any one else before you were
called before the coromer on the 1lth?—Yes; to the Wesleyan
minister at Poole, my home.

Had you been down there —TYes.

I only want to know—it i right you should mention it—you
l%ad also mentioned it to another minister of your own bodyi—

8.

Then, on the first day you were called and examined before
the coroner you mentioned about this chloroform }—That is so.

Was it the first day?—The first opportunity I had; not the
first day.

Now, I want you just to tell me a little more fully what was
said when you told Mr. Bartlett you were growing much attached
to Mrs. Bartlett, and you had better discontinue the visits, and
he said you had better not, because your preaching had affected
her. Describe that more fully. How had it affected
her t—He did not describe the particular way, but thought it had
benefited her ; since you ask the question, in a spiritual way.

By Mr. Justioe Winns—I want to know why you went to
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three different shops to buy ‘the chloroform {—Because I did not
get as much as I wanted at one shop. .

Why did not you say to the first man, ‘‘ You have given me
a little bottle; I want four or five times this quantity >’ +—Because
I thought he would want to know what I wanted it for, and I did
not wish to enter into a long explanation.

Why notf?—Because I thought he would not understand that
Mrs. Bartlett was skilled in the use of medicines.

Why did you say it was for taking grease spots out of clothes?
—He asked me what I wanted it for.

Do not let us have any nice distinctions between telling a false-
hood and acting it %—I do not defend that, my lord ; it was simply
that I wanted to avoid an explanation. That was the only idea I
had in my mind.

What was your notion of what this very large quantity of
chloroform was wanted for, for you say you went to three druggists,
and, except that from each of them the quantity you were asking
for appeared excessive, nothing appears as to what was your notion
of what such a large quantity of chloroform would be necessary
for —This way. I knew chloroform was used by amateurs. I
heard of its being used for the gums—toothache, for instance.

What do you mean by amateursi—That is, by any one.

Yes, for toothache. Well?—And I knew that-—at least, I had
an idea—this would be sold to doctors; at least, to people who
understood the use of it for the other purposes for which it was
wanted.

You see, that answer does not meet my question quite. You
say, three chemists you went to in succession; and you seem to
have been conscious that each one of them would think that quantity
you really wanted to get was a very large quantity. What was
your own notion of what such a large quantity was wanted for$
—Oh! I understand. I thought it was used very quickly in the
way Mrs, Bartlett mentioned. I knew it was volatile. I had an
idea that a very few applications*would exhaust the amount.

A very few sprinklings on a handkerchief -—Not a few sprink-
lings. I thought it was more than that.

Did you think the whole handkerchief was to be saturated
with it%—Not saturated, but well moistened in it. I had never
heard how it was done, and knew nothing of how it was done.

When you went to Mrs. Bartlett with the chloroform in your
pocket, you say a visitor was there. = Who was thati—A ~Mr.
Hackett was there—I believe the name is.

How long did he stop %—He was gone when I returned.

You left him there #—I left him there with Mr. Bartlett.

The Court adjourned.
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Third Day—Wednesday, 14th April, 1886.

JoeNn BawrrEr HumsLE, examined by Mr. MoroNgy—I am a
chemist at 190 Upper Richmond Road, Putney. I know Mr.
Dyson by sight. 1 saw him pass my house on several occasions
before 28th December. I recollect his coming to my shop on
Monday, 28th December, about twelve o’clock, and asking for some
chloroform. I asked him whether he required camphorated
chloroform for teeth, and he said ‘‘ No, pure chloroform.’” T
then took up a 2-drachm bottle and asked him if that would be
sufficient. He said he wanted more, and I showed him a %-ounce
bottle, but he said he should like more than that. I then showed
him a l-ounce bottle, and he said that that would do. I ulti-
mately gave him 1 ounce of methylated chloroform in a white
glass bottle, which I labelled. He paid me ls. 3d. for it.

Was that a large or an ordinary quantity to sell to one person
at one time #—I should have considered it rather a large quantity
without a preseription.

TroMAS SamuBL PrNroSE, examined by Mr. Poraxo—I am a
chemist, and I manage the business of Cadman & Co., The Ridge-
way, Wimbledon. I have known Mr. Dyson for about eighteen
months. He came to my shop about twelve o’clock on 28th
December, and I sold him two bottles of methylated chloroform of
1 ounce each, for which he paid me ls. 6d. There was a label on
the bottle, ¢‘ Chloroform, Poison,’”’ and there was also one of my
trade labels on it. Mr. Dyson took these bottles away with him.

JosmpE RioBARD PHILLIPS MELLIN, examined by Mr. Poranp—
I am assistant to my father, Joseph Mellin, a chemist, at 36 High
Street, Wimbledon. I have known ihe Rev. Mr. Dyson for about
eighteen months. He came to" our shop on 28th December about
midday, and purchased 1% or 2 ounces of pure chloroform. The
price was 2s. an ounce, and the chloroform was in & small blue
bottle with the words, ‘ Poison, not to be taken,’’ on the glass.
In addition to that, it had a label pasted on it, ‘* Chloroform,’’
and also one of our ordinary trade labels with the name and
address. The bottle would hold 2 ounces I think, but I do not
remember whether it was full or not.

Mrs. Arior Jane Sprey MATTEREWS, examined by Mr. R. S.
Wriear—I am the wife of Mr. George Frederick Matthews, and I
live at 98 Friern Road, East Dulwich, I have known the prisoner,
Mrs. Bartlett, for about five years, and intimately for about three
and a half years. I also knew her late husband. When I first
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knew them they were living at Herne Hill, and afterwards at Lord-
ship Lane, East Dulwich, where I was in the habit of going to visit
them. They afterwards went to Merton Cottage, and I continued
to visit them there. Last July my husband and I stayed for a
week in their house. So far as I could see, Mr. and Mrs. Bart-
lett lived on very affectionate terms, and apparently as man and
wife. About three years ago Mr. Bartlett suffered from neuralgia.,
but I could not say for how long; it may have been a day or two
or it may have been longer. .

By Mr. Justrom Wirrs—He did not lie up. At other times
the state of his health was very good. I did not see them at all
in Claverton Street in the autumn of last year.

Ezamination continued—On the morning of lst January I
received a letter from Mrs. Bartlett, and I went to the house
about twelve o’clock. T went upstairs with Mrs. Bartletl to the
room where the body was. She gave me an account of how the
death had taken place.

By Mr. JusTioR WinLs—That was in the front room.

EBzamination continued—Mrs. Bartlett said to me that the
night previously her husband was in bed and she sat by his side,
with her arm round his foot, and that she was wakened by feelin
a cramp in her arm. She said it was after twelve before she ha
gone to slee%, because she heard the people downstairs wishing
each other a happy New Year. When she was wakened by feeling
a cramp in her arm she found her husband lying on his face. She
turned him over and tried to give him brandy, but she did not
tell me whelher he swallowed any of the brandy. I asked her
what he died from, and she said, *“ We don’t know. There must
be a post-mortem.” I do not remember anything else that either
of us said about the death at that time. I stayed in the house all
day with her, except that we went out together in the afternoon to
get some mourning. We went back to the house in the afternoon,
and I stayed there until about nine o’clock at night.

On the next day, Saturday, 2nd January, Mrs. Bartlett and
Mr. Dyson came together to my house at Dulwich after tea. I
had never seen Mr. Dyson before, but I knew that there was such
a person. I cannot remember from whom I had heard that there
was such a person.

. By Mr. Jusrice WirLs—Do you mean you had heard of him
in connection with the Bartletts or independently?—1In all proba-
bility it would be in connection with the Bartletts, but I cannot
say.

Bwamination continued—Mrs. Bartlett said to e that the
doctors were not agreed with regard to the cause of death, and
that the rooms were to be sealed, and so she had come to me. T do
'mot remember anything of any importance in connection with the
next day, Sunday, the 3rd. = Mr. Dyson did not come that day,.
but he came on Monday, the 4th, before lunch, Mrs. Bartleth
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was out at the time he came. He stayed until she came in, and
I left them alone for a minute or two.

As you came back to the room where they were was your
attention attracted by anything —Yes, I heard & noise in the room,
like some one stamping. I went into the room, and I saw Mrs.
Bartlett stamping round the room. I asked her what was the
matter. She did not answer for some minutes, and then she said
that Mr, Dyson was bothering her about a piece of paper. I went
out of the room for a few minutes, and when I riurned I heard
Mr. Dyson saying to Mrs. Bartlett, *“ You did tell me that Edwin
was going to die soon,’’ and she said, ‘‘ No, I did not.”” Mr.
Dyson then bowed his head on the piano and said, ‘‘ Oh, my
God! >’ After a bit I asked him whether he had not better go.

By Mr. Justiom WiLLs—There was nothing more said.

Ezamination continued—As he went out he said, ‘I am a
ruined man.’”” I do not remember asking Mrs. Bartlett what he
meant by all that, but I remember asking her what the paper was,
and she told me it was a piece of poetry. On Wednesday, the
6th, Mr. Dyson came to my house. Mrs. Bartlett and I were
going to London when he came, and he went with us. Mrs.
Bartlett and I left him at Victoria Station, and then we went to
Dr. Leach’s, but found him out. @ We then went on to Claverton
Street. Mr. Dyson came there in the aftermoon. About three
o’clock the three of us went to Dr. Leach’s house. =~ Mrs. Bartlett
went alone into one room to see Dr. Leach, while Mr. Dyson and
I remained in another. Mrs. Bartlett left us alone for about an
hour, and during that hour I had a conversation with Mr. Dyson.
On Saturday, the 9th, Mr. Dyson came to my house.

Was Mrs. Bartlett staying with you?—No. She went up to
town, and went to my husband’s place of business to bring him
home. Mr. Dyson went there also to see my husband, and they
all came down together. I cannot say that Mrs. Bartlett told
me what she had been seeing Dr. Leach about on Wednesday, the
6th, but I understood she was to go and hear the result of the post-
mortem. On Saturday, the 9th, in the evening, there was some
talk going on in my house. Mr., Dyson was in a great state
because he said he would be ruined and would have to leave his
ministry, and so on. Mrs. Bartlett and my husband were present.
I cannot recollect the whole of the conversation, but I know Mr.
Dyson said, ‘ Suppose it should be proved: ’> and he hesitated
and did not ﬁni&. Then Mrs. Bartlett said, ‘“ Do not mince
matters. Say I gave him chloroform if you want to.”” She said
it very indignantly. That is all I remember about the 9th. On
the Saturday or the Monday—I do.not recollect which—I asked
Mrs. Bartlett why she told Mr. Dyson all those lies. I did not
tell her what it was that Mr. Dyson had said, but I knew that
she knew what he told me.

How+—Well, ahout—I cannot remember now what was said.
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Mr. Crarxe—l must object to this.

Mr. WrieaT—I am entitled to ask what he said.

Mr. Crarxe—Oh, no.

Bramination continued—Well, you asked her why she told
Mr. Dyson all those lies?—Yes. She said he had bothered her
80, that he did not believe her when she told him the truth.

Did she say what the truth was?}—Yes.

That Edwin was going to die?%—And so she told him the lie.

By Mr. Crarkr—Told him what?%—Told him the lie.

Framination continued—That is all that I remember.

By Mr. Justior WiLns—Just listen to me. Don’t say any-
thing you know from any other source. Has anything passed
between you and her to indicate what you were talking about i—
No, I do not remember; but I should like to say this, that I said
to her then I did not know that Edwin thought he was going to die
soon, and she said that he did think so latterly.

Framination continued—Did Mrs. Bartlett ever tell you that
she had any chloroform +—Yes. She said she had had the chloro-
form to soothe Edwin, but that she had never used it. I cannot
say that she told me where she got it, but, of course, I understood.
It was either on the Saturday or the Monday that she told me
about the chloroform—it was after we were at Dr. Leach’s. She
told me she had poured the chloroform on the rails as she came
from Victoria to Peckham Rye on the 6th, and that she had thrown
the bottle into Peckham Rye Pond. I passed Peckham Rye Pond
on the 6th; it was frozen. There were some boys on the ice at one
end, but I could not say whether it was frozen all over. Mrs.
Bartlett left my house on the 11th, and went to lodgings in Wey-
mouth Street, Portland Place. She paid me two or three visits,
but 1 do not remember anything that was said. On the 20th,
when she came to see me, she said she had asked Dr. Leach about
giving Edwin chloroform, and he had told her she could not
possibly have given him chloroform, because it would have shown
in his brain if she had given it %o him by inhalation, and if she
had given it to him to drink it would have burnt his throat all
down, and his screams would have alarmed the house.

Mr. Crarge—I have no questions to ask.

The Formman—There is one question I should like to agk—
Mr. Bartlett, in his evidence, stated that his son, the deceased,
had told him that he intended to alter his will on 1st January
in h;: favour. Is there any proof of that beyond his own state-
men

Mr. Jusrios WiLts—No, there has been nome given.

The FormMaw—You can easily understand why I ask the
question, I think.

. Mr. Crargs—Perhaps it was with reference to & question that
woa agked. 1 'do not think he said he intended to alter hig will,
but to make him an allowance.
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The ForEMAN—To alter his will, I think it was.

Mr. Justicr WiLLs—I will refer to it. It strikes me as new.
My memory may be wrong.

Mr. CrargE—What he said was that there was not room for
him at the house—‘‘ I had no allowance from him ’’—he was to
give him an allowance this year. It was after I had read a page
over to him.

Mr. JusTiorn WiLLs—I think he did say something in answer
to your question. I remember his answer to it—‘¢ He had never,
in fact, made me an allowance, but I had from him what money
I wanted. He was the tenderest of sons.”” That is the passage, I
think, but there was nothing said about altering his will.

A JurorR—We are still under the impression that he stated
8o, and that it was an allowance. Was there any proof that he
promised that besides his own statement?

GEeorGE FREDERIOK MATTHEWS, examined by Mr. Moronsy—I
am the husband of the last witness. I have known Mr. and Mrs.
Bartlett for about three and a half years. I visited them at
Merton Abbey, and stayed some time with them. Up to the time
of Mr. Bartlett’s death his general health was very good, so far
as I know. I did not notice anything peculiar about his ideas.
So far as I could judge, he and his wife lived as man and wife.
I saw him during his last illness on 15th December. He seemed
very prostrated. Mrs. Bartlett told me that he was suffering from
slight mercurial poisoning, and also from verdigris. She said he
might possibly have got it from moving things in the warehouse—
he had been hunting rats. That was the last time I saw him alive.

On 1st January I went to Claverton Street and saw Mrs. Bart-
lett there. After having tea she said that Dr. Leach had said that
he could not grant a certificate. Later on in the evening it was
said that Dr. Leach and Mrs. Bartlett had come to an under-
standing that morning that there must be a post-mortem. Mrs.
Bartlett came to my house on 2nd January with Mr. Dyson. Im
the evening she spoke to us about how her husband died; she told
me that she must have fallen asleep sitting near the foot of the bed,
and she had his foot under her arm; she was wakened by feeling
cramp in her arm, and found her husband lying on his face; she
turned him over and endeavoured to give him some brandy, and,
becoming alarmed, she proceeded to rouse the house and also send
for the doctor. Mrs. Bartlett stayed at our house that night.

On the Sunday, speaking to her about the death, was anything
said by you about having got poison—Yes, we talked about the
death, and I asked her if it was possible that he might have taken
poison himself or if he could have got at any poison himself, and
:lhe gave me to understand that she did mot think he could have

lone go.
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Did she say why?—VYes, she said she did not think there
were any poisons in the house.

Did she say anything as to the smell of chlorodyne at the
post-mortem #—Yes, I believe she said the doctor had told her that
there was & smell of chlorodyne, which might be accounted for
by her husband having used chlorodyne.

Was anything said about arsenic?—Yes, I was told that there
was & smell of garlic. I asked her if it was possible that he could
have got at any arsenic, and she said no. There is nothing more
than that thet I can remember.

We had a visitor, and, of course, there was not much said.
I remember seeing Mr. Dyson on 6th January when I was coming
home from business. I walked with him to the station, and had a
long conversation with him. Mrs. Bartlett was not present at
that conversation. Mr. Dyson and Mrs. Bartlett came to my
house on the evening of Tth January, the day of the coroner’s
inquest. We discussed the evidence which had been given at the
inquest, but nothing more that I can remember. Mr. Dyson came
to my place of business in the city on Saturday, 9th January.

Did Mrs. Bartlett also come to your warehouse that day3—VYes,
Mr. Dyson came about eleven o’clock in the first instance. I
was too busy to see him, and asked him to call again when I was
about to leave—at two o’clock. Mr. Dyson and Mrs. Bartlett
went with me to my house that aftermoon, at my request. In
Mrs. Bartlett’s presence there was a conversation about Mr.
Dyson’s position ; he told me that he was ruined, so far as his pros-
pects in the ministry were concerned. I endeavoured to combat
the idea, and he proceeded to explain that it was impossible for
him to do otherwise than resign; that, according to a system that
existed with them, certain superintendents of every district were
responsible for the condition of the ministers in each district;
and that the slightest breach of anything on the part of the minister
would cause him to be called before, what I understood to be, & sort
of council. Turning to Mrs. Bertlett, he said, ‘* Supposing that
it turns ou ?? or ‘“ Suppose it should be proved that you——-"
and then he hesitated. Mrs. Bartlett said, “ Don’t mince matters;
say- it, if you wish to say, I gave him chloroform.’’ He said,
*“ Well, to put it hypothetically, supposing it was discovered that
you gave him chloroform, and I gave it to you > Then, I
cannot say exactly the words, but he made an action as much as
to say, ‘“ What would be the opinion of the world? How should
I come out in such a case?’ and he moved his hands so (showing).
Mr. Dyson went away almost immediately after that.

By Mr. Justiom Winns—TI cannot recollect anything that Mrs.
Bartlett said to that.

Ezamination continued—Mrs. Bartlett left my house on 1lth
January. I saw her with my wife at my house on 20th January.
She told us that Dr. Leach had said that it would be impossible
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for her to have given her husband chloroform by inhalation with-
out it showing in the brain, and she could not have given it to
him as & drink, because he would have burnt his throat all down,
and he would have aroused the house with his cries.

Cross-examined by Mr. Crarke—You have been, I believe, for
some years a friend of Mr. Bartlett’s ?—VYes.

You believed that you were in perfect confidence and in-
timacy with him —Yes.

You had every reason to think so}—Yes.

Did he ever talk to you about medical matters?—No.

Did he ever communicate with you his strange ideas on the
subject of marriage, or anything connected with it?—No, never.

He never lent you any books, or showed you any book —No.

Did you ever hear of Dr. Nichols’ book %—Yes, I have seen it.

There?—Yes; Mrs. Bartlett handed it to me, once.

Mrs. Bartlett —Yes.

Is that the book (holding one up)f—I cannot say.

Was it a queer sort of book?—Yes; scarcely in my line of
business. I did not read it—yes, that is the book.

How long ago was that%—Two years ago, quite.

And did he ever talk to you about magnetism 2—No, never.

Or mesmerism —No.

And you had no knowledge of his having strange ideas about
marriage, or about his having ideas about magnetism ?—No,
nothing of the kind.

Is that the only medical book you have known of belonging
to him and Mrs. Bartlett%—No; I have seen *‘ Squire’s Com-
panion *’ there.

‘Where have you seen that—at Merton?—At Merton Abbey.

Re-examined by Mr. Pouanp—You say that is the book which
you saw her with?—Yes.

How long ago?—Two years.

‘Where 7—At my house.

She lent it to you?—7Yes.

‘What did she say about it —Mrs. Bartlett was a believer in
the hydropathic system; and I do not know, but I rather think
that the book was about that, and she gave it to me so that I
should read something on the subject. I am not certain, because
I never read the book, but I know so well that it was a book on
hydropathy.

By Mr. Josrior WirLs—I am glad you have told us the book;
it was a book of a different kind —I never looked at it.

Re-examination continued—Was it left with you$-—Yes.

Did you read it at all %—No.

Did you return it to her 3—I believe my wife did; I do not
think I did.

Did you look at the book to see what it was about?—I have
no memory.
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Was the title of it ‘‘ Esoteric Anthropology (The Mysteries
of Man): a Comprehensive and Confidential Treatise on the
Structure, Functions, Passional Attractions and Perversions, _True
and False Physical and Social Conditions, and the Most Intun?fe
Relations of Men and Women. By T. L. Nichols, M.D., F.A.8.”’%
—Ii I had read as far as that I should not have read any further :
that was the reason she gave it to me; she was speaking of Dr.
Nichols.

Did you know anything of Dr. Nichols yourself?—No.

I think you said that you had never seen Mr. Bartlett with
that book —No, never.

Axxie WALEER, examined by Mr. Poraxp—I am a midwife
and a trained nurse, attached since October, 1881, to the London
Association of Nurses, 62 New Bond Street. I receiyed a letter at
the Institute from Mrs. Nichols, the wife of Dr. Nichols, of Fop-
stone Road, Earl’s Court. Mrs. Nichols is now dead. That letter
made an appointment, and I went to see her. In consequence of
what she said to me I went to see Mrs. Bartlett at Station Road,
Herne Hill. I saw Mrs. Bartlett, and I was engaged to attend
her in her approaching confinement. I attended her without a
doctor in her house for four weeks before she was confined in
November, 1881. The child was stillborn.

Had you spoken to her at all about having a doclor?
—I am not quite certain whether I took the order from her.
T went to her husband and asked him to let her have some medi-
cine. He asked me if her life would be all right. I said I did
not fear for her, but I feared if he did not have help at once the
child would be stillborn. He said he would much rather that I
took the case through. He would much rather not have any man
interfering with her, and I agreed to go on. She had a very bad
time at her confinement and suffered great pain. I begged Mr.
Bartlett to send for a doctor, so as to be there when the child was
born. A doctor was sent for, but the child was born before he
arrived. I continued to attend on Mrs. Bartlett for three weeks.
We spoke on the subject of the confinement, and she said that
she never meant to have any more children, but she did not say
why. When I visited her after her confinement I saw Mr. Bart-
lett. As far as I could judge, they were living together as man
and wife, and they were on affectionate terms together. I visited
them when they were at Lordship Lane, and also when they were
at The Cottage, Merton Abbey. I stayed with them at The Cottage
for a few days in September, 1884.

Did she say anything to you then about her husband ¢—All I
remember her saying was that she played and sang in the evening,
and that he never appreciated enough what she did. She said that
he did mnot a.p&reciate her work. She worked very beautifully,
but he always thought that she ought to do it better. '
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By Mr. JusTior WiLns—Are you expressing the result of your
own observation or what she said herself %—What she said herself.

Ezamination continued—Did she speak to you on that occasion
about the will?—I cannot say whether it was on that occasion; it
was on several occasions, and I think she even said it in the presence
of Mr. Bartlett. She said, ‘“ Don’t you think it is a shame? Edwin
has made a will that the property will come to me, provided that
I never marry again.”” I feel sure she mentioned that more than
once, but I cannot be quite positive of it.

I have seen Dr. Nichols, but he has never seen me, so far as
I know. I have never seen him about Mr. Bartlett at all, and have
never had any communication with him. I know he is the husband
of the lady who had originally written to me, and I know he is the
gentleman who wrote a book, ‘“ The Mysteries of Man.”” I have
seen that book lying about at the Bartlett’s, but I have mever seen
any one reading it. I understood from Mrs. Bartlett that it was
through reading that book that she wrote to Mrs. Nichols. I have
never seen any other medical book in the house, nor have I seen
any medicine chest.

I have never had any conversation with Mrs. Bartlett about
chloroform, nor have I ever got any chloroform for her on any
occasion. She has never asked me to purchase any chloroform
or any medicine for her. I have never been out of England,
and I have never spoken of going to America. I never knew any-
thing of Mr. Dyson. I never attended Mr. Bartlett at all.

Cross-examined by Mr. CLarrke—There was no chloroform used
at Mrs. Bartlett’s confinement, was there #—No, sir; not any.

At any timne when you have been there have you heard chloro-
form mentioned ¢—Never.

By her or before her ?—Never.

So far as you know, she knew nothing about chloroform at all?
—Not that I know of, in any way at all.

You came to be attending her through Mrs. Nichols, I think
you said —TVYes. *

Mrs. Nichols herself attended people, I believe, did she noti—
I do not know if she did. She visited a lady that I attended
once, but they were great friends.

Don’t you know that she attended people herself?—Well, I
have read it in the book.

You have read this: ““ In a large practice extending over many
years . . . Mrs. Nichols has never directed treatment to be
suspended "’ %—Yes. I do nof know much about the book; I have
just looked at it a little.

You only know Dr. Nichols as Mrs. Nichols’ husband, and as
the author of the book —That is all.

You have looked through this book#—I have.

There is nothing immoral or indecent in this book, is there?
—Not anything.
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And you have seen it at the place there while Mr. and Mrs.
Bartlett were there—Yes, while they were there.

There was no concealment about it?%—Not at all.

It was lying about?—TYes. .

Had you seen patients before through the recommendation of
Mrs. Nichols —Mrs.

Never mind the name; one or two—Two.

Did you attend a patient afterwards through Mrs. Nichols?
—No.

Now, in September you were four weeks in the house before this
poor lady was confined +—TYes.

And were you living in the house with her —I was living in
the house, and taking my meals with them both.

Was she attentive and affectionate towards her husbandi—
Most affectionate.

And was she as attentive as she could be to him with regard
to his meals in the morning %—Very. She would get up very early,
and see that he had his breakfast at seven, before he started, com-
fortably.

Although she was expecting her confinement to happen some
little time before it really did %—Yes.

And did you form some attachment for her ¢—Yes.

I think you gave her your photograph i—Yes.

In your nurse’s dress?—TYes.

And do you know that that photograph was put in the album?
—No, I do not know that. I have never seen her since I went to
the house last October twelve months.

You say that once, after the confinement, Mrs. Bartlett said
that she should never have another child 7—Yes.

It had been a very painful time?—Yes.

- She had a very bad time, and a time of great sufferingf—
es.

Altogether, you were seven weeks in the house, I believe’—

Yes.
And you were really anxious at the time of the confinement f—
Very anxious.
With regard to her life—her life was in danger, was it not3—
xtilll, I did not see any reason for fear. She was keeping up very

But you were anxious, and, even after what Mr. Bartlett
said, you again insisted on having a medical man?—TYes.
Have you nursed a great many ladies in labour?—A great
many. I have been fourteen years nurse.
It is not a very uncommon thing for a woman to say that she
hopes never to have another child, is it#—No; not at all.
Re-examined by Mr. Poraxp—You say that you know they
were living together on the terms of man and wife? "
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Mr. Crargg—Do not keep repeating that, or I must ask my
learned friend to define what he means. It is a phrase he uses
so frequently.

Mr. Justioe Winns—It is a phrase that I shall have to point
out the illustration of when it comes to my time. Among ordinary
people you know what passes in the ordinary relations of life, but
you know nothing of what passes in the bedroom, or how the bed-
room is arranged with reference to the specific matter which is the
only thing we can inquire into. The mere opinion is worthless on
this point.

Re-ezamination continued—Adfter the statement she made that
she would not have another child, did she ever say anything to you
as to the terms upon which she was with her husband %—No.

They occupied the same room and the same bed, did theyi—
When I was with them.

By Mr. Justior WiLLs—When you paid your visit $—7Yes.

I suppose, whenever you paid your visit, you have been up in
their room ?—TVYes.

Did you use chloroform at all at the confinement %—No.

You say that they occupied the same bed; was there anything
exclsptional, as far as you know, between them as man and wife?
—No.

As T understand you, Mrs. Bartlett never made a statement to
you in reference to herself and her husband as to the terms upon
which they cohabited. That is what you mean?

Mr. Porano—Yes, I will put it that way.

The Wrtwess—No.

By Mr. Justior Wirns—Let me ask you one other question.
I had a very cursory glance at that book, but there are parts of it
which do tell married people how to live together without having
children, are there not }—Yes.

Mr. CLarkE—I am sure your lordship wishes me to be correct.
Your lordship will find that the book contains nothing objection-
able. The answer is vague. e

Mr. Justior WinLs—I will take the opportunity, Mr. Clarke,
of looking at the book this evening myself. I will just point out
to you at once the passage which caught my eye.

Mr. CLaRKE—Yes.

Mr. Justior WiLLs—It was opened there; that is how I came
to see it.

Mr. CLarks—‘ Abstinence.—There is one way that is natural,
simple, and effectual. It is to refrain from the sexual act. It is
easily done by most women, and by many men. In every civilised
community thousands live in celebacy, many from necessity, many
from choice. In England and the older American States there 1is
8 large surplus female population. In Catholic countries the whole
of the priesthood and a great number of religious of both sexes take
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vows of perpetual chastity. This practice has existed for at least
gixteen centuries. I have shown that in the ordinary cases con-
ception can only take place when connection is had a day or two
before, or ten days, or, for safety’s sake, say sixteen days afler,
menstruation. There is then a fortnight each month when the
female is not liable to impregnation.”

Mr. Justior WiLLs—I am much obliged to you.

Mr. Crargr—°¢ And it is also to be observed that the natural
period for sexual union is when it is demanded for the purpose of
procreation ; and that the use of marriage or the sexual act for
mere pleasure, and using any means to avoid impregnation, are
unnatural. It is questionable, therefore, whether we can morally
justify the use of any means to prevent conception. If it can ever
be justified, it is when a woman is unwillingly compelled to submit
to the embrace of her husband while her health or other conditions
forbid her to have children.”’

Mr. Justior WiLns—I am much obliged to you for correcting
my impression ; it was formed on hastily opening the book.

Taomas Low Nicmors, examined by Mr. WrigaT—I live at 32
Fogstone Road, Earl’s Court. I was a graduate at New York in
1850, but I have no degree entitling me to practise here. I have
been for about twenty-five years in England, mostly in London.
There is no other Dr. Nichols that I know of in Fopstone Road,
Earl’s Court, or in any part of Earl’s Court. The book entitled
“ Esoteric Anthropology,’’ which has been mentioned in Court, is
one of my books. I first saw Mrs. Bartlett, the prisoner, at the
Westminster Police Court. I cannot remember having any com-
munication with her or her husband by letter or otherwise. I do
not know any one of the name of Bartlett in this country, nor do
I know any nurse or midwife of the name of Annie Walker. This
morning I saw the witness called Annie Walker ; I have never seen
her at all before to my knowledge.

Did you ever make any statement to anybody that anybody of
thc:'. name of Bartlett would die within twelve months %—Certainly
not.

Or any statement of that sort?—I could not make any such
statement unless I had examined the patient.

Cross-examined by Mr. Crarkr—You have no qualifieation
here, I think$—I am not registered ; my diploma was just too late
to be registered.

But you have lived for some years in England, have you not?$
—For twenty-five years.

You gsed to live at Malvern, I think}—Yes. .

And it was while you were living at Malvern, in the year
1873, that you issued the English edition of this book }—Quite so.
It was written about 1853, in America.
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And it was published in America, and largely circulated, I
think —Very largely—all over the world, I believe.

Did Mrs. Nichols, your late wife, write a book and publish a
book %—Oh, yes.

It was called, I think, ‘“ A Woman’s Work in Water Cure and
Sanitary Education >’ —VYes; that was the English reproduction of
a previous work called ‘‘ Experience in Water Cure,’’ published in
America.

In the year 1853, I think, you were giving lectures in New
York, at the American Hydropathic Institute +—Yes.

And you were then teaching students in anatomy, physiology,
and hydro-therapeutics, and assisted by Mrs. Nichols either in
teaching or writing books?—In both. She wrote her own books,
and did her part of the teaching for both sexes.

Then I understand that the American book which she wrote
was called ‘‘ Experience in Water Cure,”” and the English book
“ A Woman’s Work in Water Cure > %—Yes, in England.

And was again largely circulated %—Yes.

I think the first book you wrote was called ‘* Human Physiology
the Basis of Sanitary and Social Science *’ —That was later. That
was written at Malvern.

That was a larger book, was it not —Somewhat larger—twice
the size.

I think it is only right that I should read to you a passage
from the preface of the English edition in order to found a question
upon it. ‘¢ Esoteric Anthropology,’ though covering & portion
of the same ground, yet varies widely from my recent work, ¢ Human
Physiology the Basis of Sanitary and Social Secience ’; it treats
more particularly of disease and more practically of treatment—
especially of the conditions and diseases of the reproductive system
and of gestation and childbirth. ¢ Human Physiology ° treats
more of social science, and three of its six parts are devoted to
matters which are but slightly stouched in the ¢ Anthropology.’
One may therefore well be the sequel or companion of the other. I
have honestly tried to make both of them thoroughly good and
useful books—true in science, pure in morals, and containing the
principles of the highest welfare of man and of humanity.”’ Does
that truly represent your intention in writing the book3—Most
certainly it does.

And the character of the book +—Most certainly it does.

Did Mrs. Nichols practise largely in England %—Most of the
patients came to her.

At page 302 I see you are dealing with some matters of the
troubles of women, and you say, ‘‘ The treatment of this condi-
tion will alarm such persons as think they must not touch cold
water . . . bad consequences:’”” It was a large practice in-
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volving hundreds of casesi—Including America, yes. She had
more practice here than I had.

You did not know Miss Walker at all—the last witnessi—I
did not. She may have visited at my house, but she might have
seen me without my noticing her at all.

The practice which the late Mrs. Nichols was carrying on was
a practice that would in the ordinary course of things lead to com-
munication with Miss Walker without your recollecting it -—Quite
so. She had her own patients, who, as I said, usually came to
her, and she saw them in a different apartment.

And ladies might come and consult her, I need scarcely ask
you, without your knowing their name or anything of the kind —
Certainly.

Have persons occasionally come to consult you for your advice?
—Sometimes persons who read the book came to me. I did not lay
myself out for practice, nor wished it; I was engaged in literary
work.

It is again only fair that I should read this sentence from the
preface—‘‘ I write, not to get consultations, but to prevent their
necessity ; not to attract patients, but to keep them away and to
enable them to get health without my further cure.”’—That is so,
that was my intention.

And, to the best of your ability, you carried out that inten-
tion #—I wished to make my book as perfect as I could.

But from time to time persons did come to you for advice,
which was given 7—Yes.

Would that be sometimes for matters, or generally for matters,
involving very private considerations?—They might; that might
come in some cases.

You never visited patients, I think}—Very seldom. I have
sometimes been prevailed upon to see a patient.

However, you never held yourself out as a practitioner %—Not
at all. I always gave persons to understand what my position was.
If they insisted upon my seeing &' child or a patient that I thought
I could be useful to, I ordinarily went, but that was very rare.

Did you practise in America’—I had some practice there.

Did you keep a record of those who visited you in England t—
I never did.

Not even a record of the names, or whether they were real or
assumed names?—1I never kept any records at all.

I believe Mrs. Nichols died in 1884 9—In May, 1884—nearly
two years ago.

Re-examined by Mr. Wriear—Your wife used to attend
palfi1%11ts of a certain kind?—She attended usually to ladies who
called.

In London, did she ever receive male patients 7—She may
have seen gentlemen who may have wished to speak to her; I cannot
say with regard to that positively.
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Not to your knowledge —No—not often. I do not know that
I quite understand. She very seldom visited any patients: if they
were not able to come to her, when she drove out she may have
sometimes called.

Tromas RoBERTS, examined by Mr. MoroNmy—I am a dental
surgeon practising at 49 Charlwood Street, Pimlico. I was called
to see Mr. Bartlett on 16th December, and I went to 85 Claverton
Street. I saw Mrs. Bartlett on the landing outside the door, and I
agked her if her husband was in the habit of taking mercury in
any form. As far as I recollect, I think she said ‘‘ I do not know.?’
I saw the deceased, Mr. Bartlett, that day. I examined his mouth,
and I looked at the gums. According to my judgment he was
suffering from mercurial poison. His teeth were loose, and I ex-
tracted the two upper central roots. I went to see him again on
the 17th, along with Dr. Leach, and extracted about eleven more
roots. On the 21st I extracted four lower incisors. I used a solu-
tion of cocaine on his gums. Cocaine is a new drug lately used;
I cannot say whether it is a mineral or a vegetable drug. The
object of painting Mr. Bartlett’s gums with cocaine was to produce
local anasthesia, to dull the sense of pain in the jaw and make the
operation more easy. When I saw Mr. Bartlett on the 21st I
thought that the signs of mercurial poison had lessened. On the
31st December Dr. Leach and Mr. Bartlett came to my house, be-
tween five and six, and I extracted a tooth. Dr. Leach used
nitrous oxide gas, and I should think he was about half a minute
under its influence. On 31st December, which was the last time
upon which I saw him, I should say that his condition was much
better. I noticed in the lower jaw, the front portion, the gums
had separated and receded from the central ridge of the
alveolus, the bone of the jaw; the alveolus is the bony process in
which the teeth are inserted. I said to Dr. Leach, ‘‘ I think this
looks very much like necrosis set{ing in.”’ Necrosis means the death
of the bone. It had extended between two lower canines about an
inch and a half or an inch and a quarter, and the decay had gone
geown the whole socket of each. of the teeth which I had extracted

fore.

Was the disease of the bone what you call extensive }—Not at
all so. I should say it was only commencing.

Cross-examined by Mr. Crirgs—Did you have some trouble
on the last day in administering the nitrous oxide gasi—He took
more than patients would ordinarily do; he inhaled more gas.

Did you help to apply it several times%—No ; only once.

How long did it take before he went off, do you think ¢—Three
or four minutes, I should think. I did not take the time.

As a rule, two minutes is quite sufficient, is it not+—Yes.

You noticed the condition of the bone of which you have told
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as. Did you also notice a fungoid growth in the mouth$—Yes;
round the necks of the teeth.

There were very few teeth remaining, were there notf—Very
few teeth. Of what date are you speaking; of the first time I saw
him 1

No, the last time.

By Mr. Justior WiLs—How many teeth did what you ex-
tracted answer to?—I extracted eleven teeth and stumps on my
second visit; but I cannot say how many teeth or how many stumps.

Cross-ezamination continued—There were only two left on each
side —No, more; I know there were more.

How many?—I cannot say exactly. I know one was left on
the lower left side and one canine on the lower right.

How many were left in the upper jaw, right and left #—I can-
not say how many.

The larger teeth at the back of the jaw had gone, had they?
~—1I believe they had.

Was the breath very foul?—I did not notice at the last visit.
It was extremely so at the first and second. ..

When did you notice this fungoid growthi—At each visit;
each time I saw him.

Was it found in the hollow space where the teeth had previously
been +—No; I should say not.

Will you tell me where it was%—Around the necks of the teeth
on the margin of the gums.

Around the necks of the teeth that still remained, do you
mean }—7Yes.

By Mr. Justiom WiLLs—Was that the growth of the bone or of
the gum? I do not quite understand what fungoid growth isf—
It was principally tartar, I should say.

Cross-ewamination continued—You tell us you said to Dr.
Leach you thought necrosis was setting in—was that said after
the operation had been performed %—Before the last operation had
been performed. *

Was it said in Mr. Bartlett’s presence —It was.

Will you first tell us, supposing necrosis not to be stopped,
how does it progress? You say it is the death of the bone It goes
on—that is, the dead part of the bone separates from the healthy
part, and then you can take it away. It separates entirely, and
you can remove it.

How much of the structure of the bone may be involved in
that, I suppose, depends upon the condition of the person, the
circumstances of his life, and so on %—Certainly.

I mean it might go on in a way which would cause the death
practically or the destruction of the jawbone 9—It might do so.

‘Which of course would be a very terrible thing to contem-
plate +—Very.
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Re-examined by the ArToRNET-GENERAL—The portion that was
decayed, you said, would have separated from the healthy portion
—the portion where necrosis appeared, which was decayed or
dead, would separate from the healthy portion ¥—I did not say that
it had separated.

But it would 1—It would, if allowed to have gone on.

There is also a means, is there not, by paring or removing the
decayed part, of separating it from the healthy part, and pre-
venting the spread of the neorosis?—Yes; I suppose it might do
so. I cannot say for certain.

At all events, did you conmsider this a case involving any
serious consequences, involving any serious operation %—Not at that
time.

You did not think it sufficiently serious, then, to consider the
question whether an operation would be necessary %—Not as to the
necrosis portion of the bone.

You thought it would separate entirely naturally?—That is
its process.

Leaving the rest of the gums healthy 1—Yes.

As to this fungoid growth you have spoken of, did you find
it necessary to suggest any treatment, or to do anything in re-
lation to that?—No.

Why +—Except—I cannot say for certain—that I recommended
the mouth to be rinsed out with Condy’s fluid.

And was that an adequate treatment, in your opiniom, for
the case?—Well, I thought it was the best thing to do,

Did you attach any serious importance to that?—Not to this
fungoid growth.

The deposition of Dr. THoMAS HENRY GREEN, sworn, was put in and
read as follows:—I am a physician at Charing Cross Hospital. I
was present at a post-mortem on the deceased Bartlett on the 2nd
«of January, and the post-mortem was made under my directions.
1 made no notes. I dictated the notes. I did not read over the
notes at the time. I have read them since. I believe the notes
contain what I dictated. I noticed the cesophagus (I cannot speak
positively to the condition, unless I am allowed to refer to my
notes) ; as far as I can remember, the lower part of the cesophagus
was denuded of the epithelium.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL—Your lordship does not need to have
that explained to you, but perhaps it may be convenient to say that
that long word means the gullet.

Mr. Crarxz—My lord, the deposition of Dr. Green is divided
into certain portions. I should like the examination and the
cross-examination to be read straight on without any interruption,
if the Attorney-General consents.

Mr. JusTior WinLs—You mean without showing where the
break is? -
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Mr. Crarxke—7Yes, my lord.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL—Very well. Lo

Deposition continued—It had come off in little patches here
and there. The stomach was removed. It was tied before removal
at both ends. The contents of the stomach were put into a large
glass vessel; this vessel had no stopper to it, therefore a smaller
glass-stoppered bottle was procured from the chemist, and the con-
tents were transferred from the larger vessel to the smaller. I
should think about half an hour elapsed before the transfer to the
smaller vessel. The contents of the stomach smelt very much like
chloroform. I compared it to a mixture of chloroform and garlic.
I examined the cardiac end of the stomach and the mucous mem-
brane. T examined them by my eyes, by means of a lens, and by
my finger. The mucous membrane at the cardiac end of the
stomach was covered with thick, temacious mucus (I am speaking
from memory). I believe it was unnaturally red—I am not sure—
a dusky red, I believe. The capillaries were filled with blood.
There was considerable injection of the mucous membrane at this
part of the stomach. In the posterior dependent agpect of the
stomach there was a distinct loss of substance—I should think over
& space about the size of a shilling. I examined the intestines. I
do not remember if the contents were run into any receiver. The
smell of the contents of the intestines was similar to the stomach—
much less intense. I examined the heart. I noticed the tissue.
1t was perhaps a little softer than I expected it to be so shortly after
death. If I remember rightly, I said that the tissue is @ little
softer than natural, perhaps post-mortem. It was very slight. I
noticed the cavities and larger vessels of the heart were much too
deeply stained. The blood itself was fluid. That was not a
normal condition, considering the time that had elapsed from death
to the post-mortem examination. I was not present when the result
was announced to the family. I was obliged to leave. I conmcluded
that death was most likely due to the contents of the stomach. I
suggested, before I left, that it would be wise to have the contents
of tltuhe stomach sealed, and the coromer should be communicated
with.
Cross-examined by Mr. Epwarp Brar—My depositions taken
before the coroner I looked through hurriedly and I signed. They
were offered to be read to me by the coroner, but he did not read
them. I read the notes of the post-mortem rapidly about two
hours ago. I think I have not seen them since they were dic-

tated. I cut open deceased’s stomach myself. The inflammation

at the cardiac end was obviously recent. It was obviously a recent

ohange. I. do not think acutfe inflammation could have lagted
su.ﬁol_ent time in this case not to be characterised as recent. When
I arrived, there were two large jars, which I carefully examined

and :;nelt. They were glass and quite clean. I do not remember
1
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any more. A third small stoppered bottle was sent for from the
chemist. I examined it. It appeared to be perfectly new. I don’t
know that I exactly saw the sealing of the jars. I was engaged
in something else. I cannot say I saw them labelled. The skull-
cap was removed. The dura mater did adhere to the skullcap
rather more than it ought to do. The brain was carefully ex-
amined throughout, cut up, sliced in every possible direction. I
do not remember that the meninges were thickened. The ventricles
of the brain I did not notice anything abnormal about. I did
not notice any odour about the ventricles. We examined the brain
most carefully, and, as far as I remember, there was nothing ab-
normal about it. The brain was examined after the stomach. It
was examined last. I examined the larynxz, and cut it all the
way down. I believe there was nothing abnormal about it. I
examined the trachea. 1 believe there was nothing abnormal about
that. The kidneys I examined. They were quite natural. I
examined the spleen. That was quite natural. I have no recol-
lection of examining the bladder. I should think I did so, but
I do not remember. There was nothing particular about the lungs;
a little congestion behind; I fancy a post-mortem change; for all
practical purposes they were healthy. I only looked at the skin
with my eye. I did not notice ulcers about the leg. We noticed
he was a healthy-looking man. I noticed no ulceration anywhere
except in the stomach. The pyloric end of the stomach was in-
flamed. I believe the small intestines were perfectly healthy
throughout. We cut them up and carefully looked at them. We
weighed none of the organs; we had no scales, and I saw mno
special reasons for doing so. I can’t remember the size and shape
of the loss of substance in the dependent part of the stomach. It
was about the size of a shilling—very shallow. The edges were
certainly not clean cut. The loss of substance did not extend to
the muscular coat. There was very marked congestion for some
distance round the ulcer. All the appearances in the deceased’s
corpse were consistent with natural disease except the appearance
of the stomach. Some of the appearances in the stomach I might
attribute to natural disease—all the appearances of the stomach,
except that of the ulcer and the mucous membrane in its immediate
vicinity. I do not consider those appearances due to chloroform,
but to some irritant—I cvould not say from chloroform. I in-
ferred it from the smell. The whole of the stomach was slightly
inflamed. I examined the mouth. I think we found nothing but
the condition of the jaw—there was some slight necrosis—nothing
in the mucous membrane of the mouth. I did not notice the teeth

articularly. A good many were lost. I did not observe an abcess.
%noticed the pharynx was quite natural, and the gper art of the
cesophagus. He was a strong, well-nourished, healthy-looking man,
powerful, well developed—I should say, as far as I could observe,
a man capable of considerable physical exertion. 01
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By Mr. LiockroLp—I cannot complain of my practice. I should
imagine necrosis of the jaw is not a pleasant ailment. I expect
to find it occur in a healthy person. I should not call a person
suffering from necrosis in a healthy condition. I do not remember
I heard Mr. Leach describe him as suffering from alarming symp-
toms of necrosis. Poisoning by liquid chloroform is, I believe,
of very rare occurrence. I have never, in the course of my
practice, had a case of poisoning by liquid chloroform. I have
never seen & case in which I suspected death to have resulted from
chloroform. I do not know what chloroform is considered. I
believe it may destroy life very quickly in a liquid state. I do
not know. I believe so now. I have not come to that conclusion.
If I had been asked, I should have said it might destroy life
quickly. I do not know that persons have taken 4 ounces and
recovered. Taylor is & great authority. If I have referred to his
book, it must have been when a student. I have no personal know-
ledge whatever of poisoning by liquid chloroform, nor of the symp-
toms it produces. Ulceration of the stomach does mot commonly
follow on gastritis.  Gastritis is ulceration of the stomach—
ulceration is one of the manifestations of gastritis. Ulceration of
the stomach will sometimes cause perforation, and perforation
sudden death. What I meant was that signs of acute inflammation
might pass offi—signs of acute inflammation of the stomach might
pass off completely, or leave only signs which could not be dis-
tinguished from a chronic process. It would not pass off afier
death. I quite agree with the passage in ‘ Taylor on Poisons,”
second edition, page 163, read to me. I do not know anything
about the theory that chloral hydrate may be turned into chloro-
form by the action of the blood alkali. Chloral hydrate would
not have the slightest smell of chloroform. If in the stomach—I
do not know. I do not remember having heard the medical men
say anything about the brain before what I have said to-day.
I do not remember I said anything before the coromer about it.
I have a very clear recollection®of what I conceive to be the alls
important facts of the case; of course I mean as to post-mortem
appearances. The notion that there was chloroform in the system
did impress me. I should not, to my knowledge, have expected
to find something wrong in the brain in a case of poisoning by
liquid chloroform. I believe the blood in chloroform poisoning
is more or less altered and does not coagulate properly, and stains
the tissues; but I have no knowledge. I do not think I have spoken
to Mr. Leach since the post-mortem. Oh, yes, I did, when he
asked me to come to the coroner’s inquiry. We certainly had mno
medical discussion.

Re-examined—I first got a mnotion of chloroform as soon as
we opened the stomach, after the thorax had been examined.
Before smelling the stomach, no person had suggested to me there
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was chloroform. The notion came to me immediately I opened
the stomach. There was no perforation of the stomach in this
case; the ulceration was only superficial. The ulceration and the
appearances surrounding the ulcerated part were, in my opinion,
due to the recent action of an irritant poison. Chloroform is a
very volatile liquid. It acts as a local irritant. It is used ex-
ternally as a local irritant. I should not like to express any
opinion as to whether any of the signs of inflammation of the
stomach might have been due to an inflammation of the mucous
membrane antecedent in causation to that caused by an irritant.
What I mean to say is, that the signs of inflammationp at the
cardiac end of the stomach were to my mind so characteristic
of the action of a local irritant that the slighter degrees of in-
flammation in other parts of the stomach might have been, or
not, due to the irritant. I cannot distinguish in the pylorie
part between inflammation due to the irritant, and any irritation
due to any preceding gastric disturbance. The inflammation
was recent, certainly. The inflammation at the cardiac end was
certainly recent.

By Mr. Lickrorp—Chlorodyne would not have nearly so
pungent a smell as I smelt in the stomach. It has a slight smell
of chloroform, I believe; but what I smelt was almost as strong
as a freshly opened bottle of chloroform.

The Witness further says—I desire to say that all I have
said has been from my memory, and without reference to notes.

(Signed) T. HeNrRY GREEN.

Dr. Avrrep LEACH, examined by the ATTORNEY-GENERAL—I] am
a licentiate of the Royal College of Surgeons, a licentiate of the
Society of Apothecaries, and a licentiate of midwifery. I practise
at 41 Charlwood Street, Pimlico, which is less than a quarter of a
mile away from Claverton Street. On 10th December
last I was oalled in between nine and ten in the morn-
ing by Mrs. Bartlett to attend the deceased. I had
never heard either of him or of the accused. I arrived at
85 Claverton Street before eleven o’clock in the forenoon. The
deceased was sitting up on the sofa in the drawing-room, and I
think he had on a dressing gown. I found that he was suffering
from diarrhcea, some pain in the left side, foetid breath, and he
was suffering from the signs of indigestion and sub-acute gas-
tritis—one might call it mercurialism. Mercurialism is the effect
of a dose of mercury in a person with an idiosyncrasy for that
drug, certain persons being more liable to the injurious effect of
mercury than others.

By Mr. JusTior Winis—Does that mean that he had taken
too large a dose of blue pill or something containing mercury %—
Yes. It does mot mean that he had been taking mercury chroni-
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Ezamination continued—I cannot remember exactly what I
prescribed for him. I think it would be chlorate of potash and
bismuth, but I am afraid I am venturing to say too much even
with that; I have not looked at my notes since I was at the Police
Court, and I am speaking from memory only, which is fallacious.
I gave the copy of my prescriptions to the Treasury. On referring
to it I find the first prescription is ** Bismuth cinchona, tincture of
nux vomica,”’ which may be correctly described as a stomach
mixture. On the same day I also prescribed chlorate of potash
and lemon syrup as a mouth wash, because of the state of the jaw.
I called again on 1lth December, and I directed that the bismuth
should be suspended by a solution of bicarbonate of soda, bromide
of ammonium (a mild sedative), nux vomica, and flavouring matter
—compound tincture of chloroform at the end. That would
contain two drops of pure chloroform in the entire prescription,
which would again be described as a stomach and sedative pre-
scription. I called on the 14th, and gave the patient a morphia
pill to procure sleep at night, and I repeated the mouth wash or
chlorate of potash. On the 15th I prescribed a tonic of gentian
and nux vomica. I cannot say whether there was any injection
that day or not. On the 18th I prescribed sulphate of mag-
nesium and tincture of jalap—a fairly strong purgative of Epsom
salts, but that was not taken, however. The bismuth mixture was
repeated on the 18th with the bromide, and here for the first time
I added some chloral hydrate—1B grains to be taken at bed time,
which is a small quantity. On the 19th I added morphia to the
chloral hydrate. On that day his condition had improved. On
the 20th the chloral hydrate was increased to 20 grains, and the
bromide and morphia remained the same. On the 22nd I see
nothing except a mouth wash. On the 24th I gave him a mixture
having no therapeutic action.

Why did you give it?—Because he would not sleep. I had
tried a strong or fairly strong narcotic, and, judging the nature
of my patient, I thought it might make him sleep by giving him
a placebo, giving him ten drops at a time, and telling him that
he was bound to sleep after it—in fact, a prescription for the
imagination. On the 25th I prescribed a tonie, which was also
calculated to act as a slight stimulan{ to the digestive organs and
is & nervine stimulant also; it contained phosphate of strychnine.
On the 26th I began the vermifuges—the worm medicines—santo-
nine made up with a little combination of senna, to be followed
by & draught of sulphate of soda and Urwick’s extract. That failed
to act, and then, at my suggestion, he swallowed the draught that
was prescribed for him on the 18th, which he had not taken until
this moment. He likewise had administered to him by himself
two small globules, each containing a fairly good dose of croton
oil for aperient purposes. These were all ineffectual, and I was

194



Evidence for Prosecution.
Dr. Alfred Leach

afraid to give him any more. On the 28th I gave him an emulsi-
fied preparation of iodoform with bismuth for the fungoid state
of his jaws.

Is it a correct description of this treatment to say that it
was addressed to the soothing of the stomach, sedative and
aperient 1—So far, you are quite right.

An innocent and ordinary treatment?—I hope so. I found
that my treatment was successful, and that his health was improv-
ing every day. On the 16th December Dr. Roberts, the dental
surgeon, was called in. He used cocaine, and on the 3lst I
administered nitrous oxide gas for the performance of the opera-
tion. The last time I saw Mr. Bartlett alive was about six
o’clock on 31lst December, in front of Dr. Roberts’ door, 49 Charl-
wood Street. He had just had a tooth out, but previous to that
I think I may say that he seemed better than I had ever seen
him before. I cannot say that his spirits were better, but they
were not bad.

From what did you derive the impression that he was better
than you had ever seen him$—Chiefly from his acknowledging
it, saying that he felt he was better, a thing he was very loath
to do. On the 30th I said I would not continue to visit him,
and the reason for that was that he had made up his mind to
have continual medical attendance, and I was not inclined to
continue. = Of course, if he needed it, I would not mind attend-
ing, but I did not think that he continued to need it—to need it
daily, I mean—and to see him twice a week would have been quite
enough.

About 4 a.m. on lst January Mr. Doggett’s housemaid came
for me. T asked her whether it was merely one of his notions or
whether he was really ill, and I think she said he was dead, but
I scarcely accepted that as true. She could only say, ‘I know
nothing about it; Mrs. Bartlett only tells me he is dead.” I got
alarmed, and we jumped into a hansom and went to Claverton
Street. When I went into the *oom I found Mr. Bartlett was
dead.  This would be about 4.30 in the morning. When I got
there Mrs. Bartlett and Mr. Doggett were in the drawing-room ;
I am not quite certain whether Mrs. Doggett was there also. I
found the deceased lying in his usual place—a camp bedstead
near the window, where I had always seen him. I made a formal
examination in order to see whether he was dead or not, although
directly 1 entered the door I saw that he was dead. He had on
8 nightdress, and I think an undervest, and he was lying on his
back with his arms across the abdomen. The legs were up a
little; the fingers naturally closed, and the surface very pallid
and very cold; the eyelids nearly closed, and the pupils, for him,
very much dilated ; natural for death. The mouth was open, and
the tongue was very white. I caloulated that he had been dead
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for two or three hours. A little later, after thinking it over a
day or two, I thought it possible that he might have been dead
longer, but I think now, on giving the matter very careful con-
gideration, three hours is as nearly accurate as I can give. I
said to Mr. Doggett in the drawing-room that I thought he had
been dead two or three hours; I am not sure if Mrs. Bartlett was
present then. When I smelt the body I found that the chest smelt
of brandy. I think it was moist, I am not sure of that. The
mouth had no odour whatever. The brandy that I smelt was on
the chest itself., It was a slight smell. I am not certain as to
whether there was any moisture on the vest or nightdress. That
was the only smell on the body that attracted my attention. In
the room there was that mnatural close odour of a sleeping room,
the odour of supper and of condiments and of brandy and of
gas. The face was pale, but the expression was natural. The
fingers of the hand were slightly flexed, as were also the legs.

Was there any appearance at all of any convulsive action, any
paroxysms, or anything of that kind +—No. I loocked for that. I
looked for froth on the lips, but found none. The eyelids were
80 closed as to prevent an examination of the pupils without draw-
ing up the eyelids. I lifted the eyelids of both eyes to see the

upils.
pap Lying back, as you have described him, his pupils would be
in the direction of the ceiling%—No, they were more in the
direction of the wall behind him.

By Mr. Jusrior WiLs—Contracted in death?—Yes; the line
of vision would have been distinctly above the horizontal if he
had been standing up.

Bzamination continued—I could form no opinion at all as to
whether his eyelids, in the state in which I saw them, were in the
state in which he had died, or whether anything had been dome
to them. It is possible to draw down the eyelids so as to close
them before cadaveric rigidity sets in.

About what time does it také%—A few minutes to many hours;
roughly speaking, from six to eight. It depends on the cause of
death, the state of the body before death, and on surrounding
eircumstances to some small extent.

The temperature of the room$—TYes, but very slightly, I
think. I scarcely know that the surrounding circumstances are
important. I believe the cadaveric rigidity differs between bodies
immersed in water and others. I am not speaking from experi-
ence; only from reading on the subject.

Will you please describe the arrangement of the room? Was
there any table near the bed %—No, the table was in the middle of
the room, away from the bed. The head of the bed was towards
the wall on which the mantelpiece was. The fireplace projected
from part of the wall, which projected also, and that left a kind
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of very shallow alcove. The head of the bed wag in that alcove,
as near the mantelpiece as the alcove would allow it to be.

Did you observe anything on the mantelshelf —Unusual?

I did not say unusual. Did you observe anything?—Yes, a
looking-glass, & clock, some vases, and a small bottle of chlorodyne.
That was all.  The bottle of chlorodyne was either on the mantel-
shelf or a little bit on the other side, away from the bed. The
size of the bottle would be about an ounce bottle. On the table
there were the remains of supper and a brandy bottle, a bottle
containing some white stuff, I think carbonate of soda—there was
nothing of importance on the table. I satisfied myself that the
bottle contained some brandy, but I do not remember how much.
There was also a wineglass, with some brandy in it, on a table.
I do not remember whether there was a whatnot or stand at the
end of the room facing the mantelpiece. I certainly looked for
anything that could throw light on the subject I had in hand,
but I did not take an inventory of what was there besides the
thinof importance. I would call bottles things of importance,

as there anything there besides the bottle of chlorodyne on
the mantelpiece and the bottle of brandy on the table}—Yes, the
glass jar with white powder in it—carbonate of soda, I think—
and the glass with a little brandy; beyond that I remember
nothing.  There was a little lock-up next the fireplace which I
examined along with Mr. Doggett. I forget whether it was locked
or not, but, if it was locked, we unlocked it. @We did not have
to ask for the key. There was nothing of a suspicious nature in
that lock-up ; there were no bottles in it. I smelt all the glasses
in the room. Brandy, a smell of supper, and so forth were all
the things noticeable to me. I saw a glass of Condy’s fluid; I
am not sure whether it was on the corner of the mantelpiece or
on the floor just below it.

‘When you say a glass, do you mean a tumbler +—Yes, with
another bottle in it, but I am not quite sure. = The chlorodyne
bottle was labelled ‘¢ Chlorodyney’’ and there was very little in
the bottle. I looked round the room with care, and searched
carefully to see whether there was anything in the place that might
throw light on the matter, anything suspicious. The bedroom
opened from the drawing-room by folding doors, but I do not
think I entered it.

Was there anything whatever in the previous conduct of the
deceased, in your observation of him continuously from 10th to
31st December, to suggest to you the probability of death from
natural causes?—No, nothing.

Did you say anything to Mrs. Bartlett, or did Mrs. Bartlett
eay anything to you, as to what could have been the cause of
death #—Yes, I asked her to give me an explanation—any assist-
ance, any elucidation of the mystery, but she said she was unable.
We then discussed several things, and then I spoke to her in a
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low voice so that Mr. Doggett might take the hint to leave the
room. When he was gone I thought perhaps some matters of
delicacy which she did not like to mention before him might come
out, but she was unable to give me any explanation, and then it
was, I think, that we discussed the subject of chlorodyne.

Mr. Crargr—If the witness has a note that may assist his
recollection of that I am quite content that he should refer to it
now.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL—Either my friend wishes the witness’s
notes read or he does not. I am willing to take the course he
thinks most desirable, but I thought it was best to get an inde-
pendent recollection of this gentleman when he came there on that
morning.

Mr. Crargs—I do not wish for anything he has written
as a separate independent document, but if he has a record made
at the time by him which will give him full recollection of the
conversation I am willing to take it.

The ArrorNeY-GENERAL—He cannot pick out little bits; either
the document must be read or not.

Mr, Justion WinLs—We had best leave it as it is, I think.
Mr. Clarke has the means of cross-examination.

Fzamination continued—Was anything said about the ques-
tion of the necessity for an inquestf—Yes. I said (this was while
Mr. Doggett was there, I think), ‘‘ I cannot give a certificate;
there must be a post-mortem.’””” Mrs. Bartlett’s reply o that
was, ‘‘ Must there be an inquest?’> I said, ‘‘ There must be a
post-mortem.”” A little later on I said, ‘‘ Really, this is a case
that I ought to report to the coroner, but I have no suspicion of
foul {)lay, I will have a post-mortem made, and them, if the
pathological cause of death is found, a certificate will be given in
due course. I will not make the post-mortem myself; I will have
a pathologist.”’

Do you recollect saying anything about what might be found
on examination to be the causesof death?—Yes. Mrs. Bartlett
asked, ‘“ What is he dead of?7?’ I replied, ““ I don’t know; I
found no cause of death. It is probably due to the rupture of
some small vessel, some aneurism—something that may have been
possibly overlooked in my examination. I can hardly think that
the death was from syncope.”’ Whether it was a rupture of some
blood vessel or some aneurism would be a matter capable of proof
or disproof by a post-mortem examination, and that is why I
mentioned & pathologist, and not a medical jurist. I suggested
Dr. Green, who is a noted pathologist and a man of eminence in
his profession; he is physician at the Charing Cross Hospital and
at Brompton.

I should have mentioned earlier that when I was attending
the deceased, Dr. Dudley was called in on one occasion—either on
the 19th or the 20th. ~ On ome of my visits, after talking with
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the patient and saying he was doing well, and so on, some con-
versation ensued which I do not quite remember. I think it was
in reference to his business, the partner wanting him back or
something of that kind. Mrs. Bartlett broke in with, as near as
I can recollect, these words, ‘ Doctor, will you excuse what I am
about to say? Mr. Bartlett is very contented with your treat-
ment, but his friends have on more than one occasion requested
him to let them send a doctor of their own choosing.”” She added,
‘“ Mr. Bartlett’s friends are no friends to me.”” Mr. Bartlett
then broke in, ‘‘ We intend in future, doctor, to manage our own
affairs, and not to be interfered with by my friends and relations.
I am sorry to say that they are not kind to my wife.”” I said,
‘“ By all means have a consultation, as many as you like.”” He
replied, ‘‘ No, I will not have a consultation in the ordinary sense
of the term; I will not see any one they send, but I will see any
gentleman you choose to bring to see me once. I am getting
better than I was. I will not submit to any other treatment, but
I will see any gentleman once I do this for the protection of
my wife.””  Either before or after that Mrs. Bartlett had said,
“’Doctor, Mr. Bartlett’s friends will accuse me of poisoning him
if he (}068 not get out soon—if he gets worse—if he does not get
better.”

By Mr. Jusrior WiLns—Did she say that?—She said that, I
think; the conversation was a joint one; I have tried to pick out
who it was that said the different things.

By the Foruman-—The decessed heard it#+—Oh, yes, we were
together.

Ezamination continued—Extraordinary as Mrs. Bartlett’s
statements were, they made little effect on me, as I hear man§
strange things, and I thought it referred to the mercurialism
had found on my first visits. I called in Dr. Dudley. He
approved of my treatment, and prescribed a fresh tonic and a
combination of the drugs that hitherto I had géven him separately.

To go back to 1st January, J asked Mrs. Bartlett whether any
time had elapsed between her finding her husband dead and calling
the servant and Mrs. Doggett, and she said that as scon as she
found she could not rouse him she ran up for the servant and sent
her to me. She told me that she was sitting beside her husband’s
foot in the easy chair, where, in fact, she always slept.  She had
her left arm round his foot. She said she woke and heard him
snoring, and that it was a peculiar kind of snore. But, as it
was not unusual for him to snore, she dropped asleep again. She
evidently tried to describe to me the stertorous breathing.  Then,
later on, she woke up with the cramp in her arm and saw him
lying on his face in an uncomfortable position. ~ When she said
that she had her arm round his foot I came to the conclusion that
she meant outside the bedclothes. ~When she woke and found him
lying on his face she rose from her chair and went towards his
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head to turn him into a better position. She was alarmed at his
condition, and tried to rouse him. She found him cold. She
applied brandy—I do not know whether she said she poured any
down his throat, but I understood she rubbed some on his chest
Sproba.bly that was an inference, because it agreed with what I

iscovered myself), and sent for me. She told me she sent up to
the servant’s room.

I do not think you need follow that——

By Mr. Crarkr—I think we must have the whole of the con-
versation —I think it has a little bearing on the loss of time.
She went up to the servant’s room and told her to dress and come
for me. The servant then went down to the kitchen, Mrs. Bartlett
said, and Mrs. Bartlett chafed at the delay. Of the rest I am
rather doubtful. She called Mrs. Doggett.

Mr. Crarkz—This is evidently nothing.

Baamination continued—I do not think she explained to me
how she was able to change her husband’s position from lying on
his face into this position. ~When she told me that she found him
lying downwards on his face I did not understand that his whole
body was turned.

All you mean to convey is that his head was twisted round +—
Yes, and his shoulders. I imagine that was the impression con-
veyed to me and left on my mind.

On that same lst January do you recollect asking Mrs. Bart-
lett about poison +—Yes, we discussed all the poisons I could think
of that were rapid in their action, digitalis and prussic acid. I
asked her if it was possible that he could have any digitalis or any
of the alkaloids in his possession. I knew that he was a friend
of some wholesale chemists, and she said, ‘“ No, he could have had
no poison without my knowing it; he could have got no poison
without my knowledge.”” I aied her, ‘“ What is this chlorodyne
doing here? ”’—for I had never seen it before. ‘* Oh,’’ she said,
‘“ Edwin used to rinse his mouth with it at night.” I said,
‘“ Ringe his mouth! Then he must have swallowed some.”” She
said, ‘‘ No, he only rubbed his gums.”” I asked whether he ever
went into the bedroom at all, and she said, ‘“ No.”” I said,  If
he rinsed out his mouth and spat out the chlorodyne, we must find
some of it in the room.”” I looked under the bed into the most
natural receptacle into which he would spit. She said, ** No, I
think not; he never put much into his mouth; he only rubbed his
gums.””  Chlorodyne is a substance that smells strongly. I did
not perceive any smell of chlorodyne. The smell of chlorodyne
that has stood for some time is extremely like that of pure chloro-
form. Tt contains one in eight of pure chloroform.

Do you suggest, supposing he had used chlorodyne in the way
Mrs. Bartlett described for his gums, that accidentally swallowing
some would cause death?—It would depend on how much he
swallowed. Drugs had a peculiar action on the man. It is
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known that as little as a drachm of chlorodyne has killed. I
thought it might possibly be so in this case, but I have since quite
given up that idea, of course.

Why +—Because of the result of the analysis proving the
absence of the other ingredients of chlorodyne, one of which is
prussic acid, but the more stable ones, alkaloids.

You do not believe at all it was death from chlorodyne ?—No,
and I am sorry I entertained that belief at one time.

Were you aware on that evening, 1st January, that there was
in Mrs. Bartlett’s possession any quantity of chloroform {—I knew
nothing of that till twenty-six days afterwards. It then came
upon me as & surprise.

Did Mrs. Bartlett on that occasion in any way refer to
chloroform —On some occasion Mrs. Bartlett asked me, ‘¢ Could
be have died of chloroform?’’ I cannot fix the date when the
reference was made to chloroform, but I do not think anything
was said about it on lst January. I cannot remember about that,
because there was nothing to make the mention of chloroform meore
remarkable to me than the mention of digitalis or any of the
others.

The post-mortem examination took place on 2nd January.
Dr. Green was the principal, and Dr. Murray, Dr. Dudley, Dr.
Cheyne and I assisted in various capacities. I think Dr. lgudley
was there as an onlooker, and I was there from the natural interest
I took in the case. Being there, I was asked to take the notes,
which I willingly did. My notes were written at the time, and
they are as accurate as I could make them. The notes I wrote
at the time are as follows :—Examination 38 hours p.m. Body
well nourished——

Does that mean the examination took place thirty-eight hours
after death7—It took place at half-past two on 2nd January, and
Mr. Bartlett was supposed to have died early on the morning of
1st January. ‘‘ Rigor mortis present. — On abdomen much
cutaneous fat, deep yellow colour, no appearance of subcutaneous
hemorrhage or external injury. Heart, on opening pericardium,
nothing abnormal. Heart, on removal, normal in size; muscular
tissue a little Aabby; valves free from disease; tiny patch of
atheroma at root of aorta.””  Atheroma means the degeneration
of one of the coats of the blood vessels, and the aorta is one of the
large blood vessels. ‘‘ The p.m. staining of lining membrane of
the cavities and large vessels abnormally deep; blood in cavities
dark and guite fluid.  Aorta, with exception of a few small

atches of degeneration, is normal. Lungs and pleura normal;

iver normal. Spleen normal; kidneys normal. (Esophagus (the

gullet) lower part abnormally vascular and irregularly denuded

of ity epithelium ’’—that is, its scaly lining. ““ Pharynx, upper

rt of ocesophagus and trachea present nothing abnormal.

tomach, after being ligatured at both ends, removed; contents
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placed in a clean stoppered bottle.”” The word ‘ clean ’’ was

ut in afterwards. ‘‘ Nearly an ounce of contents, consisting of

rownish grumous liquid varying in consistence, the more solid
portions paler in colour, and look something like thick mucus;
smells strong, pungent ethereal odour resembling a combination
of chloroform and garlic. Cardiac end of stomach—the mucous
membrane is of & dusky pink colour, which to the naked eye looks
uniform, but under a lens there is a distinct punctiform and
capillary hypersemia.’”  That means the end of the stomach
nearest the spleen ; the mucous membrane there is of a dusky pink.
To the naked eye the colour looked of uniform distribution, but
under a lens it indicated that the minutest blood vessels, the
capillaries, were congested with blood—not inflamed, congested.
*“ The surface of membrane at this part of stomach is covered
with an abnormal amount of thick, tenacious mucus or lymph. At
the most dependent part of the stomach there is a patch about the
size of a five-shilling piece, where the mucous membrane presents
a rough, irregular appearance as though it were partially
destroyed. Here the membrane is more easily removed by the
finger nail than elsewhere. In other parts of the cardiac end of
the stomach the mucous membrane is not easily removable. Pyloric
end of stomach is of a pale greenish colour, covered with a
tenacious mucus, but otherwise normal. Head—on removing the
calvarium, the dura mater is found abnormally adherent.”” By
that I mean that on removing the skullcap some difficulty was
experienced in tearing it from the membraneous envelope of the
brain. ‘‘ With the exception of rather more p.m. staining than
ususl, the surface of brain presents nothing abnormal. A careful
examination of the brain throughout fails to reveal anythin

abnormal.  Intestines—on removing, the contents of the smal
intestine were allowed to run into a glass jar. They present the
same peculiar odour as those of stomach, only in less marked
degree and less pungent. On opening bowels, nothing abnormal
in the mucous membrane is discpverable. Some small pieces of
what appear to be mango-chutney found in intestines throughout
their whole length. One or two pieces of the same were observed
in the stomach. Large intestine contains much fwmcal matter,
also containing considerable amount of half-digested mango.
Lower jaw, incisor surface necrosed.’’

Now, let me ask you, does that examination or does it not
disclose a healthy state of all the vital organs!—Yes.

There is a reference there to something abnormal in the con-
dition of the stomach %—Yes, but I iake it you do not include that
among the vital organs.

as there anylhing abnormal or unusual in any other part

of the physical system of this man?%—From the notes I have read

, I gather that the only abnormalisms present, except those of the

stomach, are fluidity in the blood, with a dissolving out of the
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colouring matter staining the tissues; and what I should scarcely
perhaps allude to is a certain amount of adhesion present in the
dura mater. There was nothing at all suggestive of the cause
of death, excepting in the stomach, and the blood acted upon
through the contents of the stomach. The contents of the intes-
tines were put into a bottle, but I did not take any active part in
the post-mortem, and I did not see the sealing process. All the
bottles that could be found in the back room, which all belonged
to the deceased—all the bottles and jars containing the results of
the post-mortem were carried by my directions into the front room.
The undertaker did it, I think, it being understood that the front
room was going to be locked. I could not say whether the front
room was locked and the key handed to Mr. Wood, the solicitor.

By Mr. JusTior WiLns—The post-mortem took place in the
back room, the bedroom.

Ezamination continued—Did you notice anything about the
tongue of the dead man?—Yes, a very, very white condition of the
whole tongue, but this had passed off before the post-mortem was
made.

Was it so peculiar a condition as to present itself to your
mind as something striking ?7—Yes, but I only learnt to interpret
it son;e days afterwards by reason of an experiment I made upon
myself.

What was that =—Swallowing chloroform. I took 3} drachms
into my mouth, and, to the best of my belief, swallowed 20 or 30
drops of it; I then ejected the remainder, and was surprised when
I looked in the looking-glass to find my tongue was very white.
The interpretation of what I had then seen in the dead body came
to me. I may add that this condition of my own tongue passed
off in a few hours. I have no experience at all, from any previous
post-mortem examination, of the effect of chloroform taken into the
stomach. I do not remember to have seen Mrs. Matthews on lst
January, and I don’t think I saw Mr. Dyson then. After the
post-mortem examination on 2nd January the other doctors made
me their spokesman. To the best of my recollection, I said, in
the presence of Mrs. Bartlett, ‘“ These gentlemen wish me to state
that we have very carefully examined the body of the deceased,
and we are unable to discover any pathological lethal cause—that
is to say, any natural or obvious cause—of death. The contents
of the stomach are suspicious, and we have preserved them.’’
That was a correct statement of the result. I just remember now
that it was I who went downstairs to summon the relatives from
the smoking-room, and there, in the presence of Mrs. Bartlett and
the others, I said something to the effect that the contents of the
stomach had a pungent ethereal odour. I may have said *‘ Dr.
Green,”’ or one of the doctors, ‘‘ suggests chloroform >’—I probabl
did mention chloroform—*‘ but if it is, it is the chlorodyme.’’
was under that impression then, but that delusion has entirely
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disappeared since. On the occasion of the post-mortem on the
2nd no search was made of the drawers in the back room. I still
adhere to my statement that Mrs. Bartlett said nothing to me
about her having possession of chloroform until 26th January.
On the ocoasion when I made the reference to the chloroform, when
announcing the result of the post-mortem, Mrs. Bartlett made no
answer, so far as I can remember.

Mrs. Bartlett called on me on Wednesday, 6th January. I
informed her then that I wished to be put in possession of any
facts surrounding the death of the deceased which would enable
me, on the following day, to lay some clear statement before the
inquest which had been fixed for the 7th. I likewise asked her
to repeat the hurried account she had given on the morning of
my visit to the corpse. I am not quite sure but that she brought
to me on that occasion notes of how the time had elapsed between
her husband’s return from the dentist and my appearance at four
o’clock in the morning. I asked her to jot down a memorandum
of how the time had passed while the events were still fresh in her
memory. I think it was on this occasion she read it to me. I
said I thought that it was satisfactory, but I did not take a note
of it, because I did not wish to burden my mind with things that
had been observed by another person, and which I thought ehe
would like to give in evidence herself. I thought she would make
the statement giving the evidence herself. She was not at any
time examined before the coroner. I have some very brief notes
here of her visits. May I refer to them?

Mr. Crarre—I do not object to the notes of the conversation
being referred to, provided they were written at the time the con-
versation is described, and used as assistance to memory.

By Mr. Jusriom Witns—I am not speaking of the detailed
thing that I drew up afterwards. These notes were not made at
the time; I do not know when they were made, but I see that they
are on Police Court paper. I have no notes of importance re-
garding 6th January. .

Fzamination continued—Was any reference made to the im-
possibility of his swallowing chloroform on that occasion }—I think
all the conversation about the impossibility had taken place much
earlier. No doubt on this occasion chlorodyne was again referred
to, because, unfortunately, I continued to harp upon that subject.
She reiterated the same statement, that he could not have swallowed
it. I saw Mrs. Bartlett on 6th, 14th, 18th, and 26th January.
By the 26th I had heard the statement as to the result which the
analysis had shown. Mrs. Bartlett called on me on the 26th, after
I had heard the statement, and she was with me for an hour or
more. I began the conversation by saying, ¢ Mrs. Bartlett, I
think I have some good news for you.”” I knew she was much
worried, and I thought it was good news. I said, * The report
now is that the Government analyst is going to give acetate of
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lead as the cause of death, which is nonsense, for there was no
lead in the stomach. Likewise the report says that he is going
to return a verdict of chloroform as the cause of death, which is
very improbable. At any rate, either ome or the other—that
should set your mind at rest; but had it been one of the secret
poisons given in small amounts, and which could be administered
without the patient knowing it, you would have most certainly
been very seriously accused of having poisoned him by some
people.””  She then very much surprised me by saying, ‘I am
afraid, doctor, it is too true. I wish anything but chloroform
had been found.” Naturally that led me to ask the question,
‘‘ Why, what do you mean? ’’ or something of that sort, and she
then proceeded to a long statement.

Mr. Crargz—If you have a note of that statement I have no
objection to your reading it.

By Mr. JrsTioE WirLs—The statement is dated 6th February,
and I have it here.

Mr. CrarkE—I make no objection to Dr. Leach reading the
note which he made of that statement.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL—] am entirely in your lordship’s
hqﬁdz about it. Of course, it is not a case in which any admission
will do.

Mr. Justice Winns—No; to my mind it is quite outside what
is usually admiited as contemporaneous record. Mr. Clarke is
in this position of advantage: if there is anything in the con-
versation he can bring it out in cross-examination, if he thinks
it of advantage; but I do not think it would be right to have it
read as part of the examination-in-chief.

Bzaminaiion continued—Mrs. Bartlett began by giving, as I
understand her story, a preface containing a sketch of her married
life. That sketch was simply this, that, being married young,
she had been induced to enter into a marriage compact, scarcely
understanding the meaning of its terms; and this marriage com-
pact was, that the marital relatigns of the pair were, in deference
to certain peculiar views held by her husband, to be of an entirely
platonic nature; sexual intercourse was not to occur.

Mr. JusticrR WirLs—The terms of this compact were
adhered to, with a solitary exception when a breach of the terms
was permitted in consequence of her fondness for children and her
anxiety to become a mother. After her confinement the former
terms—that is to say, those of a platonic nature—were resumed,
she being indifferent on the matter. Her husband was kind te
her. They were affectionate, although the wife on ome occasion
objected to the use of the term °‘ affection.”” That is only a
quibble in words. Her husband was affectionate, and each strove
in every way to fulfil each other’s wishes, and succeeded in living
upon most amiocable terms, the happiness of which wae on one
occasion disturbed by her husband’s father. She then entered
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into some family details, which really have quite slipped my
memory.

Ezamination continued—By *‘ family details ’ I mean the
conduct of her husband’s father, but I do not remember them, and
if I made any attempt to give them I should be giving more what
I have heard since. = Her husband’s brother was not referred to.
She told me she had consented to her husband’s father living with
them, but he made her life miserable by his constant insults; and
when she appealed to her husband to resent those insults he, in
his mild way, did not act upon her suggestion with the zeal that
she thought the occasion demanded. She consequently left her
husband’s house and hid herself from him—1I think, in the house
of her aunt—I forget for how long; and she only consented to
return upon an ample apology being made. That was the end
of it. This was the only break in their conjugal happiness. She
then said that her position had not been an easy one: it might be
almost called cruel, for her husband, though meaning no cruelty,

ut her in a very difficult position for a woman to maintain. No
emale friends or relations were ever invited to the house, but he
had always liked to surround her with male acquaintances. She
said, ‘‘ He thought me clever ; he wished to make me more clever;
and the more attention and admiration I gained from these male
acquaintances the more delighted did he appear. Their attention
to me gave him pleasure, or seemed to give him pleasure.”” Now
we come to the laiter end of his life. During the last few months
of his life the man’s nature seemed to be somewhat changed. ‘¢ We
became acquainted with Mr. Dyson. My husband threw us
together.  He requested us to kiss in his presence, and he seemed
to enjoy it.””  She gave me to understand—in fact, she used these
words, ‘“ He had given me to Mr. Dyson.’’

Do you mean then and there, or in the event of his death ?—
I do not know and I did not ask. Now, her husband having fully
effected the transfer—I mean still in the platonic sense——

The transfer to Mr. Dyson +—Yes—constantly developing
symptoms of wishing to, I canhot say resume, but wishing to
assume those marital rights which he had never before claimed,
you understand my meaning ?

You mean desiring to have sexual intercourse with his wife #—
Yes; she put it in as delicate a manner as she could, and that is
the meaning. This she said she resented in those words. She
said, “ Edwin, you know you have given me to Mr. Dyson; it is
not right that you should do now what during all the married
years of our life you have not done,’’ and he agreed that it was not
right. She said it was a duty to her womanhood and to the man
. to whom she was practically affianced, at his wish, and he agreed

that she was right. Now, as he got better, while I was treating

him, these manifestations of his became very urgent, and she

thought for means the more thoroughly to emphasise her appeal to
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him or to prevent his putting his impulses into effect.  One of
the means, unfortunately, was the possessing herself of a quantity
of chloroform.

She said so, did she?—She said so. Now, I had no idea till
I heard it in Court how long she had had that in her possession,
but she said that “ the presence of that chloroform in my drawer
troubled my mind.’’ She said that her object was to sprinkle some
of the chloroform upon a handkerchief and wave it in his face
every time it was necessary, thinking that thereby he would go
peacefully to sleep. I toldy her the danger she would have run if
she had put that into practice—the danger of their being chloro-
formed by the bottle being upset—and I informed her that her
plan would have been ineffectual. I said to her, ‘‘ Trying to put
chloroform ugon your handkerchief and waving it in the face of
your husband, he would have resisted it, a struggle would have
ensued, the bottle would have capsized and chloroformed the pair
of you. It is not the first time that chloroform has been upset
in a bed, and the stopper come out.”” She said, ‘‘ I never kept a
secret from Edwin, and the presence of that chloroform in my
drawer troubled my mind.”’ The words were ‘“ in my possession
or ‘‘ in my drawer,’”’ but I think she said ‘“ in my drawer.”’ She
went on, ‘‘ And I was also troubled with some scruples as to
whether putting my plan into practice would have been right,
whether I should be doing a right or a wrong thing; and on the
lagt day of the year, when he was i bed, I brought the chloroform
to him, and gave it to him.”” She said she gave the bottle to
him, and informed him of her intention, but she gave me no
details of the conversation with him. I asked her, ‘“ Was not
your husband very cross with you, or alarmed, or what was his
demeanour ? ’’ ]éyhe replied, ‘“ No, he was not cross; we talked
amicably and seriously, and he turned round on his side, and
pretended to go to sleep, or to sulk,”’ or something of that kind.
In answer to a question from me, she told me that she had looked
at the chloroform. I believe she told me that it was in a large
round bottle, or that it was in a large bottle labelled ‘¢ Chloro-
form,’’ and corked, not tied down with leather or anything of that
sort, and not full. He looked at the chloroform, and put it by
the side where he was sitting or lying, on the mantelpiece at the
corner. The next thing she told me was that she fell asleep,
sitting in the chair where she always slept, I may add that she had
slept there ever since I had attended the patient, notwithstanding
my remonstrances. She went to sleep with her arm round his
foot. Then she awoke and heard him snoring, and woke again
and found he was dead. She had given me that part of the story
on the morning of the death. I asked her, ‘ Did you look at the
bottle? ’—the chloroform. ‘“ Was there much gone from it%”’
She said, *“ I do not know whether much was gone from it or not.”’
I did not ask her when she got the chloroform, but I asked her
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who got it for her. She did not answer, and ] saw it was a
question to which no answer would be given. She just said,
‘¢ Some one got it for me,’’ and I asked no more questions; but
later on there was no secret about it.

The mantelpiece was not far from the head of the bed. There
was no chloroform bottle on the mantelpiece on the morning of 1st
January. There was nothing on the mantelpiece but what I have
already described. I asked Mrs. Bartlett on 26th January what
she had done with the boitle on lst January, and she said that
she took it from the mantelpiece and put it away in her drawer
about breskfast time. I am quite clear that it was not on the
mantelpiece on 1lst January, because both Mr. Doggett and I
searched the room in her presence. Mrs. Bartlett never left the
room while we were searching it.

Did you ask her on 26th January how it came that she had
not mentioned it to you on lst January when she saw you searching
the room #—I do not think I did, for it seemed obvious to me.

Did she volunteer any explanation of it?%—No, she did not
say ecia.lllyi.

pecially or otherwise$—Well, generally that she wanted to
know what he was dead of. She told me that the bottle remained
in her drawer until Wednesday, the 6th, when she took her things
away, and she said she took the bottle of chloroform with her,
emptied it out of the carriage window, and threw the bottle away
into some water—I think she said from the train. She did not
tell me why she did that, nor did I ask any reason.  She told me
when she first suspected the real cause of her husband’s death,
probably she told me that day, but I quite forget what she said.

Cross-examined by Mr. CrLarxe—I understand prior to the
10th of December you had no knowledge of Mr. Bartlett or his
wife 7—No knowledge of their existence.

And, so far as you know, you were called in because the place
where you practise is conveniently near where they lived ¢—It faces
their street. -

On 10th December till the last of his life had you plenty of
opportunities of seeing Mr. and Mrs. Bartlett togetier —Twenty
or twenty-one.

I believe there were some days upon which you visited him
twice or even thrice?—TYes.

And there was at least one visit when you spent several hours
there +—Yes.

So far as you could see and judge, during the whole of the
time was Mrs. Bartlett tending her husband with anxious affection?
—So far as I could see and judge, decidedly.

Could you have thought or wished for a more devoted nurse
for him%-—No; what I should have wished for was one with a little
better memory, that is all. :
I think her memory was the only thing in your mind as to
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her defects as a nurse, and that was supplied by her keeping a
written record —Yes; she used to pin it on the mantelpiece.

Did she tend him night and day?—Yes; she was most affec-
tionate—in fact, I could not wish for a better nurse. It is only
right that I should say that empbatically.

I believe he himself spoke with gratitude of the way she was
devoting herself to him9—I do not remember.

Do you remember her speaking of herself breaking down and
being tired —No.

Did you notice it yourself +—VYes.

And comment upon it to him —In his presence.

You were told that, night after night, during his illness she
had sat and slept sitting at the foot of his bed ?—TYes.

Never getting for herself one night of restful sleep #—Well,
she said she glept comfortably in the chair; she never went to bed.

Do you remember how long it was after your first visit that
you noticed it was telling on her3—No; I think very soon after
my first visit I asked her to go to bed.

And she refused?—She refused. I asked her on several
occasions to go to bed; each time she had some excuse.

And would not do it%—And would not do it.

It was obvious 10 you that she needed rest and was suffering
in strength, was it nol%—1It was.

Did she tell you on any occasion what would happen if she
did go to bed—whether her husband would sleep or be restlessi—
Yes; that would be about the middle of the third week of my
attendance—about the beginning of the last week of December. I
said, ‘“ Now, Mrs. Bartlett, there is no excuse for you not going
to bed.”” She said, *“ What is the use of my going to bed, doctor ?
He will walk about the room like a ghost. He will not sleep
unlegs I eit and hold his toe.’”” The drollness of the expression
fixed itself upon my mind.

On 10th December, when she came to you, I think she told you
something about the case—when she came to call you in?—VYes,
the first time; she gave me a sketch of the case I was going to
visit.

Do you remember, in outline, what it was?—No, I am sorry
to say, I have tried to, and cannot remember what she said, but 1
remember my reply.

What was your reply %—*¢ This appears to be a very peculiar
case; I will come as soon as I can.”

You cannot remember your inquiry, but she gave you, as far
as she could, a true account of the condition of her husband, did
she —She did not give me a full one, or I should have remembered
it.

‘When you first went to éee him, had she preserved his motions
for you to see +—Yes; and she continued to do so regularly, motions
and vomit also.
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I may just dispose of that in one sentence—she kept motions
and vomit for you during the illness, and I think on one occasion,
if not more, the urine was sent to you to analyse—Yes.

On more than one occasion +—It was only analysed once, but
it was frequently sent to me. I did not trouble to analyse it
again, because I knew his kidneys were sound, but everything was
preserved for me. .

10th December was the first day you saw him. Did you see
him more than once that day?#—You will have to supply me with
the list, I think,

Have you a copy of your account?—I have not. .

That may assist you (handing one to the witness)$—Yes, it
will—two visits on the 10th.

On 10th December there were two visits, were there?—Yes;
this list has the visits marked which I paid, but some which I paid
I never entered.

That day you did not see him three times; you only charged
for two visits %—I think I saw him twice that day.

On that occasion did you find extreme nervousness and great
prostration +—Yes, nervous prostration ; the man’s muscular system
was good enough.

quite understand ; the physical state of the man, as far as
you could test it, was not seriously wrong $—Not seriously impaired
—he was suffering.

He wag suffering, was he not, from diarrhcea +—Yes, there was
more than diarrheea, it was meleena—diarrheea with black motions.

And the black motions contained indications of hemorrhage
from the bowels, did they not?—Yes.

He complained, I think, of pains in the abdomen +—Yes; in
the left side, I should rather say.

Will you put your hand on the place?—Just above here
(putting his hand above his hip), and there was a peculiar dullness
on percussion.

Which indicated what, to your mind +—Which percussion led
me to try, and at the post-mortem I tried, to find something to
account for it, but I could not.

You have no doubt that there was a dullness?—No; and it
passed off after three or four days of treatment.

Did he tell you that he had been overworked in business? Do
you remember that?—Yes.

He said he had been overworked in business, and did you
advise him to see nobody connected with business until he got
better +—Yes—I did not say until he got better ; it was part of my
presoription, I said, to see nobody connected with his business.

Did he complain of sickness?—Oh, yes, and vomited.

On that day?—Yes; when I first saw him he had vomited, and
he continued to vomit for about a couple of days, I think.

With pain in the sides, and with diarrheea and hemorrhage
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from the bowels, his physical condition was not very satisfactory,
was it#+—No; he was in a very bad state.

You have described his condition then as one of nervous
exhaustion and depression +—That likewise was present.

Was his breath particularly foetid +—Very.

And the pulse was poor, and small, and slight +—Yes, it was.

There was something else which specially attracted your atten-
tion, was not there—the condition of his mouth?—Yes. He had
& blue line round the edges of his gums; his gums were red and
spongy; and there was some small amount of salivation—an extra
large flow of saliva.

And that condition of his mouth suggested to you that he had
taken mercury, did it not?—It did, at once.

And you asked him the question, whether he had taken
mercury —I first examined him carefully for any signs of the
reason for taking mercury—in other words, for syphilis.

And you found no signs?—I found no signs.

And with regard to asking him the question about his gums?

By Mr. JusTicE WiLLs—You must have seen something very
much more than what would be accounted for by an overdose of
blue pill?—I have considered that question very carefully, both at
the time and since, and, if permitted, I will submit to you a
reasoned opinion upon it.

It seems to me very inconsistent.

Cross-ezamination continued—Having regard to the indica-
tions in the mouth, I think you waited till Mrs. Bartlett left the
room?—I do not think I did on that occasion. I think it was
on the second visit I asked him the question privately.

After a quarter of an hour, did he say, “ Well, doctor, what
is the matter with me? ’>—Yes; either he or Mrs. Bartlett.

And you said, ‘¢ Mercurial poisoning ’’9—VYes, I said it
sharply, thinking to take him unawares and make him admit it
—not admit it then, but to shoy him that there was no hiding
away secrets from me.

And then he said, ‘‘ How could it come about? °’ and you said,
““ From taking mercury ’’ ?—VYes.

Then, I think, he answered, ‘“ I have not taken any >’ +—VYes.

And you said, ‘‘ Think it over ’’ }—Yes.

You did not accept the answers+—No.

Your experience is that sometimes the answer is mnot to be
relied upon —Not to be relied upon—especially when a third party
is present.

And when the third party, Mrs. Bartlett, had left the room,
you asked him whether he had not been taking medicines$—Yes.

He told you so?—He told me so.

And then, I believe, you did not press the question, but you
had in your mind the idea that he had been in the hands of some
quack or practitioner who had given him mercury for real or
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supposed syphilis %It flashed through my mind, but I could not
disturb him after his answer. He had not had syphilis. I
thought he had had syphiliphobia.

ou have made notes %—Yes.

Is this your account: ‘ When Mrs. Bartlett was out of the
room, I asked him if he could account for it—had he not been
taking medicines. He assured me he had not. I did not then
press the question further, because I thought he must have been in
the hands of quacks for a real or supposed secret disease, and was
ashamed to own it >’ 3—VYes, perhaps that is so.

Was that the account you set down on paper %—Yes. I would
stand by that more than what I say wivd voce, for when I have a
pen in my hand I do not make mistakes.

You, upon that, told him to be careful not to take anything
yo% did not prescribe while you were attending him, did you not?
—Yes.

You were anxious that he should not, naturally ¢—Yes.

By Mr. Justior WiLLs—Did you find out what was the origin
of that condition #—I think I did.

What was it %—He himself attributed it, and I have no reason
to doubt he was right, to having taken a pill of unknown strength
and unknown constituents.

Oross-ezamination continued—Keep that matter entirely
apart. ‘‘ December 11th. This morning, or the evening of yes-
terday, he told me he had found a clue to the mercury. A few
days previously he took a pill. In a moment of abstraction, not
feeling well at the time, he picked a pill out of a drawer full of
sample pills, and had no idea what pill it was. For want of a
better explanation I accepted this one, and reasoned thus—° This
man years ago was badly used by some dentists, who put him in
a plate of false teeth without drawing his stumps. The latter
rotted, and he had to discard the plate. A fresh plate was made,
and some teeth that should have been drawn were filed off. These
rotted also, and he gave up plate No. 2. He could not clean his
teeth, and his mouth became foul, and sulphides were naturally
among the products of decomposition. Having got a dose of
mercury into the system, the sulphides seized upon all that circu-
lated through the margin of the gums, and formed & deposit in
their edges of black sulphide of mercury.” The general mercurial
symptoms .I accounted for by supposing him to have an idiosyn-
crasy for the drug. I communicated this argument to him and
his wife, and it seemed acceptable to both.”” That acourately
reports +—That accurately reports.

Now, his final condition began to improve from the very first
—that is, the bowel and the physical symptoms?—TYes.

But the spirits did not improve +—No.

And he continued, I believe, to complain of sleeplessness t—
Oh, yes. '
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. 1‘§ow, on the 12th again you certainly saw him twice; was that
80 7—Yes.

And I think that in the evening, after the chemist’s shop had
closed, you saw him and made another draught for him I think
after my second visit I let his messenger come home with me and
I made up a draught for him.

Was that a bromide #—A. bromide draught? Yes.

Now, the 13th was Sunday. I want to note this day. Your
lordship may remember a former witness has mentioned the (3th.
On the 13th, Sunday, I think you visited him three times?—I did.

And on that day for the first time you found it necessary to
inject morphia %—Yes. I should like to refer to my notes to know
the exact reason of that if you please.

Yes, look at any note you have. If you look at your docu-
ment, you will find it mentioned +—Yes. was doubtful whether
it was given him for dental purposes, but evidently it was given
him to procure some sleep.

You had already given him some fair doses of narcotics and
bromide—Yes, I have no doubt I had, or I should not have
resorted to morphia.

But it was a peculiarity in him that it made him very restless
in large doses?—Yes; large doses of bromide he declared were
stimulants, and they were the very reverse.

Now, about the 14th, I think, the blue line began to give way
-—the blue line round the teeth began to disappear —Yes, it did.

‘“ The blue line now began to give way to a grey sloughing
margin, and I brought in a surgeon-dentist in consultation, and
his view favoured mercury and not tartar ’’+—Yes.

On the 14th you visited him twice, and on the 15th twice, and
again injected morphia?—On the 15th twice, and on the 1b5th I
did again in the night visit inject morphia.

On the 15th the sleeplessness was getting worse.  That was
the time his sleeplessness was getting bad %—Yes. That was the
time, I have no doubt; his teeth ewere beginning to pain him then.

His sleeplessness wag caused, not by the former cause, but his
teeth were getting painful -—7Yes.

Now, on the 16th we find there were two visits, and he com-
pﬁa;ied of pain in the tongue, did he not#—In the lower lip, I
think.

You gave him a tonioc, nux vomica and gentian and pepper-
mint, to produce appetite, and allay the pain in the tongue, and
to allay flatulence—I do not remember pain in the tongue.

Was the pain in his tongue caused by his teeth 3-—It did in the
lips, yes—the under surface of the tongue.

‘¢ On the 16th he had two teeth taken out, two central incisor
roots, and it was determined to extract the loose roots >’ ¢—They
were extracted.
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‘¢ And they were all very much decayed and horrible >’ +—That
fairly describes them, and loose.

Decayed, and was there a foul fungoid growth at the roots #—
Not on the 17th.

What do you call horrible —They were in such a bad state of
decay.

3tAnd the gums round them—were the gums bad?—Yes, the
gums were still bad, and in front, near the incisor teeth, the grey
slough, which succeeded the blue line, had sloughed off, leaving a
jagged margin.

On the 19th, I think, when he got rid of those teeth or roots,
you began to talk to him about getting out of doors?—Quite as
early as that.

At all events, whether you pressed him or not, he refused ?—
Yes; he said it would kill him. He really was so obstinate about
going out of doors that he almost at one time made me believe
that I had overlooked something serious in him. He was so
reasonable on some points that I could scarcely have put it down
to sheer folly.

But you recommended going out of doors, and Dr. Dudley
recommended it also %—That was Dr. Dudley’s chief advice—to get
out.

And it was of no use—No, he passively resisted.

And did he tell you that he liketlp to lie still and feel happy +—
Yes, he did.

I am not going back to the detail of what you have given in
your evidence-in-chief, but & couple of days before the 19th he
talked to you about the family wanting to send another doctor, did
he not+—Yes. Dr. Dudley came on the 19th, and it was on the
18th he told me that.

You were told that his family wanted to send down a doctor,
were you?—Yes; I was told what I stated to the Attorney-General.

He would know that, but he was content to get an independent
opinion at one visit, and would leave you to choose somebody to
come —Yes, that was it.

And you chose whom }—I chose Dr. Dudley, because he lived
near, and he was a hospital physician, and he seemed a most
appropriate person to call in.

ow, on that occasion when the conversation took place, did
you say that you had almost done with him, and that he only re-
quired an outing to be well, and that he ought to go to the south
coast #—I think you are running two statements into one.

I do not want to do that, but the actual words can be referred
to. Let me read your account: ‘‘ 18th December. During my
visit Mrs. Bartlett said, ¢ Doctor, I have something very unpleasant
to say.’ "’—Excuse me, it was pointed out to me by the Treasury;
it was ““ I hope you won’t be offended.””

“ ¢ Hig relations, who are never contented with anything I
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do, want to send him a physician of their own choosing.’ I
answered at once, ‘ Well, let them send him one; I have almost
done with him. He only requires an outing to be quite well, and
then he ought to go to the south coast ’ ’’ +—Yes, that is the quarter
—that is correct.

You turned to Mr. Bartlett for an explanation of that state-
ment, and he sat up in bed and said, ¢ Yes, that is all true. I
am sorry to say my friends are not friends to my wife >’ *—It is
not in my entry, but certainly he said, ‘I am determined to
manage our own affairs.”’

Did not he, after that, say, * We are determined to manage
our own affairs, and not to trouble about other people ’%—I do
not know; it is there.

Now, on that very day did you supply a sleeping draught?—
Which day, please?

The 18th %—Not that I know of.

I think you will find chloral hydrate, hydrochlorate of
morphia, syrup of red poppy —On the 18th?

Yes?—I prescribed it on the 19th.

Very well; it was the 19th, I understand. On the 19th was
he in a decidedly depressed mental condition %—On the 19th, yes—
pretty much as usual.

Would you let me read from your deposition: ‘““I do mot
remember any difference on the day I agreed with Dr. Dudley that
the deceased was suffering from sub-acute gastritis,’”’ which re-
mained, only it nearly had disappeared ?—Yes.

A *‘ depressed mental condition ; according to his own account,
he had been suffering from great sleeplessness for a considerable
time *’ +—Yes.

Then on the next day, the 20th, you increased the dose of
chloral hydrate, I think %—Yes, I did.

And that sleeplessness—you attributed that as partly due to
the teeth, I think, because on the 2lst the lower incisors were
removed —Yes; principally the «teeth were at fault then.

What 9—Yes; the teeth were principally at fault, so that we
have very little left to complain of.

Now, the gums—the teeth were removed—the gums were
getting sloughy round those teeth 7—Yes, they were.

Now, at that time did Mrs. Bartlett tell you before her
husband ‘“ He still talked about dying, and he will still talk about
dying ’>%—It was about that time probably; I am not sure but
that she said it more than once.

You eaid that, in your view, he had little to recover from ; but
did you promise then, on his agreeing to go to Torquay after
Christmas, to take him down and put him under the care of a
medical man down there, Dr. Dalby %—Yes; I said I would accom-
pany him, and I mentioned Dr. Dalby because I thought it would
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give him confidence that he would be looked after. He required
no looking after practically.

Now, was it about that time you spoke of Mrs. Bartlett being
so fatigued?—I cannot remember.

You wanted him to go to Torquay alone?—Oh, yes.

That was for some reason, was not it%—No, pardon me; I
wanted to get him away and send him to Torquay alone. That
was one reason why I offered to accompany him. He was prac-
tically a hysterical patient about that time, and his wife petted
him very much. What would have done him good would have
been to have sent him a sea trip, with no one to nurse him, and
hold his toe, and that sort of nonsense.

If he had been obliged to take care of himself he would have
been all right, you think %—VYes, that was it. I wanted to get
him to Torquay by himself. He wanted dental care, but from a
medical point of view he was out of hand.

That was the state of things, you say, between the 2lst and
23rd, but on the 23rd you prescribed this placebo?—The 24th.

On the 24th you prescribed the placebo. We quite understood
that was a thing which would do him neither harm nor good,
except so far as he imagined it was going to %—That is just it, and
I did not tell his wife the secret of it.

Mr. JusTior WinLs—That is 38,413.

Oross-evamination continued—Yes, that innocent placebo—was
the amount which you prescribed 10 drops?—10 drops were to be
given in wine and repeated, if necessary, an hour later, if the pain
wag severe, and I think I said he was to be careful not to take a
third dose.

He had been getting better physically up to that time?—Yes.

On the 26th something appeared that upset the whole thing $-——
‘Was that the worm?

Yes, the worm —Oh, yes; that threw everything back again.

I beg your pardon, doctor, I have assisted you to a wrong
date; the 25th, was it not%—On the 23rd I saw a lumbricoid worm
—yes, he passed it on the 23rd. *

That was what threw him back?—Yes, he was in such a
condition——

Such a condition what %—About it, that I put off the treatment
for a ‘couple of days, partly to see if any more passed, and partly
to let him gather ul;:‘a pluck and spirit.

Do you mean he was so much depressed and shocked }—Yes,
he was so much depressed by it; he thought certainly he had some-
thing wrong with him then, and that he had proved then that
there was something wrong with him.

By Mr. Justior WrLLs—The date was not the 25th, was it;
the placebo was 38,413, and the worm was 38,420 —Vermifuge
course two days after the lumbricoid was seen.

Cross-esamination continued—You say he was shocked and
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upset by it, and you say he thought there was certainly now more
mischief about him than you had found out?—Yes.

And he told you on that day or a day or two afterwards that
he felt worms wriggling up his throat?—Yes, the next day, I
think, and kept to it.

It was a delusion, I suppose?—I do not know. Two or three
days ago I saw a worm that did wriggle up a patient’s throat and
was vomited.

Then he may have felt that?—Yes, he may have, but I think
in his case it was a mistake, because I asked the doctors to search
for a lumbricoid in the post-mortem, and his motions were wa
from that day to the day of his death for a lumbricoid.

He felt worms wriggling up him%—No; he always described
them, in my presence, as in his throat.

That would be the imagination of a very nervous man upset
by this having happened +—Yes.

Would not that be so?—What do I commit myself to by
answering this?

Only for a suggestion which I make to you. Supposing he
was to describe himself as feeling worms wriggling about him, from
his legs upwards, that would be the delusion of & mervous man
upset and shaken by what had happened to him }—A nervous man?
What I say is that I am not inclined to set down every man as
nervous who says that, because worms might be there,

Worms could not really be there?—I do not know; I have no
basis to form an opinion on.

You are entitled to guard yourself in that way. I understand
what you say about his nerves and depressed condition at that
time is not necessarily connected with this imagination about
worms —Yes, that is so.

Now, you asay that the appearance of that worm had thrown
everything back ?—Yes.

And he was in a more depressed troubled condition after that
time, was he not—Yes, for a day or two.

Well, did a very curious miatter iake place within the next
day or two after that with regard to mesmerism or magnetism }—
I cannot fix the date of it from memory.

Well, somewhat earlier in your attendances at Claverton
Street had he mentioned to you the subject of mesmerism ?—I can-
not say when he did, but I think I have notes of it somewhere. I
think the Treasury have them. I think I must have parted with
my original copy. Oh, I have it here; probably on the 26th. It
wag on the 26tﬁ.

It was on the 26th, was it %—Yes.

Was it on the 26th that he told you, or was it on the night
of the 26th you think he said it happened +—Are we talking of the
same subject?

On my word, I do not know. What I am putting to you is
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that he gave you an account of something that happened one night
with regard to his standing up for two hours{—Yes.

Did you understand his doing that had happened on the night
of the 26th, or was it on the night of the 26th he told you%—No;
I think it must have happened a couple of days earlier than the
26th, or a couple of days later, because he told it me one morning
when I went in and asked what kind of a night he had passed.

There had been a previous conversation between you about
mesmerism —He told me an extraordinary tale on the night of the
26th.

An extraordinary rigmarole?—Yes.

About the possibility of being under somebody’s influence from
a distance #—Yes ; he thought he and his wife had both been mes-
merised by a friend.

You say, on going in one morning he made a statement of
something that had happened in the night—Yes, a very peculiar
one; shall I relate it

Do, pleasei—I said, ‘° Well, Mr. Bartlett, how have you
slept?’’ He said, ‘‘ I could not sleep; I was nervous and rest-
less when I saw my wife asleep in the easy-chair, so I got up and
went and stood over her like this ’’ (holding up his hands)—he
was in & very excited state then—‘ for two hours, and I felt the
vital force being drawn from her to me. I felt it going into me
through my finger tips, and after that I laid down and slept.”’
And his wife said, ‘° That is a nice story. Imagine him standing
for two hours and doing anything.”’

So that Mrs. Bartlett treated it as a mere delusion on his
part?—Yes. I imagined he had stood for two minutes and felt
the vital force, as he imagined it.

You did not imagine he had stood over her for two hours
extracting the vital force from her 3—I did not imagine he would
stay two hours doing anything. I was of Mrs. Bartlett’s opinion
on that matter.

The Court *adjourned.
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Fourth Day—Thursday, 15th April, 1886.

Dr. ALrreDp LEAcH, recalled, and further cross-examined by
Mr. Crarke—You told us yesterday that you had found that the
sedatives did not produce their expected effect upon him 9—That
is s0.

Did you find the same thing happen with respect to purga-
tives —VYes.

On the 26th you subjected him to somewhat persistently severe
treatment in order to open the bowels, I think }—Very.

There were two draughts then; there were two globules con-
taining croton oil %—Yes; those he called stimulants.

I was going to ask you as to that. With regard to croton-oil
pills, those ought to have been very effectual for their purposef—
Yes; and very rapid too.

But he attributed to them precisely an opposite effect i—Yes.

He said he felt stimulated by them —Yes; he said they were
warming and pleasant—to his stomach comforting.

Then you got him his hot tea and coffee with the intention of
inducing those remedies to act?—VYes.

And that tea and coffee did not have the desired effect -—No;
nothing had.

I believe you applied galvanism to the abdomen }—Yes.

And that failed?—That failed.

And you practically gave it up in despair?—I did. I may
mention that he was not suffering from constipation previously;
it was not constipation that I was treating him for, but the vermi-
fuge (worm powder) that had to be driven out of the digestive
organs. He had swallowed the worm powder, and I naturally had
to give purgatives to clear that cut.

What would have been the effect of the worm powder if it had
remained there, and no purgatives had been administered }—It
would have made him very miserable; he would have seen every-
thing green ; he would have suffered from buzzing in the ears, and
all sorts of troubles, which I did not wish to subject him to.

By Mr. Jusrice WiLLe—Did he have all these troubles #—No,
he did not; he should have had them; I know that from personal
experience.

Cross-ezamination continued—You expected him to have them?
—7Yes. I have tried the same drug upon myself, and always try
to avoid letting any patient experience what I experienced on that
occasion.

As a matter of fact, do you know whether it was carried off
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from his bowels—for two or three days, at all events?—I don’t
remember—yes, it must have been.

Do you remember +—VYes, I recollect now. He did not suffer
from constipation afterwards.

You have told us that the stools were preserved for you?—
Yes.

On what day after that did you see a motion #—1I saw a motion
the next morning when I called—a small one, I grant.

Not satisfactory —No.

Now, on the 30th I think it was that you said you would not
visit him any more %—The day before I said I would not visit him
on the 30th; the 30th was Wednesday, I believe.

You said on the 29th that you would not come on the 30th; is
that so $—If the 30th was Wednesday, that is so.

Mr. Justior WiLrns—VYes, it was the 30th.

Cross-ezamination continued—Then you told him on the
Tuesday that you would not visit him again%—Yes, I did.

He was apparently distressed at that, was he not?—Yes, be
was.
What did he say about it?—I don’t remember.

Except that you saw he was distressed apparently at your
sayinti that?—Yes, he was. I know it was not the first time I
had threatened. Nothing specially fixed that in my memory.

The idea had always distressed him of your not continuing to
attend him ?%—Yes, it had; and Mrs. Bartlett said, ‘‘ You had
better come, doctor,”” on previous occasions. That was why I
visited him so often as I did during some portion of the time. She
said, ‘‘ You had better come, doctor ; he will be anxious,’’ or some-
thing of that sort.

Had he crying fits about this time?—1I saw none.

But you heard of them and spoke to him about them }—Oh,
yes.

When you spoke to him about his crying, did he tell you that
he could not help it I don’t remember ; he made some reply of a
queer nature, I know.

By Mr. Jusrtior Wints—I suppose that is just exactly what
hysterical and nervous patients do%—Oh, yes; it was a reply quite
fitting the case.

'ross-ezamination continued—Il am only reminding you, Dr.
Leach—I am quite sure you wish to tell us all about it. Was this
what you said before the coromer: ‘‘ I was told by Mrs. Bartlett
on several occasions that the deceased had had one of his crying
fity 7’ 3—Yes.

And on speaking to him, he said that was so?—Yes.

‘“ Mrs. Bartlett said, ‘ Edwin sits in his armchair and cries
an hour at a time; and when I ask him about it, he says it was
because he was so happy ’ >’ +—VYes.

290 .



Evidence for Prosecution.

Dr. Alfred Leach

““If that was true, I should have put it down to male
hysteria >’ +—Yes.

‘‘ When I asked him why he cried, he said he could not help
it >’ 9—That is most probably true, because the facts were better
in my mind then. Mrs. Bartlett’s reply I remember distinctly.
She said, ‘‘ He cries because he says he is so happy.”’ That I
distinctly remember, even now.

That struck you as being odd, I suppose It could not fail to.

But that was said in his presence?—Oh, yes.

Was he a man who used to discuss medical matters at all?
Did he dwell upon his condition and talk to you about it, and so
on$—Nd; he was not a talkative man.

Not talkative?—No. The only time that I saw him what
might be called talkative was the time that he told me about his
being mesmerised ; then he fired up with quite unwonted eloquence.

Now, during the last two or three days of his life the jaw
symptoms became alarming, did they not?—TYes.

I think it was on the 29th, the 30th, and the 3lst that his jaw
symptoms became alarming. I am reading from your deposi-
tions: ‘‘ It was on the 29th, the 30th, and the 3lst that the jaw
symptoms became alarming >’ #—TVYes, that is so.

That pointed to necrosis?—It did, of a superficial kind.

If you please, but alarming?—Yes. I don’t use that word
in its worst sense.

Mr. Justiom WirLs—I wanted to know what was meant by
that, because it is a vague word.

Cross-ezamination continued—You have said to-day they were
alarming —They were alarming; they alarmed me.

‘When you say that, you do not use the word in its worst sense;
necrosis may often be a very terrible matter indeed. As a matter
of medical science, when you find that necrosis has set in, it is
very difficult to set a limit to its mischief, is it not#+—It depends
upon the constitution of the patient. This necrosis being due
to local causes, I had no great fear as to its ultimate result.

That is, not a result as affecting his life, you meani—As
affecting his life; that is what I wish particularly to explain.

That is the limit, then %—VYes.

But, short of that, you were alarmed as to the consequences
that might follow}—Yes. : . . .

Just let me ask you, as a matter of medical science again,
what is the principal cause of necrosis—the most common cause of
necrosis -—Injury to the bone or periosteum. .

But injury how caused i—By traumatic or chemical causes.

Shall I suggest to you the ordinary causes of necrosis i—Pray
do so. .

Well, necrosis may follow a blow?—That is a traumatio cause.

Tt may follow on a fever —Yes, indirectly. -
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Of course, in a particular form, it follows on phosphorus
poisoning 7—Yes.

What is called a lucifer-match necrosis?—Yes; caries begins
the process then.

I said in & ‘ particular form ’’; but the most ordinary cause
by far of necrosis is mercury, is it not?—No; syphilis.

Syphilis is the most common, is it?—The most common; I
don’t exclude mercury, mind.

As a matter of fact, there have been a good many cases where
necrosis has followed upon taking mercury even in small doses
where syphilis has not been present at all %—I have no doubt that
is so.

You have told us that when you first saw Mr. Bartlett you
told him that he was suffering from mercurial poisoning ?—VYes.

Don’t you connect necrosis with mercury?#—There was no
necrosis then.

But when necrosis did appear%—TYes, indirectly.

By Mr. Jusrior WiLrs—Will you explain what you mean by
that#—Explain it in its immediate cause?

Explain what you mean by connecting it indirectly. Do you
think the one had a.nythinil to do with the other 3—Decidedly.

In what way do you think they were both due, to syphilis or
what?—No, my lord. I take it to be that mercury was one of
the causes in the chain of events that led up to necrosis.

In one sense, of course it would be. A thing that has hap-
pened before in the course of a man’s life is part of the chain of
events that leads up to his present condition. Do you think that
one extra dose of some mercurial poison would lead to necrosis of
his jaw—an extra dose of some pill which contained mercury? Do
you think that caused the necrosis, or had any serious operation
in producing the necrosis, of his jaw#—I thank your lordship for
putting it to me so. I can answer ‘‘ Yes ’’ to that.

Mr. JusTioE WiLrs—I beg your pardon, Mr. Clarke, but I
wanteclla to understand this vaguesexpression, for this does not help
me a bit.

Cross-ezamination continued—I am obliged to your lordshi
for nﬂutting it. Now, Dr. Leach, on the afternoon of the 3lst,
think you privately arranged with Mrs. Bartlett about his going
to the dentist’s?—VYes.

Was that in order to spare him the dread of looking forward
to that visit ?—VYes.

I think when you left on that evening you arranged to come
and see him again on the following day?—Yes, after he left me
that evening.

He understood that you would come and see him on the follow-
ing morning +—On the following day.

So that in the ordinary course of things you would have been
there on the 1st of January?—Yes. ‘
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By Mr. Justior WinLs—Did he leave you at the dentist’s
door, or did you go back with them to Claverton Street?—He and
his wife left me at the dentist’s door, and they went back to
Claverton Street in a hansom.

Cross-ezamination continued—Now, 1 am not going over again
the account which you gave us yesterday as the account which Mrs.
Bartlett gave you of that particular evening. I understand that,
before you gave your evidence before the coroner the first time you
gave it, you asked her to put you in a position to give evidence.

By Mr. JusTior WiLLs—DBefore we have that, I should like to
ask about a thing to which reference has been made once or twice,
but about which no question has been asked. It was said that,
when they were driving to the dentist’s together, the deceased
referred to the very happy life which they had had, and said he
should like to be married again. Was that in your presence?!—
That was in my presence.

Was it on that evening —On the evening of the 3lst.

Was it upon the way to the dentist’s?%—On the way to the
dentist’s.

Mr. JusTioE WiLLs—It has been referred to by somebody, but
pever proved.

Mr. CrLarge—It was in the opening, my lord.

By Mr. Justior WinLs—That was on the way, was it }—TVes,
in Denbigh Street.

Tell us what happened —As we were approaching the corner
of Denbigh Street and Charlwood Street, the conversation ran
upon the subject of recent marriages in the locality. Mrs. Bart-
lett said to me, °* This morning Edwin and I, doctor, were talking
about the number of our friends who are getting married, and we
were saying we wished almost that we were unmarried that we
might have the pleasure of marrying each other again.” I turned
to the' deceased, and said, ‘‘ That is very flattering to you, Mr.
Bartlett, after so many years’ experience of yours,”” and his reply
was not quite clear, for he was muffled up, his mouth was covered
with wraps. On the way to the dentist’s he said, ““ Yes, we suit
one another very well; we agree in our views,”’ or ‘‘ in our ways,’
I am not sure which he said, and then the conversation dropped
before we arrived at the dentist’s.

Cross-ezamination continued—Although you had very kindly
tried to spare him the hour’s dread, he did know then that he was
on the way to the dentist’s to have the operation performed +—Oh,
yes; I returned to Claverton Street to take him to the dentist’s
myself, and I found that he was already dressed.

And was it your impression that his wife was lively and
cheerful, trying to keep up his spirits on the way?#—Oh, yes, she
always did that; you are quite right, on leaving the house she
tried to cheer him in every way.

""" I will take you to the morning when you went there, and the
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death that happened. Was Mrs. Bartlett apparently very much
distressed 3—Yes.

She burst out erying, I think, in speaking of her husband io
you —Let me say what actually did occur.

By all means; that is what I want?—Directly 1 entered the
room she said, coming up to me, ‘‘ Is he really dead?’’ and then
it was that I made the formal examination, really thinking in my
mind at the time, ‘“ How can I best put it to this poor woman;
how can I best really break the news to her? *’ and I turned round
and said, °° Yes, Mrs. Bartlett, I am afraid he is,”’ or something
to that effect, and then she burst out crying bitterly.

I won’t go through the whole story, because you have told us;
then she said, ‘ What can he be dead of?’’1—Yes, a little later,
that was to say, she was crying, and when the crying was over, we
be%sﬁ to talk about the possible cause of death, and she said,
‘“ What is he dead of, doctor? >’ or ‘° What can he be dead of? *’
I am not sure of the words, and my answer was, ‘‘ I don’t know.”’

Well, then I think you asked if he could have got prussic
acid +—VYes, that was the most rapid poison that suggested itself
to my mind.

ou agked thati—I asked that.

And she said, ‘* Oh, no >’ %—She said, ‘“ He could have got
at no poison without my knowledge *’; and then, soon after that
reply, I suggested to her digitalis and other alkaloids that he had

ot, anything which his friend Squires had had, or anything that
ﬁe had had by him ; all those things were said.

And she negatived everything%—She negatived everything.

Did she appear anxious to find out and get at any suggestion
as to the death —So far as I could judge, most emphatically yes.

Her conduct was perfectly natural-—the natural conduct of a
loving wife who had just sustained that shock?—You are asking
me to judge of things rather beyond my ken. I have no hesitation
in giving my opinion for what it is worth on the matter.

Well, did her conduct appear to you perfectly natural?—It
may be after-events had biassed my mind; she seemed not only
grieved, but very much alarmed, very much scared—that is the
impression on my mind now; of course, I did not think it then,
but I do now.

Not onl{ grieved, but did she appear startled by the sudden-
ness of the thing #—I don’t know. ’

Was something said about pills?—Yes, yes; when speaking of
poisons, of course I mentioned morphia and opium amongst others,
and she said, ‘‘ There are the two opium pills which he had had
by him some time; he asked me to give him ome last night, but I
a.xir‘xhvery glad I did not.”” I went to the cupboard and saw the

You had prescribed opium pills?—Yes.
And she said she was very glad ehe didn’t give him one?—Yes.
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And then you went to the cupboard and saw that the pills were
there I—That they were there.

Then we hear that you said, ¢ There must be a post-mortem
examination,”’ and she said, ‘° Must there be an inquest? ’—VYes.

Did she wish to have a post-mortem examination made as
quickly as possible —She certainly did. She chafed at the delay
till next day. When I told her that Dr. Green could not come
that afternoon, she said, *° Can’t he be persuaded to come? *’

Persuaded to come in order that he might make the post-
mortem examination on that very day?—On that very day.

And did she say this to you, ‘‘ Spare no expense; get any
asgistance you want; we are interested in knowing the cause of the
death ’’3—I think she said, ** We are all interested *’; the other
words she did certainly say. It was on the strength of that per-
mission that, when Dr. Green telegraphed to me, or wrote to me
(I am not sure which), saying, ‘“ I will come and look on, if you
will do the post-mortem —it was on the strength of that per-
mission that I replied to him by telegraph, ‘“ No; bring an
assistant with you ; I will take no part in it.”> T have the telegram
here. I can tell you the exact words.

I don’t think the exact words matter, but it was on the
strength of her saying that to you, ‘‘ Spare no expense; get any
assistance you want '’——9%—That I felt justified at once in telling
Dr. Green to bring with him whatever gentleman he chose.

Did she speak of the death as a mystery that she wanted to
have cleared up%—Yes. Dr. Green, in replying thai he could
not perform the post-mortem on that day, suggested that I should
get some one else, and said, ‘“ Please act independently.”’  Then

telegraphed to him, ‘“ Can you fix this for to-morrow morning?
Remuneration adequate.”” Then he said, ‘‘ To-morrow. Your
house, 2.15.”’

I am veg much obliged to you; then she pressed that the
examination should take place at once$—She did.

And if Dr. Green had been~able to come that aftermoon it
would have taken place that afternoon—VYes.

And it was your waiting till the next day, mot thinking it
necessary to employ any one else?—Yes; I wanted to employ Dr.
Green, for I thought there might be some peculiar pathological
quesiion involved here.

And Dr. Green is an eminent pathologist?—An eminent
pathologist.

There was one occasion upon which she made a statement to
ggfu as to what took place with a view of your giving evidence

ore the coroner; that was the first time, I think, that you gave
evidence—Yes.

Now a good deal later, on 26th January, she made another
communication to you with regard to her having had the chloro-
form in her possession }—Yes.
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Was that a communication which you considered at the time
was spoken in confidence to you —Yes.

I think, when you were before the coroner, you were somewhat
reluctant to give it in evidence, on the ground that it had begn
spoken in confidence to you ?—Pray don’t take me over what I did
tﬁat afternoon before the coroner. I went before the coroner not
thinking I should give that evidence, thinking that she was going
into the box and would give it herself, and that I ehould never be
called upon. I felt utterly incompetent to give the narrative
straight off without thinking it over, and I equivocated by saying
I was so confused that I did not know what to answer ; but as soon
as I got out of the Court I wrote it.

Pray understand, Dr. Leach, T am not disputing or going to
challenge in the least degree the accuracy of what you said. The
point is this: I think you said that you considered what was said
was said in confidence, and then, when it was very properly pointed
out that you were bound to repeat it, you did so%—Yes, it was so,
in confidence; in that sense decidedly.

You did consider it was in that sense }—Yes.

Then in the statement she then made there was one word which
I wish to refer to. I think you said that she told you, after she
had explained the matter to her husband why she had got possession
of the chloroform, and when she had given him the bottle, he
seemed grieved, and turned over —Yes, those were her words so
far as I remember; in fact, it was; yes, I am sure of it.

You said this: *“ She gave the bottle into his hand, they talked
affectionately about their relations to one another for a short time,
and he seemed much grieved *’ #—Well, the ‘‘ grieved ’’ was hers,
the ‘* much *’ would be mine.

I am reading from your depositions, Dr. Leach. And you
were desired to say what she told you ?—VYes.

Did she then say that, at the time of the death—the idea of
his havinﬁ swallowed the chloroform did not enter her head at that
time +—She certainly did not say that it did not enter her head;
if that is in my depositions——

I am reading: *“ She said, ¢ Is he really dead?’ She further
said (it was on the 26th) that the idea of his having swallowed the
chloroform did not enter her head ’’%—Have you finished the sen-
tence, may I ask?

I will begin the whole: ‘* She got up to turn him into a more
comfortable position, and was greatly alarmed at his.condition.
She rubbed his chest and applied brandy, but, becoming frightened,
she sent a servant for me. On my arrival, her words were, ¢ Is
he really dead?’ She further stated to me on the 26th that the
idea of his hwin&wallowed the chloroform did not enter her head
at the time, and that she did not remove the bottle from the mantel-
piece where he last placed it for hours, or some time after I had
seen the body. en she first mentioned the chloroform, Mrs.
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Bartlett told me that it was labelled * Chloroform,’ and that it was
a large bottle. She continued, that about breakfast time she placed
the bottle in a drawer in the next room, where it remained nearly
a week. She said that her first real suspicions as to the cause of
death were aroused when she heard it stated that the contents of
the stomach smelled of chloroform (that statement was made afier
the post-mortem), but, hearing me say that that smell might be due
to the deceased having swallowed some chlorodyne he had in his
possession, she refrained from making any suggestions that would
necessarily throw grave suspicions upon herself ’’ +—Yes; and she
told that to me more than two or three times. I have not read
that evidence since I gave it before the coroner. That statement
was written a litile rapidly; if I had to write it now, I should say
to-day that it did not seriously enter into her head, and her first
suspicions in that case were these. I did not mean to say that she
did not say that the idea did not flash across her mind, but that
she had failed to entertain it.

That evidence was given at a time very much nearer to the
conversation than the time of which we are now speaking; it was
much sooner after the conversation this evidence was given, was it
not +—TYes; this is a part of the depositions which I wrote and gave
to the coroner.

It is a part of the coroner’s note, and you signed it on Monday,
8th February—the conversation took place on 26th January, and
you wrote it out on 4th February?—Yes; please remember, too
much stress must not be put upon any word or sentence, because,
b{ direction of the coromer, I went home and wrote it out very
plainly, and could not eay accurately every word I said.

Mr. Justior WiLLs—Probably that was all for the best; if you
did not think so much of the literary effect, and would tell us what
happened, it would be better for everybody.

Mr. Crarxke—That was on 4th February, and we are now at
16th April.

The WirNgss—My lord, pardon me if I say that it is not the
literary effect, but the accuracy, I strive to attain.

Mr. Justior WiLLs—We do not strive to get any phenomensl
accuracy. Just tell us what happened.

Uross-ezamination continued—It was when the circumstance
was well known that chloroform was found you said it was not
chloroform, but the chlorodyne, he had swallowed —Yes.

And when you suggested that he had swallowed chlorodyne, she
combated that idea he certainly did.

And pointéd out that the chlorodyne he used was simply to rub
the gums?—VYes.

She would not accept the suggestion that it was chlorodyne $—
No, she refuted it.

Now, after the post-mortem examination had revealed the
neceasity of further inquiry into the contents of the stomach, she
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was told that she must not remain in the rooms, I think —I don’t
know—I don’t remember any one telling her so. I thought she
said she would not remain.

It was an understood thing, at all events, that she was going?
—VYes.

Did she take, or ask to take, anything with her -—Pray divide
that question.

Did she give you her keys?—Yes; in answer to your question,
she did take something, but she did not ask to take anything.

What was it she took +—Her hat, I think.

She took her hat, but it happened thus—she handed you her
keys and asked you to go to the drawer and get her hat out?—
Yes, because the hat was in the room where the corpse was lying.

You took the keys and fetched the drawer, I think?—Yes, I
brought the whole drawer.

And she took her hat from it3—Yes.

Her cloak was given her by Mr. Bartlett, was it not?—I
don’t remember.

You put the drawer with its contents back into its place and
locked it, did you?—Yes; and brought the keys back to her.

Did she ask you then to keep the keys?—She did; and I
suggested that Mr. Wood should take them.

You suggested that Mr. Wood, her solicitor, should take
them 9—Yes; and I looked round to my colleagues, the doctors, to
get a suggestion from them. .

You did keep them }—I did accept them, and took them home.

By Mr. Justios WiLns—Mr. Wood took them, did he?—No.
I did accept them, and took them home. There has been some
slight misunderstanding about those keys, and I wish it to be
plainly understood that those are the circumstances under which
I took them.

Cross-ezamination continued—Really, I think you are afraid
some one is blaming you; I assure you I am not$—Well, these
things go into the papers and are misunderstood by the public.

Mr. JusTice WiLLs—I am very reluctant to say anything, but
if you would think less about your own share in the matter, and
more about the solemn character of the matter we are engaged in,
it would assist us. This perpetual self-consciousness detracts from
the value of what you have to say.

The Witwmss—I take your instructions, my lord, and will
follow them.

Oross-ezamination continued—There is one question I have
to ask you as to a part of the communication she made to you
on the 26th. I am obliged to read to you a longish passage in
order to found the question. It is at page 23 of the coromer’s
deposjtions.  ‘ She proceeded to a statement, the exact words
of which I will not pretend to remember.” I want you
kindly to listen to thiz passage, and 1 will tell youw
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beforehand the question I am going to ask you, that you may
follow it in your mind as I read it. You say this: ‘I was per-
sonally cognisant of those facts up to this point; they had been
partly told me, partly implied, and partly from observation, the
rest was nearly all news ’’ 3—Yes.

Now I will read the passage which precedes that statement:
‘¢ She proceeded to a statement, the exact words of which I will
not pretend to remember, but from which I gathered the following :
—Mr. Bartlett, deceased, was a man with one or two strange ideas.
Among them was that a man should have two wives, one for love,
and the other, as he expressed it, for use. At the age of sixteen
years she was selected by him in the former capacity, viz., as a
life companion for whom no carnal feeling shoul% be entertained.
The marriage compact was that they should live together as loving
friends, and not know each other sexually. This rule was faith-
fully observed for about six years of their married life, and then
broken at the earnest and repeated entreaty of the wife that she
should be permitted to be really a wife and become a mother. A
single act of coition occurred, and the result was a child that
died at its birth. From that moment, now about six years, she
grew, eo far as child-bearing was concerned, disheartened. Her
entreaties ceased, and the two lived together, but their relations
were not those of matrimony. The deceased made no secret of his
views on marriage. He spoke freely of them to his relations, and
the doctor who delivered Mrs. Bartlett was given to understand
that the child was the result of a single coitus. The deceased lived
on terms of great affection with his wife, and with two exceptions
they had no differences, and they only quarrelled once, but the
terms of their cohabitation remained ultra-platonic. @ He en-
ocouraged her to pursue studies of various kinds, and this she did
to please him, for he desired her to be very learned in all subjects.
He affected, too, to admire her (physically), and he liked to sur-
round her with male acquaintances, and enjoy their attentions to
her. The position was a trying<*one for & woman to comport
herself in, not to say cruel. Mrs. Bartlett’s words to me were:
‘I was a comsenting party to this marriage contract, and felt
bound by it, and never complained, although, when I agreed to
the terms it proposed, I did not understand what they meant.’
She was married at sixteen or thereabouts. I was personally [s.e.,
the witness] cognisant of these facts up to this point. They had
been partly told me, partly implied, and partly from observation *’3
~—Pardon me, for one thing, if you please (referring to his notes),
‘¢ T personally was to some extent cognisant.’””

I am reading from your deposition, Dr. Leach: ‘‘ I was per-
sonally cognisant of these facts ’’?%—Then it is a mistake in the
depositions. I think the Treasury once possessed the exact copy.

Pray do not think of the Treasury?—I was not cognisant of
those facts except at a certain part. -
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I have thought over beforehand with great fairness what I
am now going. to ask you. Tell me how far you did know these
facts from personal cognisance, and how far from observationi—
I beg your pardon, I am a little confused this morning. I am
sorry I am such a bad witness. In this way: Mrs. Bartlett had
consulted me two or three times since her husband’s death, and 1
had become aware of facts during that consultation that some-
what paved the way to my accepting what she told me on the
26th.

You had become aware of facts with regard to herself -—VYes;
which came to me from her lips.

Came to you as a medical man advising her as to herself +—
Exactly so. I therefore put it there. The statement did not alto-
gether surprise me. It was not altogether new.

All the matters which you had observed and which came to
your knowledge with regard to her prepared you for it to some
extent, I understand you I—Ezxactly.

And at all events justified you in accepting that statement as
& correct one?—Yes; that contributed to it—her marrying her
husband, and several things which I do mot remember, all pre-
pared me to accept a statement which, coming from other parties,

would have seemed almost too extraordinary for credence.
' Do you mean that certain things took place in her presence?
~—VYes.

By Mr. Justice Winis—Do try and recollect; we know
nothing about these matters, and we must depend upon you as to
what you really mean3—My lord, I wish I could particularise.

This was a very extraordinary communication, and a most
important thing I am aware of it.

And we are entitled to have, and we must have—I ghall
have it before it is done with—the grounds upon which you made
that statement. Do not understand me as indicating anything
to disturb you at all. All I mean is this: that we take nothing
for granted in a Court of justice, and we cannot accept the ipse
dizit of anybody ; and we must really know what is meant by this
vague statement. It must come some time or other. It may as
well come now as come afterwards at my intervention. This is
the natural time to know what is meant by those somewhat vague
words +—1If I may be permitted, I will look for the statement and
tell you, as I know it, how this very inconsistent fact suggested
itself to me.

Cross-ezamination continued—I told you beforehand what this
statement was likely to be. Mr. Bartlett was a man of very strange
ideas—That goes without saying. '

By Mr. Justion WiLLs—No, nothing goes without saying here.
Please to take that as an axiom. What were the one or two strange
ideas#—The one or two which Mrs. Bartlett now alluded to were
those on matrimony—relating to matrimony.
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What were they? What have you heard from him —Nothing
about matrimony, but very vague ideas about mesmerism and
vital force, and things too insignificant to make a note of, which
conveyed to my mind the impression that my patient was one of
the most extraordinary men I ever had to deal with—though a
very pleasant and nice man.

Cross-ezamination continued—Let me, before you go any
Iurt:her, ask you this. You say that he was one of the most extra-
ordinary men you ever had to deal with. Had the extraordinary
communication about mesmerism been such that you actually sus-
l;:ect.ett'i) h:m of insanity 7—At one time I did, and I tried to find the

ey to it.

By Mr. Justicr WiLLs—With regard to this matter about two
wives, one for -use and one for companionship—that did not
ggme from him?—Not in the least. I never heard him allude to
it.

That came from her ?—Naturally; not for the first time.

Not for the first time. Are you personally cognisant of that
faot —Permit me, my lord; I said, in my written statement, I
was personally to some extent cognisant.

Cross-ezamination continued—You are not bound to read
that written statement?—Yes, I think I am.

Mr. Justior Winns—Mr. Poland, have you got that written
statement ?

Mr. Poranp—Yes. I think it was put in, my lord. (7o wit-
nessy—Just look at that—is that the ome?—That is the ome—*‘1I
was married at sixteen, or thereabouts.”

By Mr. Justior Winns—This does contain the phrase, ‘‘1I
was to some extent perfectly cognisant of the fact, Mr. Bartlett,
the deceased, was a man of strange ideas ’’; and that is struck
through with a pencil—‘‘ which I can corroborate.”” Did you
sirike that through?—I think it was struck through by myself at
the coroner’s table. I think I am right in saying that.

Mr. Crarxe—I must ask your lordship to let me look af it.

Cross-ezamination coniinued—You say that, with regard to
the relations of marriage, nothing was said by Mr. Bartlett?—
N

Had not that been mentioned in his presence at any timel—
No.

Are you sure?—1I have said no.

You are not angry with me for asking you whether you are
sure—No; but your suggestion does not bring back anything to
my mind. I am as sure as I can be at this distance of time.

Just let me suggest something to you. You told me, yester-
day, that Mrs. Bartlett was breaking down, or her husband thought
she was breaking down, and her husband thought she was suffering
from the strain of watching%—Yes.
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Did you ever suggest that they should both go to bed in the
back room —I did.

‘When 1—I do not remember.

What was the answer! What did Mr. Bartlett say?—I do
not remember. I remember what you have mentioned up to now,
but I do not remember his answer.

He did not do it?%—He did not do it; oh, no.

Did he give you any reason %—No.

Is not it the fact he did not do that, although you suggested
it? Was not that one of the things in your mind that supported
that statement $—Yes; the fact that I knew he had always slept on
8 camp-bedstead, and I had a strong impression of having been
reminded by that that they did not always occupy the same bed
even before they came to Claverton Street, but the impression is so
vague that I cannot say more.

You cannot say more, but you have the impression that you
have heard it before +—Yes, and I think in his presence. The words
mix up with me, somehow. )

Now, did not the recollection of this thing come to your mind
as supporting the statement that Mrs. Bartlett was making to
you?—I have no doubt it did; all that I knew about the deceased
and his wife—everything that passed, came in review through
my mind at the time, and enabled me to accept that statement.

Now, will you kindly go on, just looking down the passage +—
““ He had two wives—one for companionship, and the other for
use.”’

Are you sure you had not heard that about two wives?—I
think I should have remembered it—certainly, if it had been in
those words.

Very well. Will you just look down over the account—*‘ At
the age of sixteen she was selected by him in the former capacity.’”’
I knew she had been married very young before.

By Mr. Jusrior WinLs—It is not so much being married very
young, as that she had been selected for companionship. It is
very remarkable?—That I was not cognisant of. I had no time
to stop and think when I was writing that. “ For whom no
carnal feeling should be entertained.”’ T think I could say some-
thing upon that, but I hardly know how to say it. Having ob-
served as narrowly as I did, I did not fail to observe the de-
ceased’s manner towards other people—his manner towards his
wife. The picture of it came back into my mind while she was
telling me this; and, although I remember signs of—great signs
of—affection, signs of kindness and interest, and everything else,
1 cannot say that there was anything—I certainly can say there
was nothing—in his demeanour to her to make me doubt that. That
is as far as I can go. That weighed with me at the time. Nothing
in his behaviour to her led me to doubt that—I can believe that
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what I witnessed during my attendance on my patient was the
affection of brother and sister. I can believe that. I don’t say
it was.

Cross-ezamination continued—At all events, your mind had
received that impression which to that extent supported that state-
ment—Yes. °‘ The marriage compact was that they should live
together as loving friends, and not know each other sexually.”

Just run your eye down it?—I have nothing to say to that.
‘ That rule was faithfully observed for about six years.” I
had heard that.

From whom $—I had heard the child was born.

You had heard her first pregnancy was six years before?!—
Yes, for I had at some time or other heard that a child had been
born some years previously. It was while he was alive; but I
see what you mean. I hesitate very much to speak of a professional
consultation, to go into the details of it, but this was quite true.
The first professional consultation that I had with Mrs. Bartlett
led to questions that certainly support this statement, that her
first pregnancy, her only pregnancy, had occurred about six years
ago.
By Mr. JustioE WiLLs—Is this what you roean, that what she
first communicated to you was consisient with her having had a
child about six years ago?—TYes.

Do you mean that (I must define the extent of what you mean,
you know)—professional delicacy is out of the question in an in-
quiry of this kind, and you must put it aside. T don’t want to
go into details unnecessarily, but I want to know what you mean
by the expression you have used. It may mean a great deal, or
it may mean nothing %I mean this: that in the course of a con-
sultation with her, I learnt from her that she had only been preg-
nant once, and that some years previously. That consultation
would be on 14th January: I see by my prescription that it was.

Your extreme delicacy, excuse my saying it, I think is mis-
placed. There is nothing to shock the ears of anybody in that?—
No; it was hesitation to reveal professional secrets.

Cross-ezamination continued—I have a question to ask you on
that. At the consultation on l4th January the conversation in
which she mentioned that to you was independent of this case or
any question with regard to his death?—Quite. I fancy little was
said on that day about her husband.

I need not go into detail, but the statement was made when
you were consulting with her by herself +—Yes; a purely medical
consultation that was.

Now, just cast your eye over the next two or three lines,
and see if it is necessary to read them?—Yes, I certainly know
she was fond of children. *‘ Earnest entreaties that she should
become a mother.” I know she was fond of children; that I had
heard before,
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That you had heard during her husband’s lifetime?—¥Yes;
children and dogs. I had heard her say how fond she was of both.

She told you about that in his presence’—Yes. ‘‘ And the
child born died at its birth.” That was new. ‘ From that
moment, now about six years ago, she grew, as far as child-bearing
wag concerned, disheartened, her entreaties ceased, and _the twg
lived together, but their relations were not those of matrimony.
I see nothing to comment on there. .

Was that new—that their relations were not those of matri-
mony ?—VYes. I have explained in what sense it was new to me.
‘‘ The deceased made no secret of his views on marriage.”” That
was new to me, although I have not put it in this statement. She
told me something about the trouble the deceased had with ome
of his relatives (his aunt, I think) for having mentioned in her
house his views on matrimony. *‘ He spoke freely of them to
his relations, and the doctor who delivered Mrs. Bartlett was
given to understand that the child was the result of a single
coitus.” I knew a doctor had attended Mrs. Bartlett at one
time.

Did you hear the name of Dr. Woodward as the doctor who
was called in?%—No, I did not; not to my recollection. I thought
it was Dr. Barraclough. That may be the name of the doctor that
Mr. Bartlett, senior, mentioned to me once.

As having attended Mr. Bartlett %I don’t know.

That is immaterial —¢‘ The deceased lived on terms of great
affection with his wife.”” That I have told before. ‘¢ And, with
two exceptions, they had no differences.”’ That I am quite pre-
pared to accept. ‘‘ And they only quarrelled once; but the terms
of their cohabitation remained ultra-platonic. He encouraged her
to pursue studies of various kinds, and this she did to please him.”’
That I was quite prepared to accept. I had seen how she tried
in every way to please him, and some facts had come before me
of her studies—what they were I don’t remember at the present
moment. -

Had you heard anything of her going in for examination +—1I
am not sure. I think I did. Yes, it is very probable I did; I
cannot call it to mind with certainty. ‘ For he desired her to be
very learned on all subjects.”” Yes, it is less words than looks that
I am thinking of now when reading this: ‘‘ he desired her to be
very learned on all subjects.”” I remember distinctly on one
occasion, when in the presence of the deceased—I think it was
the first time I saw Dyson there. I can see the deceased sitting
with & look of being lost in admiration at his wife, while she was
discussing some subject or other with Dyson, and I am not sure but
that I took part in the conversation, although I was chiefly in-
terested in watching my patient; he sat, never uttering a word,
but watching them talking. It was some rather remote subject
they were talking about.
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_ He was admiring her%—VYes, admiration that fitted in with
this sentence. ‘ He affected, too, to admire her physically.’”’
That I don’t know. “‘ And he liked to surround her with male
acquaintances.”” That sentence explained a good deal that had
puzzled me about Dyson.

Had you seen Mr. Dyson there from time to time?—VYes. It
had occurred to me: ‘‘ This minister is about here a good deal.”
That certainly had occurred to me.

And had you noticed the husband seemed quite to take it as
a matter of course?—Oh, yes, he was as welcome to one as to the
other, I saw; and the deceased had spoken to me of Mr. Dyson
in terms of the highest admiration and affection, so far as he
would be likely to talk on the subject of affection. Oh, yes, they
were very proud of Mr. Dyson, I know. They had his photograph
in the room.

When you say they were, you mean Mr. and Mrs. Bartlett +—
Yes; I think it was he who once remarked to me how very highly
educated Mr. Dyson was; and they spoke in terms of great affection
too. ¢ The position was a very trying one for a woman to com-
port herself in.”

I think that passage is only a repetition of what you have
stated before?—I hope I have made clear how much I knew before
—how much I was able to accept.

At all events, you have gone through 3—The sentence, ‘‘ T was
personally cognisant,’”’ was put in to mark the beginning of abso-
lutely new facts.

Now, I think we have got the whole statement of what you
really had noticed. Now, I think there is only one other question
1 want to ask you on a matter of fact. From the bed on which
Mr. Bartlett lay, one could reach the mantelpiece or something
on the mantelpiece without getting up %—One could.

You could not, I believe, reach it if lying down flat +—No.

But by rising on the left arm it would be easy to reach it#—
It would. -

Were bottles kept—medicine bottles, I mean—kept on the
mantelpiece —Not as a rule; they were chiefly kept in the bedroom.
I mentioned once to Mrs. Bartlett.  Why don’t you keep his
medicines near him %’ and she said, “ I like to make this room as
little like an invalid’s room as possible,”” so that there were
really no bottles on the mantelpiece.

Now, just a few questions on a different subject, Dr. Leach.
In your experience, you have not seen a case of death from poison-
ing by liquid chloroform at any time$—No.

And, so far as you know, that is extremely rare, isn’t it#—
Yes; it certainly is among the rare causes of death from poison.
Tt has ocourred, of course; it is rare.

Have you seen a case of death from inhalationfi—Yes; at
least it was supposed to be.
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Have you yourself administered chloroform from time to time?
—7Yes; about two hundred times. .

It is an operation that requires to be very carefully and skil-
fully done, I think?—1It is an anxious one.

As a matter of fact, the use of chloroform as an agent for
producing anssthesia has been a little lessened of late years, has
it not, and chloric ether used instead?—You mean ether, not
chloric ether.  Chloric ether is merely chloroform and spirit;
in fact, it is the old name of the old London Pharmacopceia.
There is no chloric ether nowadays.

You mean to say no chloric ether is used —There is a con-
fusion of terms. Do you mean chloroform or chloroform mixed
with spirit? That certainly is not used for inhalation.

- Take ether, then? Has ether been substituted for chloroform ?
—Yes.

Do you know why +-——Because it is less dangerous in most con-
ditions.

And not only that it is less dangerous; but that some things
incidental to chloroform are not so often found with ether; vomit-
ing, for instance}—Yes; quite so.

By Mr. Justiocr Wins—You mean vomiting is constantly
found with inhalation of chloroform }—The patient usually vomits
afterwards, and even during the administration.

Cross-ezamination continued—In many cases the vomiting
begins almost immediately, does it not—It depends; there is a
class of cases in which it does.

Of course, it depends very much on the condition of the
stomach #—Oh, yes; if food has been given previously.

I was going to say, if you had made up your mind to
administer chloroform to a patient, you would take care with
regard to diet six hours or so before?—At least four, and that
must only be beef tea or some liquid easily got rid of—easily
digested, I mean to say.

If you had any indigestible substance in the stomach, such,
for instance, as a substantial quantity of mango-chutney it would
almost certainly produce vomiting-—It might.

It would, would it not?—I should not like to say it would.

I ehould not like you to prophesy, certainly, but you would
expect it to?—Yes; it is a very likely suggestion.

Have you ever administered chloroform to an adult in sleep-
ing +—No.

Did you ever hear of such a thing being done?—In the Pall
Mall Gazetie only.

, Which you do not accept as a medical authority?—I think
not. I am not saying it could not be done.
_ I do not want to take the answer as meaning more than you
desire it to mean. . You, at all events, have never done it?#—No.
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And you have never heard an authentic case of its being
done ~—No.

Are you familiar with post-mortem indications of death from
inhalations of chloroform?—No. I am glad to say I am not, if
you mean from personal experience.

As a matter of personal experience or——f%—As a matter of
general knowledge, I am.

As to what the post-mortem appearances would be?—It would
depend upon the quantity; if, as in that case, where 15 drops
killed by inhalation, you came to make a post-moriem examina-
tion, there you would find no signs whatever either in the eyes
or nose or anything, because it is sudden inanition of the heart’s
functions, and death.

That is to say, if death occurred from so small a quantity,
it is rather death from some disturbance of the heart’s fumctions
than the entrance of chloroform into the stomach?—Yes; the mix-
ture of air and chloroform—the mixture of too strong a percent-
age of chloroform in the lungs.

In administering chloroform you have to be very careful
as to the mixture of chloroform vapour with the air?—Very; you
must not go above 4 per cent.

Not above 4 per cent3—Not if you can help it ; it is dangerous
if you do.

I had not finished. In cases of death from such a small
quantity of chloroform, there is no indication of it whatever—
For the reason I suggested to you.

The death is suddeni—In cases where the patient has died
after chloroform, and narcosis is thoroughly produced, you will
find the smell of chloroform in the lungs, in all probability. It
would depend, of course, on the length of time.

'We are dealing with the case, I mean, of a real inhalation of
chloroform 7—Yes, we are dealing with chloroform narcosis; in
popular language, until the man is chloroformed.

Yes, there would be the smell of chloroform in the lungs;
what else?%—There would be probably, not necessarily, some
amount of congestion of the lungs. The same as regards the brain.
In cases of death from an excessive amount of chloroform, there
would be fluidity of the blood and staining of the brain mem-
branes, and the brain itself smelling of chloroform. You will find,
in the three instances I have noticed, very nearly the same effects
as you would find in a case of poisoning by liquid chloroform,
except that there would be more to be seen about the lungs.

There would be more to be seen about the lungs?—Yes.

And, although I do not want to confuse my lord’s notes, I
do want to draw & scientific distinction between death from liquid
chloroform and that from inhalation—in death from swallowing
liquid chloroform, you would find some of the same effects on the
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lungs and some smell in the brain?—Not the same effect on the
lungs, but the efiect on the brain would be the same, I think;
there might be less congestion.

As regards the smell —I think it would.

Now, about the condition of the heart when a man had died
from inhalation of chloroform or died from swallowing chloro-
form ?—There need not necessarily be anything peculiar about the
heart, but, as a matter of fact, you generally find that those who
have died from inhaling chloroform have died from it because
their heart was fatty—fatty degeneration, I mean.

As regards the post-mortem appearances, has not it been
found, in the larger proportion of cases of this kind, that there
has been engorgement of the right side of the heart?—JYes, if he
died from asphyxia.

If he died from asphyxia through an overdose of chloro-
form by inhalation, you say you would have found the right
side of the heart engorged with blood +—Yes, and the lungs too.

Now, it is just as well I should use your own popular ex-
pression, ‘‘ chloroformed.”” Suppose a person to have been
chloroformed, and shortly after to die, you would expect to find
some post-mortem indications, only in a smaller degree than if
death had actually happened from asphyxial—As I understand
your question, I do not think so.

Assuming that shortly before death a person had been chloro-
formed in the ordinary sense of the term?—Yes, and then re-
covered.

No, when chloroformed, say shortly before death, then re-
covery of sensation had never taken place, you would expect to
find the post-mortem indicative of what you have spoken 7—VYes,
::;'h necessarily engorgement unless the mode of death were

yxia.

I beg your pardon; I think I was careful to keep that limi-
tation in view —Yes.

Now, is there one other indication to be found in the post-
mortern examination—one other indication of the recent inhala-
tion of chloroform?—To be found at the post-mortem room, or in
the laboratory?

In the post-mortem examination, how about the urinet—I do
not know.

Now, put aside the question of the heart for the reason which
I quite understood with regard to death from asphyxia. With
regard to other matters, there was no congestion of the lungs or
:!nell in the lungs?—I did not make the post-mortem examina-
ion.

I am much obliged to you; you were making notes, but you
were taking your observations from the skilled pathologist whose
obgervations were recorded in those notes!—Yes.
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Re-examined by Mr. Poranp—Was there anything in the
notes dictated to you by Dr. Green to lead you to the conclusion
that death had taken place from chloroform §—Not at the time—
no.

Was there anything in the post-mortem examination itself
up to the time, or since, to lead you to the conclusion that death
took place from chloroform?—Only in conjunction with the
analysis.

But I mean independently of that, from the post-mortem
appearances alone, was there anything to lead you to the con-
clusion that death had taken place from chloroform?—Not suffi-
cient to lead one to the conclusion, but suggestive of it.

What was suggestive of it—Well, the smell in the stomach.

I am speaking of the post-mortem appearances of the different
parts of the body %—They would have been overlooked ; they would
have been of small importance except as regards the smell.

Yes, in the notes I read; just turn to them, please?—VYes, I
have the post-mortem notes here. Well, the fluidity of the blood,
the staining of the tissues, all agree with chloroform poisoning
a8 with many other poisonings.

By Mr. CLarRrRE—As with many other poisonings?—VYes.

Re-examination conitinued—Yes, only those two signs}—I
must stop there.

You must stop there?—Yes; you exclude the stomach, I think.

Yes, I exclude the stomach. Nothing whatever in the appear-
ance of the brain. Just look, please?—I was thinking of that just
now ; it is so slight, it seems merely a waste of time to allude to it.

By Mr. Crarxe—I shall be glad if my friend will read the
exact words?—‘* With the exception of rather more post-mortem
staining than usual, the brain presents nothing abnormal *’ (read-
ing the passage). Those are Dr. Green’s words. I could not feel
justified in mentioning that as one of the indications.

Re-examination continued—Now, have you known any other
case of death through swallowing® liquid chloroform %—No, never.

When you told my learned friend, Mr. Clarke, you thought
the effect on taking liquid chloroform would be the same as
when the chloroform were taken by inhalation; that is only your
own opinion —7Yes.

Mr. Crarge—Dr. Leach is an experienced doctor. My friend
seems to resent my taking his opinion. He is not entitled to tell
the witness ‘¢ that is only your opinion,’’ because he is a scientific
witness in the box. I quite assume that where Dr. Leach did mnot
give us the result of his individual experience he gave us the
result of medical science.

Mr. Poraxp—I4t is all he knows about it, I take it for granted.

By Mr. Jusriom Winns—As far as your reading and knowledge
enable you to form an opinion, that is your opinion%—Yes.
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Re-ezamination continued—You have made no actual experi-
ments {—No.

No experiments with animals or persons to ascertain whether
the opinion you form is correct or noti—No.

And until this case, had you ever read of a death from liquid
chloroform $—Oh, yes.

Very rare, is it not?—Yes, rare.

And have you at all studied the subject since?—Yes, I have;
I have read up cases from back numbers of the Lances.

Tell me with regard to the vomiting. If chloroform is inhaled,
is the vomiting a rare thing$%—No, a very common thing.

And does that generally arise from its being administered too
soon after a meal?—Yes, generally—well, that was not quite—I
have not expressed exactly my meaning there. If it be adminis-
tered too soon after a meal, you are pretty sure to get vomiting,
but I won’t accuse the hospital authorities of giving a meal too
soon before in every case where sickness occurs.

I mesn, as far as your own experience goes, what would be
likely to cause vomiting would be the administration of chloro-
form too soon after a meal -—Yes, that would be one very potent
cause.

Not the only one. And the usual time is, how long after a
meal i—Four hours will do if the meal consists of what is called
the ¢‘ chloroform breakfast.’’

Do you mean by that, a light breakfast?—Beef tea.

. Beef tea only?—It depends; in some places they give beef tea
only.

But in a case of an ordinary meal, would it depend on what
the meal wasl—7Yes, and on the digestive power of the patient.

You say beef tea, and then four hours afterwards would be
the right way of giving it by inhalation +—Yes.

YThat would be calculated, of course, to avoid the vomiting?
~—Yes.

Now, will taking liquid chforoform produce vomiting —As a
rule, where a large quantity is taken it seems to produce vomit-
ing. .

Large quantities?—I mean such quantities as 4 ounces. I
have & case now in my mind where a lady walked down Sloane
Street swallowing 4 ounces. She vomited afterwards.

Have you known any case of vomiting froxh liquid chlore-
form from a less quantity, or is that the only case known of +—
I am in touch with this case, but I cannot call to mind reading
any other. I should think 2 ounces would be enough to cause
vomiting, but I am guessing now—I do not know.

Have you at all formed an opinion as to how much liquid
chloroform would be a fatal dose?—Yes; I should say the est
fatal dose known for an adult would be 6 drachms.
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v By Mr. Justior Winrs—That is three-quarters of an ounce?
—Yes.

Re-ezamination continued—Now, I do not know whether you
have formed any strong opinion whether chloroform could be
given by inhalation while a person is asleep —I have heard Dr.
Stevenson in evidence give that, and 1 accept fully anything he
says.

I understand from that, you see no difficulty in that being
done?—No; with skill.

Mr. Crarge—With gkill? This does not arise out of my
cross-examination in the least.

Mr. Jusriom WinLs—I do not think it does, and, after all, it
only goes to the character of another witness. It only comes to
that which is not evidence, according to our usual laws—his
opinion of the character of another.

Mr. CLarRgkE—We shall have to deal presently with Dr. Steven-
son. I leave it to him. The question is a more remote and re-
condite part of this subject. I do not like to have put on me
answers which are not provoked by my cross-examination.

Re-examination continued—I ask you your own opinion,
apart from Dr. Stevenson’s. According to your own opinion, is
there any difficulty in giving chloroform to a patient by inhala-
tion while he is asleep %—Yes, there is difficulty, but it could be
done; it would require skill—that is what I wish to say.

Chloroform, of course, in that way—its inhalation in the
ordinary way —7Yes.

Now, one or two other matters I wish to trouble you about.
The prisoner, Mrs. Bartlett, first consulted you, as a medical
man, on l4th January?—On l4th January. ¥Yes.

And it was on that occasion she told you she had only been
pregnant once?—I think so.

Was it also on that occasion she told you she was very fond
of children —No.

That was a previous occasion.

Mr. JusTioE Winns—I do not think he mentioned that.

Re-ezamination continued—That is so, is it9—Yes, on a
previous occasion.

Was there anything, when she consulted you as a patient,
that she said at all about her relations with her husband—her
relations as & wife with her husband?—No. I see the bearing of
your question, but I say no to that.

By Mr. Justice WiLns—If you will kindly not trouble your-
self with the bearing of the question?—I do not wish to be mis-
understood.

Re-emamination continued—As a matter of fact, when she
consulted you as & medical man, did she tell you anything about
her relations with her husband—I mean her sexual relations with
her husband?—Yes, she alluded to that.
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When +—On 14th January.

What did she tell you about them?—I forget the allusion.
On this occasion it was in this way—it was not about her husband
in particular—it was on the general subject of sexual intercourse
and her internal conditions; it was in connection with that she
consulted me, and then it was that I learned the fact of her having
been pregnant once.

Did she say anything with respect to her not having been
pregnant sincei—I assume so.

Did she? I want to know what she said—what she told you
about her sexual relations, if anything, with her husband{—I
have told you all I know. I do not remember.

I mean at any time. I am not alluding to the 14th January?
—Then we come to the 26th. Then she did.

‘What did she then say?—What I have told you.

Only what you have already detailed?—Yes. I think I have
put all I know—certainly I have put all that is important—before
the Court.

Now, you said that Mr. Bartlett—you never heard anything
from him at all that his married life was other than the ordinary
state’—No; I heard nothing about his married life from him.

Tell me what you mean by telling us that they seemed like
brother and sister. What do you mean by that?—It is a very
difficult question to answer. I can say no more than that they
appeared to me—I have neither the power of description nor the
facts to go upon.

On the 31st, when going to the dentist’s, they spoke about
their happy married life, and said that they would like to
be married again, to be happy again —TYes; it was in no way in-
consistent. That is what I observed.

You observed the affectionate terms they were on—that she
sat up and nursed his foot?—Yes.

Then what did you meanf?—I was prepared to say, in that
affection I had observed there *was nothing sexual.

Why?—I do not really—if you will help me, I will—

I cannot suggest anything more than on one occasion from
his speaking to you, because you suggested that they should both
go to bed in the back room, and they did not. Is there anything
beyond that?—Yes; there was the general bearing of the parties.

What general bearing? I want you to describe it$—I might
as well try and describe the general expression of countenances. I
am sure his lordship sees it.

By Mr. JusTior WiLrLs—I have not this delicate discrimina-

tion. I am a plain man, and it seems to me a very unusus] state

of relationship between husband and wife; and-it eseems to me

- that if T came to that conclusion with regard to people I knew,

I should probably have some reason to give for it. I cannot say
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more. If you cannot tell us, you cannot tell us?—It is not deli-
cacy, my lord, it is inability to express more than I have said.

Have you seen any other people of whom you have fancied the
same thing 9—No.

It is an unusual thing in married life, is it not%—I should
say a very unusual thing, and I do not say it did not strike me
at the time it was so. I have merely described that, from what
I remember of their relations from one to another, it is quite
possible that may have been so.

Re-ezamination continued—What may have been so?—That
there was nothing sexual in the relations I witnessed.

By Mr. Justior WiLLs—Did you ever know, from your ex-
perience, a man for year after year sleeping in the same bed
with his wife, and nothing occurring between them —I have heard
of things very much like it.

I understand he was a great deal away from his wife?—You
mean on business?

Yes; he had long business hours, and I understand he was
away frequently?—You do not mean away at nights? Do you
mean away travelling?

I know he was away in the daytime, and I assumed, and still
assume, he was sometimes away at nights. That is so in the
majority of cases, I believe. =~ The husband goes to business and
bas long hours, and is sometimes away at nights. Is there any
reason for supposing that they do not forgather with their wives
in the usual sense%—No; but I am not talking of a normal man.
I am talking of the deceased.

Mr. Poranp—Very well.

By Mr. Justion WiLns—What was there? I cannot appreciate
it. I have been watching most carefully to see what were the
facts, and the one fact I have gathered is that he talked in an odd
way about mesmerism, and you suspected at once his sanity. Is
there anything else; because it is the only thing you have men-
tioned at present}—I wish I could put the picture before your
mind that I have in mine.

Re-examination continued—I will not trouble you further. I
only wanted, if you really could, to say anything definite that you
observed that led you to make the observation that they were more
like brother and sister. 'There is nothing more. I will not
trouble you further if you say there is nothing more; if you can
think of anything else, say it}—There is not one thing that comes
forward more prominently than another. I can only sum up by
saying that their general bearing to one another was asexual——

Forgive my saying that is somewhat vague. You say there is
11()1',l one thing. Give us two or three thinga?—I am afraid I ehall
fail.

Then never mind. Now, about the mesmeriem. Have you
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studied mesmerism yourself$—I have observed its effects some-
times; I cannot say I have made a study of it. .

Do you know, with regard to mesmerism, that it is supposed
that the vital force goes out from ome person to another}—No;
I do not know. .

Do you not know that it is supposed something proceeds from
one persen to another which is called the vital forcel—I call it
nothing.

I im talking now of whether, in books on mesmerism——~F—I
have read none, to begin with.

You do not know what the mesmerists suppose themselves able
to do?—Yes; I know that, for I have had my attention directed
to them orally to a very small smount.

Have you ever read a book on mesmerism?—Depotés I have
looked at.

Have you read any books on magnetism?—I have not even
read ¢ Braid on Magnetism.”’

Have you heard of odic force%—Yes.

Odic force is supposed to go from ome person to another
without touching in the act of mesmerism?—Yes, 1 believe it is.

There was nothing strange in this man supposing that this
force proceeded from his wife to him? It is not a symptom of
insanity, is it —Oh, no; I do not say he was insane.

What do you mean by saying, at one time you suspected
him of insanity? Was it on the mesmeric ground?—Chiefly.
There are two mesmeric incidents. You have alluded to one. I
did not suspect him; I had to find the key to my patient’s char-
acter. Shall T read the notes of the occasion ?

Yes; if you think it will assist us, do by all meansi~—I do
not think it will take longer than my trying to say it off. ** Memo-
randum of conversation with Mr. Bartlett, deceased, and Mrs.
Bartlett ; held about ten p.m., most probably on the 26th December,
1885.”” That was the night that I was administering purgatives
to get the worm powder away. °

By Mr. JusTiom WiLLs—Most probably the 26th. I suppose this
was made at a time when you had forgotten the occasion 3—This
was made on the 9th of February, and *‘ most probably *’ I
should be prepared to scratch out now. It was that night, I am
sure. ‘‘ Having occasion to sit some hours with my patient, we
conversed, and by accident the word °‘mesmeriem ’ wae men-
tioned. Deceased became all alert at once, and asked me if I could
mesmerise. I told him I had never tried, and did not mean to,
giving as my reason my opinion that no medical man should geek
to become a mesmerist. = But he again asked me to make the
experiment on him, and I declined. He said, ¢ Do you understand
much about mesmeriem?’ I told him I had frequently watched
the effects of skilled mesmerists and had applied jcientific tests,
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and was interested enough in it to give some study for the psycho-
logical problems involved. He said, ¢ Can you tell me whether I
am under mesmeric control ’ (I think he used some such word) ¢ at
the present moment?’ Smiling, I said, ¢ Do you think you are?’
He answered, ‘ Yes, I do,’” and proceeded to explain : * Last summer,
a friend, who could mesmerise, visited us, and I asked him on
several occasions to mesmerise me, but he always refused. Now,
why do you think he refused?’ I told Mr. Bartlett I could not
guess. ¢ Well,” said Mr. B., ‘I think he must have done it then,
or on some subsequent occasion.” Then Mrs. Bartlett broke in,
¢ Oh, Edwin, how absurd you are! He does get such strange ideas
into his head nowadays, doctor.” He continued, without interro-
gation, ‘I think he mesmerised me through my wife. Is that a
possibility? ° I said I did not know, but that the subject was very
amusing; would he tell me some more about it, especially the
symptoms that led him to a so extraordinary belief? With some
pressing L got this reply: ‘ Well, I am doing such absurd things—
things against my common sense; in fact, both my wife and I are
doing so.” ‘ What kind of absurd things are you both doing?’ I
asked. His only reply was that they were doing things that were
unusual and conirary to common sense. During this conversation
he had emerged from his usual reserve, and was speaking with an
unaccustomed vigour and excitement, and I was growing anxious
about his night’s rest; but thinking I had perhaps to do with one
of the phases of insanity, and was on the point of getting a key to
his peculiar nervous temperament, I decided to push my inquiry.
¢ Mr. Bartlett,” I said, ¢ if my brother medicos were to hear us,
they would think Mrs. Bartlett the only sane person among us
three, but I do not despise ideas because they are contrary to my
every-day experience; pray tell me more about yours, especially
about the nature of the things your mysterious friend makes you
do.” ”’ Vulgarly, I tried to draw him. ¢‘ Here Mrs. Bartlett in-
terposed remarks calculated to turn the conversation. She said it
was all ridiculous nonsense he Wwas talking. But, persisting in
trying to find my key, I obtained her permission to continue the
conversation au grand sérieux. ° Do you ever hear voices telling
you to do this or that, Mr. Bartlett?’ ¢ Oh, no,” he said; and I
regarded his reply as one of considerable importance. ¢ Do you
ever converse with your magician when he is not mear you?’
Again he said, decidedly, ‘ No ’; giving his reply in a manner to
relieve my mind, in a medical sense, of some anxiety. But he
persisted that he was under a mesmeric influence, and asked if I
knew of no method for discovering the truth of the matter, and I
promised him that, if he would fully describe to me his feelings
and the ground for his suppositions, I, in return, would consult &
very high authority in mesmeric phenomena concerning the ocase.
I said, ‘ How long did the influence last-—I mean, how long did
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you continue to do strange things?’ He replied, ‘I am still
doing them.’ I said, ‘ But what are they?’ He answered, hesi-
tating, ¢ Well, perhaps I should not be here if it were not for the
influence > (I think he used the word). ‘Where would you be?’
He said, © Elsewhere; perhaps at the seaside, perhaps abroad.’
Then & suspicion flashed across my mind, and I said, ‘ Does your
mesmeric friend -control you in your city purchases—make you
spend your money differently to your ordinary notions{ Has he
ever implanted you with a fixed idea to sign any cheque or draft,
or indorse anything?’ To all these questions he replied in a
manner to indicate that I was very wide of the mark, and per-
sisted that he onmly felt impelled to do  queer things,’ saying,
‘I am acting in a way different to what I should do if I were not
mesmerised, and that is all.” Then the idea struck me that he
might really be in terror of somebody who had acquired ascen-
dancy over him, so I asked, ¢ Do you feel a sinking or depression
when you hear him coming; or do you shudder when he ap-
proaches?’ ¢ No, not at all; I like him.’ Then, despairing of
making head or tail out of my patient’s mental condition, I put
my last query: © Do you feel positive that your supposed friend is
really a friend, and not trying to work out his own ends through
his influence with you—mesmeric, or otherwise?’ He said he was
sure this was not the case. I appealed to Mrs. B. for her opinion,
and she said, * Edwin and he are the best of friends, and he is &
true friend to both of us.” I repeated the question to hor in
private, and received the same reply. As a sequel, to keep faith
with my patient, I put the case, at his request, to a distinguished
student of things mystical, and asked the latter if he believed it
to be within the bounds of infinite possibility that any dominant
idea could be made possess & man in Mr. Bartlett’s state, and, if
not, how could I best conjure him into his right senses again. At
a subsequent visit, I assured Mr. Bartlett that his delusions had
been very carefully thought over; and that they were delusions, I
proved to him in argument. He was convinced then, and a few
days later assured me that he was thoroughly of my opinion. I
may add that I remember these events so accurately by reason of
my being permitted to discuss them at the time with my occult
acquaintance.”’

Re-ezamination continued—I suppose an ‘‘ occult acquaint-
ance ’’ there? I suppose you know some people think they are
very much under the influence of otherst—In the asylums, or out
of them?

Out of them 3—Under the influence of others, yes.

Only one other question—Do you know in mesmerism some
meamerists claim to be able to influence people although they are
not present%—Yes, .

Miles away ?—Yes.

That is & common belief amongst some mesmerists —Yes.
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Only two or three other matters—When you were first called
into Claverton Street, did you think that Mr. and Mrs. Bartlett
had been recently married -—I did; all this petting, &ec., led me
to that conclusion.

By Mr. Justior WiLLs—You could hardly have supposed then
there was anything like brother and sister in their relations, could
you?—I have distinctly said I did not at that time suppose it, but
even going back now to my recollection of that day on which I
saw them, and thought they were recently married, I still do not
hesitate to say that after all it is quite possible that it was an
asexual relation.

Re-ezamination continued—Did you, after visiting Mr. Bart-
lett, see Mr. Bartlett and Mrs. Bartlett remain on the same terms?
—Yes, the whole time.

And with the exception of the mesmerism, was there a single
delusion about Mr. Bartlett that you saw?—VYes; there was that
thinking he had a worm in his throat.

Any other %—No doubt I could remember some.

Any more ¢—Pray let me think a moment.

Before you pass from that, worms do come up the throat, I
think you said —Yes.

And he had a worm ?—Yes.

That may or may not have been a delusion ; any other '—I can
call none to mind.

When you were examined before the coromer, did you say he
had no hallucinations+—He had no hallucinations.

You say that now!—I say that now.

By Mr. Justion WiLLs—May I just ask what is the distinetion
bet'wlee:(xi a hallucination and a delusionf—Do you ask it from me,
my lord}

d Yes?—A hallucination is defined as being a deception of the
senses; & delusion, one of the intellect. That is like a collega
examination on oath.

I do not know what you mean by your distinction between
hallucination and delusion ; hallucination is deception of the senses?
—Of the senses.

Delusion, of the intellect7—Yes.

Is it a hallucination when a man sees a thing look green
which is not really green?—That is the act of a drug.

Hallucination is the case of a man seeing a ghost’—VYes.

Like a man that hag delirium tremens?—VYes.

Re-examination continued—I won’t trouble you further. The
necrosis you referred to, you said there was no immediate danger
from that?—No, none that I“could see.

Alarming from the after-consequences?—Yes.

I suppose, in treating your patient, you did not alarm him in
any way about this necrosis %—No.

By Mr. Justior WiLrs—Did you say anything to Mrs. Bart-
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lett about the necrosis—the consequences?’—Yes. I said evidently
under that fungoid growth there was mecrosis setting in, and we
must have dental advice about it at once, because it was spreading
to the canine tooth that was taken out the last day he went.

And did you say anything as to the extent of the probable
mischief—did you say anything to alarm or to comfort her when
you used that term? Tell us, so far as you can, exactly what you
told her?—I told her he must have it taken out if the dentist
advised it; because she had rather wished him to have no more
teeth out.

Did you say anything to indicate danger to his life from this?
—Oh, there was not ever any danger.

Can you give us anything more? Can you give us anything
more &8 to 'what you said to her about it? Did you say anything
more than he must have the tooth out if the dentist advised it?
Did you say anything about what necrosis might end in?—No;
that word ‘¢ alarming ’’ has given rise to some misunderstanding.
I used it for brevity’s sake, without due consideration to accuracy,
I am afraid.

Now, in all your conversations with her from first to last, did
you ever encourage the idea that he could not recover?—Oh, on
the contrary. I always told her it was nonsense for him to say he
would not.

How often did you see Mr. Dyson there?—I cannot remember,
my lord. I should think perhaps three times.

You say it had struck you he was a good deal about the place?
—It had struck me he was on very intimate terms when there, and
that they spoke of him a good deal when he was absent.

Did you ever hear him called by his Christian name%—I
beard an individual frequently mentioned as ‘¢ Georgius Rex,”’
and I have no doubt—I have reason to know—that was the name
under which they always alluded to him. For a time I did not
know who this Georgius Rex could be, but I know now. In fact,
I knew before the deceased dieda

I mean, when he was present, how was he addressed 1—Oh, as
Mr. Dyson.

That was when you were there —That was when I was there;

yes.

Did you ever hear him call Mr. Bartlett ‘ Edwin,’”” or Mr.
Bartlett call him ‘‘ George *’#—No, and I think it would have
struck me if I had.

You never heard him called by his Christian name by either
of them ?—Not in his presence.

And I suppose you never heard him call either of them by
their Christian names —No.

One more question. When you went into the room on lst
January, did you notice anything about the firef—I did.

What was it —I noticed that the fire was not a large one. I

248



Evidence for Prosecution.
Dr. Alfred Leach

looked at it with a view of estimating the temperature in which the
corpse had been lying, and my chief recollection of the fire was
that it was one that would not, to any extent, have influenced the
temperature of the room, and it was, to the best of my recollec-
tion—and I have thought seriously over the matter—there were
ashes or cinders, and it may have been piled on each side of i,
and a large piece on the top, but there my observation finished.

There was nothing that called any sort of special attention
to it%—No, none whatever. ]

By the Foreman—I should like to ask one question. I think
you said you saw a glass with brandy in it?—TYes.

You smelt it?—7Yes. .

If chloroform had been in it, would you have detected it#—I
am not quite sure.

Did you detect any?—No; I am not quite sure whether it could
be detected. I think brandy dissolves very little chloroform. Had
there been a large quantity I should have seen it, though I am not
quite sure whsther I should have smelt it. I have such an objection
to the smell o! brandy.

By a Juror—I think you said death had occurred three hours
previous?—1I estimated it at three hours. It is the nearest I can
arrive at, and I have no doubt that is an accurate time.

Did the fire look as if it had been freshly made up$—1I do not
pretend to know what a fire looks like freshly made up—freshly
stirred, I suppose, you mean; and, as the question only occurred
some time after 1 saw that fire, I am utterly unable to say. It did
not strike me as such, I may say that.

By the Foreman—I suppose if any chloroform had been poured
down his throat you would have noticed some signs of it afterwards?
—No, because chloroform passing over mucous membrane leaves
very little trace.

There would be no inflammation $—No.

By Mr. Crarxe—If chloroforsn were spilt on the face in the
process of administration, would it not produce a sore placei—
If left some time it would blister ; it may produce & little chafing
of the epithelium.

By Mr. Jusrior Wirrs—How long would that last#—I cannot
say.

A few minutes?—I cannot say.

By Mr. CLarke—It turns to a sore place?—You have to leave
it for some time before it does. A chloroform blister is a very
difficult thing to raise.

[It was here observed that two of the jury had left the box
duriﬁ the last two or three questions. On their return}

r. JusTios WriLLs—QGentlemen, while two of your number
were absent, a question was asked. Mr. Clarke will repeat that
question now.
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By Mr. CLarkr—With regard to the fact of spilling chleroform
on the skin, if chloroform be accidentally spilt in the process of
administration, does it not produce & sore on the skin? Iam now
using the commonest word#—Noi if accidentally spilt—you mean
sprinkled—it does not. On the lips of the person it w1l1_; !)ut, as
a rule, to produce a sore with chloroform, you must hold it in con-
tact, and if left for some time it will raise a large blister, and
would cause a wound. .

By Mr. Jusriom WiLLs—On the gkin ?—Not on the skin of any-
thing but a child. .

By Mr. CLarxr—Are you sure! The ordinary best way of
administering chloroform is to roll up a handkerchief and put it
in a glass, and then sprinkle chloroform on it, is it not —That is
80, certainly ; but I prefer an ordinary cloth, with my hand under-
neath it.

That other way I say is recommended ?—Yes. .

Now, in holding the chloroform, if the chloroform be pll_t from
the glass on to the skin, do yow mean to say no screness is pro-
duced 3—Not once spilling ; it would have to be repeatedly spilt.

There are a great many chloroformists who habitually practise
the administration of chloroform—I mean that chloroform is
habitually employed in the practice of administration, and do not
they amear their lips with grease?—Yes; I do myself.

What for +—To save any chafing ; and it might produce a sore,
but I have never seen it.

That is why you use the grease?—I do not slways use it.

When you do use it, that is the reason?—Yes, one of the
reasons ; and before he went off I should not like to touch his lips,
g0 I use it in & subjective sense.

If chloroform is put on the skin and not covered up, it
evaporates. Does it leave any mark?}—It leaves a certain mark
which you can see in a certain light.

You say that you could perceive it in a certain light?—Yes.
It is not obvious; you have to look for it.

And even then how soon does it go off —I do not know. When
I have made any experiments upon myself, I have forgotten to see
the end of them.

If chloroform is kept confined touching the skin?—Then it
would make a little blister.

If covered up and kept upon the ekin, then you say it would
make a little blister —Yes.

By the Formman—TYou say a small bottle was inverted in a
glass —VYes.

Did you examine that bottle?—No, I did not.

You did not smell it?—No; I was accusiomed to see a glass of
Condy’s fluid, and I took it to be that.

By Mr. Jusrtiom WitLs—The small bottle you recognised as
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containing Condy’s fluid, you say?—A small tumbler containing
the fluid. It always stood by his side. It had contained a draught
which I had sent on the 18th.

By Mr. Crarxe—TYou said just now you recognised the bottle
by the label =—No; there was no label.

By a Juror—You were asked how would it look if chloroform
was poured into the mouth. Would it affect the gums?—Oh, yes,
it would make the gums feel very painful.

Would it leave any trace so that you could detect it after-
wards?—If it was left there some time, it would; it would cause
8 blister, or make a sore even, if found in the stomach.

Did you find any trace?—No; the mouth was examined, and
there was no trace, but the post-mortem examination will tell you
more accurately than I can.

Dr. Joen GarDNER DUDLEY, examined by Mr. PoLaxp—I am a
doctor of medicine of the University of Cambridge and member of
the College of Physicians, London. I practise at 71 Belgrave Road.
Dr. Leach called me in to see Mr. Bartlett at Claverton Street on
19th December. I was with him for twenty-five or thirty minutes,
and in conjunction with Dr. Leach examined him. Dr. Leach
had already communicated to me what he was suffering from, and
then I tried to find out for myself what his ailments were. I found
his gums to be spongy and inflamed. I did not find any lime on
the margin of the gums. He had a very depressed appearance,
and he seemed wanting in energy. He was lying in an easy
posture, apparently free from pain. He told me that he required
rest, that he had been overworked—mentally and bodily; that he
was very sleepless; that he had not slept well for a considerable
time, and scarcely at all the last few nights. I examined him to
find out whether he was suffering from any disease, but I found no
signs whatever. The organs all seemed to be quite healthy. After
I had examined him I told him that he was & sound man, that he
ought to sit up and go out for a walk or a drive daily. I do not
think he made any reply. 1 prescribed a sedative and a tonio
for him. I do not think there is anything else that is necessary
for me to mention with regard to my examination of him. I only
saw him on that one occasion. I afterwards heard of his death.

By Mr. Jusrior WinLs—Mrs. Bartlett was present throughout
the interview, and she replied to several questions that I put to her.
She took a part in the conversation generally.

Fzaminaiion continued—I1 think 1 agked her some questions
with regard to his previous health and his habits. Her answers
were all favourable, that his habits were temperate, and that his
general health had been previously good. On 2nd January I
attended the post-mortem. There was nothing from the appear-
ance of the various organs to account for death from any natural
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cause. In the stomach there was an erosion, a patch where the
mucous membrane was destroyed in the most dependent part of the
stomach—on the dependent part of the stomach, the portion that
was lowest near the spinal column. That would be occasioned by
some noxious agent remaining in contact with it—an irritant.

Would liquid chloroform account for it?—Yes, very likely.
The blood was very fluid.

If death had been caused by chloroformm would that cause the
blood to be fluid 7—Yes, it would. When the stomach itself was
opened I smelt it. It smelt very strongly of chloroform, or a com-
bination of chloroform and garlic. —The whole contents of the
stomach were placed in a clean glass-stoppered bottle in my presence
and sealed with my seal. 1 smelt the contents of the inteslines,
and I found that they had the same smell, but in a less degree. A
quantity of the contents of the intestines—about an ounce—were
put into another jar and sealed. The stomach itself was also put
into another jar and sealed up. There was also placed in a bottle
and sealed some chutney which was found at the post-mortem.
After those four bottles had been sealed up they were put in the
front room, the post-mortem having been made in the back room.
After the post-mortem we deputed Dr. Leach to announce the result
to Mrs. Bartlett. There were present at the time Mr. Bartlett,
senior, Mr. Wood, the solicitor, and Mr. Dyson. The announce-
ment was made in the front room, and it was to the effect that we
found no natural cause of death; but that there were suspicious
appearances in the stomach and with regard to the appearance of
the stomach itself; and that it would be necessary to make the
coroner acquainted with the facts. I do not remember that there
was anything said by any one to that.

Cross-examined by Mr. CLARkE—When you went to see him on
the 19th T think he presented a depressed appearance’—He did so.

He seemed disinclined to change his posture, or even to raise
his eyelids?—VYes.

And he looked at you throfigh his half-closed lids—He did.

He told you he had been overworked, mentally and bodily, I
think —He did.

- And that for some time he had suffered from sleeplessness 7—
es.
Did his wife seem very nervous and anxious about him %—She
seemed very attentive to him.
And very anxious about it?—VYes.
You were an absolute stranger to them both —I was.

Dr. MonTaGur MuURRAY, examined by Mr. Wriear—I hold the
degree of M.D. of London, and I am assistant physician at Charing
Cross Hospital. * On 2nd J anuary last I, along with Dr. Green,
atte;(zled at the post-mortem examination on the body of Mr.
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Bartlett at 85 Claverton Street. Dr. Leach, Dr. Cheyne, and Dr.
Dudley were also present. We began about half-past two. I did
the operative work, while Dr. Green watched the operations and
dictated the notes which were taken down by Dr. Leach. We all,
to some extent, checked the operations as they were described; if
there was any doubt we discussed them as we went on. The
general condition of the body showed that it was exceedingly well
nourished. The heart was the first we came to; it was normal in
size and was healthy, although the muscular tissue was perhaps a
trifle flabby. The lining membrane was deeply stained, and the
blood in the heart was fluid.

Were any of these conditions abnormal, considering the long
time which had elapsed since the death?—Yes, the fluid condition
of the blood and the excessive staining of the lining membrane
were not quite what one would have expected from health. Apart
from the contents of the stomach and the condition of the stomach,
there was nothing whatever in the state of the organs to account
for death. I took out the stomach and intestines. I have heard
Dr. Dudley’s evidence, and I concur in his account of the way
in which the proceedings took place. There was a small amount,
above an ounce of a dark fluid in the stomach, with a few small
lumps of solid matter, and it smelt very strongly of chloroform.
The intestines smelt slightly of chloroform; the smell was much
more disguised, because other things were mixed with it. There was
an inflammatory blush over the whole of the cardiac end of the
stomach and the whole of what is described as the most de-
pendent part, in area about an inch and a half in diameter.
The mucous membrane was rather softer than the other parts
and a little roughened and irregular.

By Mr. Justiom WiLLs—The patch was about an inch and
& half in diameter in the dependent part of the stomach, the
part lowest down when the person is lying on his back.

EBzamination continued—That condition of things suggested
the action of a mild irritant poisdn.

Where death results from causes other ithan poison, would
that be a natural place to expect the ulceration or inflammatory
condition of that kind#—No; when ulceration occurs it usually
ocours near the other end of the stomach, and at the upper rather
than at the lower part, but not invarisbly so. That would
probably be the part of the stomach through which its fluid
contents would naturally gravitate if the person were lying on
his back. If a man were lying on his face I should not expect
it to gravitate to the same part. The inflammatory blush must
have taken place while life continued.

By Mr. Justior Wins—Do you confine your evidence to
the inflammatory blush, or does it extend over the thinning of
4 portion of the tissues?—I should not be certain about the thin-

' uing of the portion of the tissues.
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.~ The other, you think, must have been produced while in
" life%—VYes. :
. Ezamination continued—There was softening of the tissues at
the. place I have mentioned; at the most dependent part. The
© mucous membrane was a little softer than natural; it could
.have been stripped off with the finger more easily.
- Must that necessarily have been something that happened
ante-mortem, or subsequent to the death—the softening of the
. tissues}—I think the signs, taken altogether, must have hap-
" pened before, but I am not prepared to say that any one of the
‘others could not have been. - _
.~ By Mr. Justior Winrs—I do not quite follow you. You say
" something about being taken all together %—Leaving out the in-
~ flammatory blush, the others, the softening and slight thinning,
~-I do not think they were post-mortem, but I do not feel quite
- sure. ‘I think they were more likely. ante-mortem than post-
. mortem. .
« . Ezamination continued—Supposing that the appearances
. 'which 1 saw were the result of swallowing chloroform, I am not
.. able to form any opinion as to what period of time must have
- elapsed between the swallowing and the death and to give time
. ‘for these appearances to be caused. I could not give the limit of
- ‘the smallest time, but an hour would certainly be sufficient, I think,
between the swallowing and the death, to produce the condition
of the stomach. I cannot tell how much less would do it. I
‘saw the stomach as recently as last night, when Dr. Stevenson
‘ showed it to me. I do not think I have anything to add as the
- result of what I saw last night. I examined the gullet also last
" night. I have not mentioned that the lower part of the gullet
was just in the same condition as the adjoining part of the stomach
—the part of the gullet next the stomach ; that had an inflammatory
" blush just-in the same way, and was a little roughened; I sup-
. pose the lower 3 inches or so of the gullet. - '
... By Mr. Justior Wirrs—That was the portion of the gullet
. which comes nearest to the stomach, which opens into it.
- Ezamination continued—At the post-mortem I examined the
lower jaw, and found a patch where it was becoming necrosed.
- There was nothing serious or dangerous sbout that. o AR
. Cross-examined by Mr. CrarkE—This is new matter. With .-
_ regard to your examination of the gullet, I understand that wag ol
- made quite recently—I made the examination of the two at
- the post-mortem, and I saw them together again last might. -
- You say yesterday you saw the gullet}—Yes. . - et
-~ All that indicated was that the irritant, whatever it was,.
had been taken through the gullet *—Precisely. . . =~ .. .o,
- Of course, there are possible ways in which an irritant poison.
ay ‘be introduced into the stomach,  ‘but’ the" condition of the.
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gullet shows that it was taken down the throat in the passing to
this spot. You have been speaking of the redness; that would
show that at the time the liquid passed down the throat the body
was in a recumbent position. Would that indicate that, or might
the body have been erect at the time?—It might have been erect
at the time it was taken. I should say it would show that after it
was taken for the greater portion of the time that life lasted
the body must have been in a recumbent position.

Are there not extraordinary varieties with regard to the cause
of death by liquid chloroform, both as to the quantity producing
death and also as to the survival after the dose?—I believe so,
but I have no special knowledge myself upon that subject.

By the Fomreman—Suppose that the person was insensible—I
suppose it would take some time, and it would have to be done
very gradually to administer chloroform down the throat?—To
pour it down the throat.

It would take some little time to do it; you could not do it
suddenly if the person was insensible—Different methods might
be employed; there might be a tube employed.

But suppose that, with the tube, the head might be held
back to pour it down the throat quietly?—I could not say the
time it would take.

But it would have to be done gradually if the person was
insensible —A. portion might be poured down gradually.

If poured down gradually, it would very likely leave some
mark on the tongue or throat %—No, not necessarily; it need not
last so long as that.

Then you do not think that it would leave more marks in that
way than if a person took it up and drank it up quickly ?+—No.

By Mr. Justiom Wirns—You speak of a short time; unfor-
tunately, to my mind that conveys no notion. How long do you
suppose the operation of pouring down anything which would
be a fatal dose of chloroform must necessarily take, supposing a
person to be asleep —It would depend somewhat upon the degree
of insensibility. I could not say definitely how long it would take.

Oross-ezaminaiton continued—But would it be minutes or
hours#—Oh, certainly not more than minutes; not more than
two or three minutes.

Mr. Crareg—Would your lordshiﬁ kindly ask, or allow me to
agk, the witness whether, so far as he knows, or so far as his
reading goes, such a case has ever happened of liquid chloroform
being poured down the throat of an insemsible person?—I have
no knowledge of such a case.

Have you ever heard of such a case3—No.

By the ATTORNEY-GENPRAL—Probably, my lord, it would be
proper to ask upon that, do you see any difficulty in its being
poured down the throat of a person in a state of insensibility? Is
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there any difficulty in performing that operation ?—If the insensi-
* bility was profound, there would be no difficulty that I can see. It
~ might be poured down. '
- - But I mean, would there be any physical difficulty in doing
. it if the person down whose throat it was sought to pour it was
"~ in a. state of insensibility %—I know of nonme. - . v
- By Mr. Justior WrLLs—If the insensibility was very pro-
found, there would be a difficulty in swallowing, would there mnot?
Swallowing is rather a muscular action ¢—Certainly. They would
have to take some mechanical means to get it down, because the
- parts would collapse.

" But I think you must exclude that supposition. Supposing

- there was no tube, what would you say then —Then the greater

. part would remain in the mouth, and some trickle down.

"~ Trickle down the gullet, do you mean, or do you mean out-
-gide 4—Inside.
‘Down ‘the gullet i—7Yes. _

" That is to say, in the case of profound insensibility. Now,
- .suppose insensibility was not so profound (I do not know whether
I use the right expression) as to paralyse the muscular action of
" the throat—there is rouscular action necessary in swallowing, is

" there not?%—Then the insensibility would prevent the swallowing. -

Might there be an insensibility so profound that the person
‘operated upon might swallow without resistance, and yet so little
profound that the muscular action would not be paralysed ?—VYes.
" Does that answer your own view that the touch of the
liquid would excite the involuntary act of swallowing? Does it

- apply to such a case as that—to such a condition as that?—I
think so.

Then it would be swallowing, and not trickling, in that case?

—Yes.
. Cross-ezaminaiion continued—By what test would a medical
man be able to ascertain that th® particular stage had been reached
"'where reflex action of the muscles continued, but yet there was
. insensibility which would prevent the burning, and so on?—Oh,
- by the presence of reflex in other parts. o

" How would he test it+—He would test it by touching the eye,
.and there would be a closure of the eyelid. .That would show -

- that reflexes were present.

medlcal ‘man would touch

was not carried farther, o T
on. touching, the eyelids contracted, he would then kno
as some reflex action existing which might render the

wing' instinctive +—Yes. .

That is to say, that there would have to be a tube #—Certainly. -

~~ Would you mind touchinayour own eyelid—just show how the -
. medi A h the eyelid -—He would separate the
- eyelids, ‘and just ftouch the conjunctiva, the white membrane .
‘of ‘the ‘eye. . Then the lids would immediately ocontract, supposing.
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How would he know there was insensibility to pain?—By
the relaxation of the muscles, and by the abolition of the reflex—
I mean sufficient abolition to perform the operation.

You say the medical man would judge that there was in-
sensibility to pain from the laxity of the muscles?—Yes.

Through the relaxation of the muscles and also from the
abolition, I think is the word you used %—Yes.

Of the reflex action?—Yes.

I am very anxious not to repeat your words for fear of any
mistake.

Mr. Jusrior WirrLs—That is quite right, but it is a thing
that seems to introduce a new condition, and a very important one
in connection with that which is proceeding now.

Cross-esamination continued—Then the physician intending
to do anything to the patient which would involve pain, and with
a view to which the insensibility was to be produced, would not
do it until he found the reflex action had stopped —That would
depend to some extent upon the nature of the operation. 1In
some operations more profound insensibility has to be produced
than in others.

I think I follow you. Your mind has now come to the pro-
ducing of insemsibility by chloroform. There are some cases in
which chloroform is used in which it is not desired to produce
complete ansesthesia 3—Yes.

There are some cases where it is desired to use it to deaden
the pain; it is not desired to obtain a condition which is one
of absolute insensibility —Certainly.

Then, in those cases the physician would judge whether the
exact moment had come at which there was sufficient diminution
of sensibility to enable the patient to bear the pain, and yet
not sufficient diminution absolutely to destroy reflex action?%—Do
you mind repeating your question?

I have put before you the class of cases in which it is not
desired to produce complete anesttesia; only to deaden the pain.
In those cases the physician has to exercise his judgment as to
whether the moment has come in which there is sufficient insensi-
bility to produce anzesthesia, yet not the entire abolition of the
reflex action 7—Certainly.

But supposing ansthesia is carried to a point which prevents
any pain, then the reflex action has disappeared ?—Some reflexes
disappear before others; they do not all disappear at the same
time.

But supposing the anssthesia to be carried to the extent of
destroying the sense of pain, has not the reflex action then en-
tirely disappeared? If you have a doubt, I am afraid it cannot
be & very easy question, doctor?—Well, it is a question one is
familiar with—the loss of certain reflexes. @I was thinking
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whether there might not be others. You see, one judges practi-
cally by this conjunctiva reflex. One knows practically if that is
gone, the patient will not feel pain; and you judge also by the
muscular relaxation.

1 think I follow you. You say the physician judges by that
test 7—Yes; 1 am not prepared to say that at that moment there is
no reflex which can be obtained.

But you are not prepared to say that there is?—I am not
prepared to give an opinion. . .

By Mr. Justice Winns—Just tell me this. In operations
where chloroform is administered, is it ever necessary to give
brandy, or anything of that sort, while the operation is going
on?—Yes; but it is not given by the mouth easily under that con-
dition.

By injection —TYes.

Tom RarpH, examined by Mr. Porawp—I am an officer in
the Metropolitan Police Force, and I am the coromer’s officer in
this case. Mr. Braxton Hicks was the coroner who held the in-
quest on 4th January. In consequence of what he told me I
went to 85 Claverton Street about half-past nine at night. I
went into the front room, and I there found four glass vessels,
jars, or bottles, which were covered over with brown paper, and
had string tied round them, and were sealed with the initials
of Dr. Dudley—J. G. D. At the same time I took possession
of thirty-six medicine bottles. Some of them were in the front
room; they were not corked. I corked them and sealed them
up. I placed the jars and the medicine bottles in two separate
hampers and took them to the mortuary at 20 Millbank Street,
and placed them in a large safe, under cover, in the back yard.
There was no lock to the place, but I put a piece of tape across
it and sealed it up. On 9th January I went there and found the
tape in the same condition. I had been to Claverton Street on
the 9th. Mr. Doggett, junior, gave me a tumbler, which appeared
to contain Condy’s fluid. There was a small glass bottle in-
verted in the tumbler, which was open, without any cork inm it.
As I was moving it into the glass jar that I had taken with me
it broke, so that the whole of the broken tumbler and its con-
tents went into the glass jar. I fastened it up, sealed it with
Mr. Doggett’s seal, and took it to the mortuary, and put it with
the other things. The little bottle that was inverted remained in
the glass jar along with the contents of the tumbler and the broken
pieces. I fastened up the mortuary again. On the 1lth I took
all the things to Dr. Stevenson at Guy’s Hospital, and he gave
me a receipt for them. After giving these things to Dr. Steven-
son I went to Claverton Street again, and met Inspector Marshall
tlm;s by appointment. Mr. Wood, the solicitor, was there, but
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not Mrs. Bartlett. I examined seven boxzes on the floor in the
front room, and in one of the boxes I found two glass bottles.
One of these was like a scent bottle, with a silver top on it, and
there seemed to be some white powder in it. The other bottle
was similar. I also found in another box a small wooden box
containing white powder. I sealed those three things up and
handed them to Dr. Stevenson on the 16th. I found a tin box
in the front room containing a man’s suit of light clothing, which
I examined. In the right-hand trousers pocket I found four or
five of what are popularly called French letters. I did not take
possession of them. I left the clothes with the things in the
pocket in the box. I also found in one of the boxes the letter
that has been produced here addressed, ¢ Dear Edwin,” and
signed ‘¢ George.”” I suppose it was in Mrs. Bartlett’s box—
they were all there together. The other boxes contained some
gentlemen’s clothes and some ladies’ clothes. I saw on a table in
the front room the book Squire’s ¢ Companion >’ in the same
state as it is now in, ‘‘ Companion to the British Pharmacopceis,’’
comparing the strength of various preparations, and so on. I
did not go with Marshall to Wandsworth Common.

Dr. DupLey, recalled and further examined by the Arror-
NEY-GENBRAL—The contents of the stomach were put into an open
unstoppered bottle, which we could find no cork to, and they
remained in that bottle for about half an hour, when we got
another bottle from a chemist’s, which had a glass stopper. We
transferred the contents from the unstoppered open bottle into the
other one. Chloroform is very volatile.

Dr. TEomas StmvensoN, examined by the ArToRNEY-GENERAL
—I am a doctor of medicine in practice as a consulting physician
and am Professor of Medical Jurisprudence at Guy’s Hospital. I
am one of the analysts usually employed by the Home Office. 1
have written on the subject of medical jurisprudemce. I re-
collect receiving from the last witness, Ralph, a number of bottles
and packages. I think he has described them by enumeration
with substantial correctness. There were eight packages on 1lth
January, and on the 16th there was one sealed package containing
three enclosures. No. 1, on the 11th, was a paper package con-
taining the lower jaw of an adult, with the tongue and the soft
parts adjacent to the tongue and jaw. No. 2 was a glass jar
containing a thick semi-fluid mass measuring a quarter of a
pint, apparently the contents of the small bowel. No. 3 was a
jar containing a human stomach, that of an adult. No. 4 was a
bottle containing mango-chutney. No. 6 was a 4-ounce glass-
stoppered bottle containing half an ounce or a “tablespoonful of
thick fluid, apparently the contents of a stomach. The im-
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portant ones are No. 2, the contents of the smaller bowel; No.
3, the stomach ; and No. 5, the bottle containing the tablespoonful
of semi-fluid matter. No. 6 was the glass jar, sealed, containing
some Condy’s fluid, a broken tumbler, and l}-ounce medicine
bottle; No. 7 was a brandy bottle, sealed, containing some fluid.
No. 8 was a hamper, sealed, containing altogether some thirty-
six bottles of various kinds used for medicinal purposes. On the
16th I received one package containing a small toilet powder box,
with toilet powder, and a pepper castor, which are not material to
go into. No 3 contained some santonine, a medicine given for
‘WOrms.

I commenced my analysis on 12th January. I began by open-
ing the stoppered bottle No. 5, which contained & tablespoonful nf
thick semi-fluid matter from the stomach—I could see it was most
likely to be that before I opened it. The characteristic smell of
the contents was that of chloroform. I described it as strong,
very strong. There was also a slight garlicky odour, of which I
discovered the cause, namely, the mango relish. Although I
opened it with a view to beginning my analysis, I did not in fact
begin my analysis until the 13th. I smelt it, and then stopped.
It was slightly acid. I afterwards proceeded to test its component
parts by analysis, and I found the presence of chloroform, of which
I estimated the quantity to be 111 grains. I produce here the
same quantity, which I have weighed and placed in a tube. Eleven
and a quarter grains are equivalent to between 8 and 9 minims.
Approximately that represented about 5 per cent. of the emtire
quantity that I analysed. Besides the chloroform there was a
trace, a very small trace, of alcohol. I tested it for possible
traces of any other poison besides chloroform-—prussic acid,
morphia; I found no other trace of any alkaloid. The fluid did
not contain any chloral.

Chloral, I believe, decomposes in the stomach, does it not?—
1f the contents be made alkaline by the use of carbonate of soda it
will become chloroform in the stomach.

Did you find there chloral, or, if it had decomposed, any other
substance —Nothing except chloroform. If it had been decom-
posed by the alkali, it would form acid, of which I found none.

Was there any trace of chlorodyne?—No, chlorodyne being
composed of chloroform and other ingredients. I satisfied myself
that the other matter was chloroform. My analysis extended over
several days.

. No. 2, the contents of the amaller bowel, was the next thing

in order that I took. It was a fluid mass in a bottle, about a

quarter of a pint. It was only loosely stoppered—a glass bottle,

the stopper of which had been tied by means of brown paper.

Ch!oroform is a very volatile substance, and, if it were in a vessel

which was not hermetically sealed, it would gradually evaporate.
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The result of my examination as to the contents of No. 2 was that
there were traces of chloroform, to the extents of about 3/10ths of
a grain. I also tested the chutney and part of the contents of the
intestines, and I found them to be free from any poisonous matter.

‘Were you able to perceive any special smell from that or not?
—No special smell of chloroform. The stomach had already been
cut open. It was in a good state of preservation. It was
inflamed.  The cardiac or first end of the stomach next the gullet,
the centre of that patch of inflammation, showed over an area of
about an inch and a half in diameter—that would be about the
size of a crown or half-crown piece—a more intense effect of in-
flammation ; that is to say, the epithelize or lining membrane was
detached and softened, giving a certain amount of roughness to
the inner surface of the stomach towards the cardiac end. I will
describe it more particularly presently. That appearance of in-
flammation extended to the gullet; round this patch of which I
have spoken the redness of inflammation extended to a patch almost
as large as my two hands, and extended into the gullet. That
spot indicated where the greatest amount of inflammation was to
be seen; it extended 3 inches up the gullet. I would describe
thai inflammation as acute and recent, referring to the time at
which it had commenced. I should say that it had commenced
and run its course within a few hours of death. I should like to
say, with regard to the patch in the stomach, that it has been fairly
and accurately described. It was about the part to which liquid
would flow when a person was lying on his back. It was the usual
spot at which we find it after swallowing irritant poison.

Was or was not that a state of things which might have been
occasioned by swallowing chloroform ¢—It might have been produced
by swallowing chloroform. I found no other cause for it. So
far as I could ascertain, the presence of chloroform was an ade-
quate cause, and there was no other cause ascertained or ascertain-
able. I tested the contents of the stomach for traces of every
poison that could suggest itself to me, and I found mnome. I
found a trace of copper in the gums, in No. 1. It is usual to
find traces of copper in & healthy subject. =~ From one-half of the
gum and the whole of the soft parts, approximately, the amount of
copper and lead altogether was not more than 1/80th of a grain.
I do not think that is a matter at all of any consequence worth
dwelling upon. The presence of lead and copper is to be accounted
for by a vast number of vegetables, bread, the use of copper
utensils, &¢. Lead is less commonly found ; it comes from leadened
pipes containing drinking water and things of that kind. 'The
traces were quite minute, and they would not account for the death
of a person. No. 6 was a glass jar, which had some decomposed
Condy’s fluid, but 1 found nothing in that. In the tumbler in
No. 7 1 found a little sulphate of magnesia or Epsom salts. The
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hamper contained thirty-six bottles. ~There were poisons, but
medicinal doses only, not poisonous doses. )

You have already said that chloroform is very volatile. Is
it cumulative’—No. An ordinary dose of chloroform taken will
digsappear from the system very quickly. The effect I arrived at
from the analysis was the presence of chloroform in the contents
of the stomach. I made no analysis of the blood of the deceased
man, nor did 1 analyse the stomach itself for chloroform. From
my analysis I would judge that the man must have swallowed a
large dose of chloroform, enough to produce a very serious inflam-
mation of the stomach, and such a quantity would, I believe, be
sufficient to cause death. 1 did not find anything to suggest any
other cause than chloroform. When chloroform is swallowed—I
have experimented on animals—at first it sometimes produces a
state of intoxication, but not always. It then produces insensi-
bility, stertorous breathing, or hard snoring, with muscular relaxa-
tion, paralysis, and death. It suspends the operation of the heart
—paralyses the heart. It passes into the blood, and, of course,
from thence into every region of the system, and it produces a
liquid condition of the blood after death, which remains fluid for
a long time. If the contents of the stomach were put into an open
jar, and remained some time before being put into a stoppered
bottle, some of the chloroform would evaporate and some would
remain, some might settle down at the bottom and be unobserved.
I tested that on these very contents of the stomach; I found they
lost their smell in the course of an hour very gradually by exposure.
I know that in this case the deceased died on lst January, and the
post-mortem was at two o’clock in the afternoon of the 2nd. My
analysis began on the 13th. I would not expect there to be an
evaporation of chloroform from the bottle in the interval, but there
was & disappearance of the chloroform from the stomach while the
body was lying before the post-mortem, by a process which we call
diffusion. N

According to your experience, have you any reason to suppose
there would be indications of chloroform having been taken in the
brain—When swallowed I do not think there would be—there
might or might not. I have frequently examined bodies where
there has been no obvious smell of chloroform in the brain and no
unusual appearances in the heart—in fact, nothing to indicate
that death had occurred from inhalation of chloroform. I would
not necessarily expect to find it in the brain. My observation is
that oftener than not you find nothing in the brain to indicate the
cause of death—I mean short of analysis of the brain. I have
analysed, and hgve found traces in cases of inhalation.

Does it pass more rapidly into the blood by inhalation than
by awallowing}—It would be difficult to answer that question.
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Inhalation is the most rapid means of introducing gaseous poisona
into the blood, but it would get there by either means.

If swallowed, I understand you to say that you would not
expect to find it in the brain?—I should expect to find it by
analysis, but no obvious odour ; there might or might not be.

If a person accidentally takes a dose of chloroform sufficient
to cause death, the person being at the time in the possession of
sensibility and faculties, should you, or should you not, expect
that person to make any sign? Might he, or might he not, be
conscious that he had done something that he was suffering from f—
Yes, he would at once perceive the peculiar character of the liquid
be had swallowed It would produce pain and a hot, fiery taste.

I mean, could he take an excessive dose, a fatal dose, of chloro-
form and suppose he was taking some innocent thing3—No, I do
not think he could. It has not the taste of any article of food or
drink. I have swallowed it myself, I have had it in my mouth
several times, and I have found that it is very hot and very sweet
and burning.

Now, there is another matter, please. Is it or is it not,
according to your experience, possible to put a liquid down the
throat of a person who is insensible, in the sense of being un-
conscious, but still having the sense of feeling?—Yes, you can put
liquids down the throat of a person who is fairly moderately under
the influence of inhaled chloroform.

Assuming that the liquid is in some such bottle as I showed
you, would there be any difficulty in putting it down the throat of
a person in the condition of insensibility3—Not any great diffi-
culty. 1 have myself put liquid down the throat of a person
while I have been chloroforming him by passing it with a teaspoon
to the back of the throat.

Would there be any difficulty #—No, not if the man were lying
on his back with his mouth open. It could easily be poured down
hig throat. .

Assuming it could be put to the back of the mouth, would its
presence not occasion the act of swallowing 3—Yes, up to a certain
point of sensibility.

What is the point of insensibility to which the sense of swal-
lowing would not respond to the presence of liquid in the gullet?—
At the point from what we understand by reflexes had disappeared
there would not be swallowing. That simply means that such a
stimulant as chloroform at the back part would not excite muscular
action, because the nervous centres, which are concerned in swal-
lowing, would be paralysed beyond a certain point. In other
words, the swallowing might be effected up to that point, which
I have described, of paralysis. When I tried the effect of the
introduction of chloroform into the mouth I found a hot, burning,
sweet sensation, which passed away after I ejected it. It left a
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little numbness on the tongue, but not to prevent me going about
my usual avoocations. It also left a blotch—a little re_dness-—whmh
passed off quickly. Since the hearing before the magistrate I have
made some experiments as to the effect of chloroform upon animals.

Mr. Crarxe—We ought to have had a note of these experiments
upon the animals if they are to be given in evidence.

Mr. Justior Wiris—VYes; I think, if they have not been sup-
plied, they should hardly be gone into. .

Ezamination continued—] repeated an experiment which I
made before. The animal I selected was a rabbit. There were
two experiments.

By Mr. Justice Witrs—Confine yourself to the one upon
which you have spoken before?—That was the one. I must just
reflect what I did say before the magistrate. What the point was
~—it was in cross-examination—it was & question as to whether
chloroform passed into the blood from the stomach; and I took a
rabbit, and by means of a tube I introduced a quarter of a fluid
ounce or two large spoonfuls of chloroform into the stomach. I
observed the symptoms. And then, at the end of three hours—the
animal had been upwards of two hours in a dying state—it was
nearly dead, but the blood was still circulating. I then cut
the throat of the rabbit, and collected the blood which flowed.
I analysed the blood to see whether it contained chloroform, and
I found that it did.

Any appreciable quantities or only a trace?—Traces. You
never got more than traces in the blood, but it was quite obvious.
I also extracted the stomach of the animal, and observed the effects
of the chloroform upon the stomach. The effects upon the stomach
were acute inflammation, and the mucous membrane was softened
and partly removed, so as to give it a roughened appearance—
blood diffused into the coats of the stomach. There was chloro-
form obviously present in the stomach also.

Framination continued—When you were mentioning the effects
of the taking of chloroform—tHhe first sensation of intoxication—
was that the result of your own experiment and observation?—
This animal rolled about as if intoxicated. I have seen persons
under the influence of chloroform inhaled, and I have seen one
under the influence of chloroform swallowed. It produced vomit-
ing and pain, and the patient was very much alarmed. It is
many years ago, and I do not remember that it produced absolute
insensibility. It was not a fatal dose. Vomiting is a very fre-
quent accompaniment of chloroform swallowed, but not always.
I have seen a great number of persons under the influence of
chloroform by inhalation. It is possible to produce a state of
insensibility by inhalation during sleep. I have not dome that
myself, but I know many instances in which it has been done, and
I have no doubt whatever that it can be done if the person is
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soundly asleep. Most of the appearances of the stomach to which
I have spoken, and which I attribute to the presence and action of
chloroform, must have been produced before death. The action is
a vital action. They might be produced in an hour before death,
or it might be longer. I showed the bottle containing the con-
tents of the stomach and a small quantity that remained to Dr.
Tidy. I showed the stomach to Dr. Murray. Assuming that, in
the attempt to put chloroform down the throat of a person in a
state of insensibility or partial torpor, any of it fell on the
chin or breast or throat, I would not usually expect any indications
of it; there might be, but it would be unusual for the momentary
contact to produce any lasting effect. There might be a tem-
porary redness, which would pass away, as the case which I was
illustrating by myself.

Cross-examined by Mr. Crarge—1I believe you have for many
years given your atlention to subjects of this class —I have.

And you have had a long experience of the administration
of chloroform at Guy’s Hospital ?—I have.

And you have not only had personal experience, but you
have given study to the results of the experience of other doc-
tors I—Yes.

And you have edited ‘‘ The Principles and Practice of Medical
Jurisprudence, by Dr. Alfred Swaine Taylor,”’ who is well known
as !gne of the greatest authorities in that branch of medical science?
—Yes.

You edited and reproduced and corrected the book he had
written, and called it the leading work upon the subject +—I be-
lieve s0; you are quoting from the book.

So far as your skill and experience have enabled you, have
you taken care that it is complete in the subject upon which it
deals %—VYes; it is fairly complete, I think.

The last edition under your editorship having appeared as
lately as 1883 3—7Yes.

Now, chloroform has been uséd in this country as an anss-
thetic for almost forty years, I believe 4—Possibly.

1t was early in 1847 that Dr. Morton used it%—VYes, 47.

And, from the very first, I think, the characteristics of chloro-
form have been the subject of great interest to the medical pro-
fession I—They have.

And by many writers, yourself among them, the result of the
administration of chloroform, whether by inhalation or in liquid,
and whether accidentally taken or intentionally, have been care-
fully studied and carefully recorded, have they not?—Yes, as to
inhalation. I do not think attention has been drawn to it much
till last July as to swallowing it.

Chloroform is a most important agent of miedical science, is
it not —Yes.
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And there is a great deal of literature as to chloroform and

its application %—Yes; chiefly by inhalation.
an you refer me to any recorded case, anywhere, of murder
by the administration of liquid chloroform +—No.

So far as you can judge, there has never been such a case?—
I know of none.

Now, of course, you are familiar with the fact that there
have been many murders by poisons well known to medical science
—prussic acid and strychnine, and poisons of that class?—Yes.

Has the use of chloroform been somewhat given up of late
years, ether being substituted for it?%—Yes.

I think there are several reasons for that. I will suggest
one or two, and will ask you as a medical authority; chloroform
is an anmsthetic of uncertain effect%—I should not say very un-
certain.

I did not say ‘‘ very ”’3—It will produce insensibility, but
the time and amount vary a good deal—the time of insensibility
and the amount.

The time, the amount required, and the symptoms involved }—
Well, the permanent symptoms are the same.

When you say uncertain with regard to amount and time,
of course, they have some relation to each other—Yes.

But in the case of chloroform, do you sometimes find that a
very small dose inhaled proves suddenly fatal3—Yes.

While & very large dose taken into the stomach does not
produce death —Yes.

In the last edition of your book you have given & number
of instances, and you have given them substantially on the
authority of Dr. Taylor =—You are referring to the book there?

Yes?—1I think it was taken almost entirely from previous
editions.

Textually +—Yes; I do not think I added any fresh cases.

Though it was published in 1883, is it the fact that no case
is quoted sirice 1870%—I understand not. I think there has only
been one fatal case of swallowing chloroform in this country within
the last twenty years—I mean recorded. I know of another case
which ocourred.

Was that at Lewes, or was it the Chichester case%—No. It
was a case which happened to some one in this Court—I mean a
:(f}atal case which happened in the practice of a gentleman in this

ourt.

That, of course, was a case of accidentd—A. case of accident;

yes.

Have there not been deaths in this country from the swallow-
ing of chloroform by accident, besides that within the last twen
years+—Omne I know of, and the ome I have spoken of, but
cannot call to mind now any others. There is a paper on thab
table containing a record of known fatal cases.
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Probably it is a proof-sheet of your new edition?—No; my
new edition is on the table; but there is a copy of a journal of
repute, giving them in chronological order up to last July. The
table, you will find, is in chronological order.

Mr, Jusrior WiLns—Give me the name of the paper, Mr.
Clarke.

Mr. Crarke—It is the Medical Record of 1lth July. It is an
American paper—11th July, 1885.

By Mr. JustioE WiLLs—That contains a table, you say, of all
the known cases of death by swallowing chloroform?—All the
known cases up to 1885. I have added a list of some half-dozen
more since, my lord.

Cross-ezamination continued—Have you at all—I am much
obliged for this—have you at all, yourself, arranged those in any
class? Can you tell me, out of the fifty-six, for instance, how
many died 7—I can give you the cases of death.

By Mr. Justice Winis—Those are poisonings, but not neces-
sarily fatal —No, not necessarily fatal. I can give you the num-
ber of fatal cases I know of. I have added a few to the list, but
I can give you the number in the list. I think you will see, at
the end, it says how many were fatal.

Oross-ezaminaiion continued—No, it does not say?i—I think,
out of that list, you will find something like seventeen.

Out of fifty-six%—Yes; about 30 per cent. of all the cases
gnown to me were fatal—31 per cent., twenty cases out of sixty-

ve.

And this purports to be, and so far as you know is, a dili-
gent collection of the cases occurring in different countries re-
ported in books?—Yes; I have verified some of them, and found
them very fairly accurate—very fairly stated.

Without wishing to occupy too much time, and having this
in my hand for the first time, I will go through the cases in which
death has occurred, and take the number of hours after the ad-
ministration in whielr death occurted. Case 3: ‘“ Two mouthfuls;
death in thirty-six hours.”” Case 4: “‘ A male child, a%ed four,
took from 1 to 2 drachms—died in three hours.”” Case 7: ‘‘ Six
ounces; died in forty-eight hours.”” Case 10: ‘‘ An ounce and a
half ; twenty hours.”” Case 13: ‘‘ A wineglassful *’—that would
be about 2 ounces+—About 24 ounces, probably.

‘“ Died on eighth day ’’1—Yes.

Case 15 : and the reference to that is—A man of twenty-eight
‘¢ had attempted to disembowel himself; had shot himself in each
side of the chest,”” and so on. It is no use referring to that +—No.

Case 16: ‘“ An ounce and a half; twenty-three hours and a
half ’ 1—1I think that iz twenty-six. You see a reference.

You have corrected it to twenty-six?—VYes; I have a note of
it as_twenty-six.

Case 23: ‘“ One ounce; twelve hours ’’9—TYes.
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There is a note to that. *‘ This was a case of supposed chloro-
form poisoning; the amount taken was approximated. The
coroner’s jury were unable to come to a decision as to the immediate
cause of death.”” Case 24: *‘ Five to 9 drachms; death on eighth
day *’ 7—Yes.

Case 26: ‘“ Two ounces.”” I will read that. ¢ Seen in one
hour; a few minutes before his death. In three minutes (esti-
mated time) he could with difficulty be aroused from the stupor
into which he was sinking; could not speak, but indicated that he
had severe pain in the stomach. In five minutes he was entirely
unconscious, lying still, breathing stertorously.  Medical assist-
ance arrived too late fo be of service. Post-mortem examination
showed congestion of lungs, cesophagus, and stomach. Mucous
membrane could be pulled off with the finger nail.”’ Case 27:
‘¢ Two ounces ; nineteen hours ’’ 9—Yes.

Case 28 : *‘ Ninety grammes *’—what would be 90 grammes }—
I think you will find in my note—I say what it is about.

Rather over 2 fluid ouncesi—Yes.

‘“ Twenty-nine hours and a half ’’#—Yes.

Case 29: ‘“ One ounce; gixty hours.”” Case 43: ‘‘ An ounce
and a half *’—that is about twenty-six or twenty-eight hours?—1I
have made a mistake about the other. In case 16 death took place
twenty-three and a half hours after the first dose was taken. In
this last case twenty-six hours and a quarter elapsed before death.

This is twenty-six and a quarter’—Yes; I was confounding
the two.

Case 48: * Fifty to 60 grammes; thirty-one hours >’ #—Yes.

By Mr. Jusriom WirLs—That is a little over an ounce and a
quarter 2—I have got it about an ounce and three-quarters; 50 to
60 grammes would be a little under 2 ounces—about a fluid ounce
and a quarter of chloroform.

Cross-ezamination continued—Case 48: ¢ Seen in about four
hours; deep intoxication; artificial respiration.’’ 1 think that
pretty well indicates that there is very great uncertainty as to what
the action would be?—When swallowed.

Mr. Justion WiLLs—May I just interpose a question?

Mr. Crarxe—I hope so, my lord.

Mr. Jusrion WinLs—It is whether these are cases when it was
discovered, and means of restoration attempted.

Mr. Crarke—In some cases it does appear so.

By Mr. Justiom Wirns—Because that would make a great
difference in the length of life, would it not?—Yes; many of these
cases were treated unsuccessfully.

Was the effect of the treatment, although unsuccessful, to pro-
long life?—TYes, it would be likely. Some of the cases lived &
long time, and died from acute inflammation of the stomach, and
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not by the direct effect of chloroform—by producing paralysis of
the heart.

Mr. Crarxr—TYour lordship will not find any rule, for this
reason. One case (7) is an adult male who took 6 ounces in the
Royal Infirmary in Edinburgh. One may assume that he was
seen immediately. He recovered from the immediate effects, but
died in forty-eight hours from acute gastritis. I do not think
you can get any rule from it. Then case 10, seen in twenty
minutes, and the woman died in twenty hours.

Mr. Jusrioe WiLLs—That is a very remarkable case. I mean
remarkable as it differs from any others. And 25, what was that?

Mr. Crarrs—*‘ Seen in one hour; a few minutes before his
death. In three minutes (estimated time) he could with difficulty
be aroused from the stupor into which he was sinking; could not
speak, but indicated ihat he had severe pain in the stomach.” I
should assume in three minutes after taking the dose.

Mr. Justioe WirLs—I should think so. If the people around
him found out about it, they could not perhaps treat him at once.

Mr. CLargE—TYes; medical assistance arrived too late to be of
service.

Cross-ezamination continued—Now, you have only had ex-
perience in one case of chloroform swallowing 9—Only one.

How many years ago was that?—A good many.

Do you mind giving a figure? We won’t accuse you of being
too old%—No; I suppose it must have been probably twenty-five
years ago.

Now, you say the post-mortem symptoms in inhalation and
swallowing would be of the same character, in your judgment?—
In inhalation there would not be the appearance in the stomach.

I ought to have excepted that, because, of course, swallowing
brings a local irritant to act on the stomach?—Yes, and you don’t
always observe the known great fluidity of the blood, too, after
inhalation. N

And the condition of the stomach?—The condition of the
stomach, and one thing follows the fluidity of the blood—that is,
the post-mortem staining of the lining membrane of the heart.

Now, with regard to the condition of the internal coats of the
stomach, that would depend a good deal on what the state of the
man’s health was a short time previous to death?—I do not think
the condition I saw would be dependent on the condition previous
to death. T mean the post-mortem or pathological appearance.

The post-mortem appearances following on the taking of liquid
chloroform by & man who had been recently suffering from acute or
sub-acute gastritis would be a little stronger, more obvious than in
a man with a perfectly healthy stomach?—I do not think they
would if he had recovered from his sub-acute gastritis, as it is
termed. 260
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Supposing there were any return of that, surely it would be
affected by the rapidity of the actual irritant 3—If there were actual
gastritis at the time he took it, it would.

Leaving out the condition of the stomach and blood, may I
take it that, in your judgment, the effect produced by the swallowed
irritant and observable in post-mortem examination would be the
same as that produced by inhalation}—Not always. The appear-
ances after inhalation are very variable.

The post-mortem appearances are not very definite?—No;
there is often nothing, unless you know the history of the case, to
lead you to suppose that death occurred from chloroform.

But there are some appearances, are there not, where death
has followed from inhalation of chloroform?—Some have been
frequently observed ; yes.

That is to say, so frequently observed that they are indicated
and would be looked for?—Yes. One would look, of course, for
any indications whatever.

And you would look with still greater care for those that had
frequently been observed —TYes.

If you had no indications at all, of course, you are helpless,
but, in trying to find indications, you look for those that
other people have frequently observed —Yes.

Now, in the case of the administration of chloroform by in-
halation, death takes place very suddenly sometimes, does it not?
—Yes.

Not, if one may say so, from the chloroform having been
inhaled and taken into the system, but from some action on the
heart which is not quite—I will not say not quite understood, but
not—determined —Yes. A patient would die in a few minutes
after a few whiffs occasionally.

But where chloroform has been inhaled by the patient just a
short time, before death, you would expect, would you not, to find
a distinet odour in the ventricles of the brain9—Not always; it has
been observed.

Is it not one of the most prominent symptoms recognised }—
Not according to my own observations. I am speaking from my
own. observation.

I do not want to challenge your book by any other; but you
know ‘‘ Guy and Ferrier >’ 7—Yes.

Is that a book of substantial authority }—Yes.

So that, where it did not actually conflict with your own
obgervation, you would attach importance to a statement there?—
I o;::;inly should attach importance to any statement made in such
a .

Thank you, that is very fair; I am at page 560 of * Guy and
Ferrier,”” bth edition. ‘‘ In many cases the appearances are those
of asphyxia.  The odour of chloroform is perceptible on opening
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the body. It is especially observable in the cerebral ventricles.
The heart is frequently collapsed and flabby. In cases of sudden
death the heart may be found in a state of fatty degeneration.
Sometimes bubbles of gas are observed in the blood. Their exact
nature is not determined. The post-mortem appearances are,
therefore, neither very definite nor characteristic ’’ #—Yes; that is
speaking of asphyxia, or suffocation from the inhalation of chloro-
form. I have not the book before me, but as you were reading it
to me——

I am reading the whole of the passage. ‘ In many cases the
appearances are those of asphyxia. The odour of chloroform is
perceptible on opening the body. It is especially observable in the
cerebral ventricles ’’ 9—Yes ; I suppose it is a matter of grammatical
construction, but I presume it means in cases of asphyxia from
chloroform.

I do not take it to mean that, because it says, *“ In many cases
the appearances are those of asphyxia >’ #—Yes, it ought to be read
all together; but what I mean is, asphyxia generally arises from
giving too much chloroform—a large quantity given—and there
you would expect to find the smell more prominent in such s case
than when the patient died from small quantities.

I quite agree it may be a question of quantity, but what I am
putting to you is, if you are looking for, and you can find, any
post-mortem indications of chloroform having been inhsled, the
odour in the cerebral ventricles would be one of the principal ones?
—Oh, certainly I should look for it.

You would agree to my proposition, it would be one you would
certainly look for }—Yes.

Now, there is another case which rests, perhaps, on the better
authority—we won’t discuss that, it rests on another authority—
that is the question of the engorgement of the right side of the
heart. Is that a post-mortem appearance which you would expect
to find after the patient had died after inhaling chloroform i—If
the death had occurred from asphykia.

You would expect to find it in smaller degree if the death had
ocourred, as you just told me it sometimes does, during the ad-
ministration of chloroform, but owing to some sudden failure of
the heart#—No; if the heart was paralysed on the right side, it
would not necessarily be engorged.

But if the inhalation be carried to the point of asphyxia, it
leaves that result in the heart. Supposing that during the inhala-
tion of chloroform the patient had died from the failure of the
heart, you would expect to find some trace in the engorgement of
the heart?—If the patient was in a state of asphyxis, and died
from engorgement of the heart——

Yest—Yes; you would find, probably, the right side of the
heart engorged.

27



Adelalde Bartlett.

' Dr. Smum o

Suppose the pauent was brought to ‘the verge of asphyxig—

"a state of insensibility by the administration of chloroform—and

then. death suddenly should take place, or almost suddenly, from

. whatever cause, you would expect to find that engorgement of the
~right side of the heart?—Yes; in all asphyxlated conchtmns you

- would expect to find it. :

You have yourself made a study of the engorgement of the
right side of the heart?—No; I do not know that 1 have made any
" special study.

" Did you not yourself examine thirty-four cases%—Oh, I dare
say.

" And you found in twenty-seven cases engorgement of the .
lungs or of the right side of the heart’—Probably you have got
"something I have written. ,

Yes; I have. You know Taylor’s book on poisons? It is a
very well-known bookZ—Yes, I had nothing to do with writing
that.

No, but ‘a book you are familiar with—oh, you are referred
to with. regard to the two hundred administrations at Guy’s. It
is Dr. Snow who is mentioned with regard-to the thirty-four cases?
—Dr. Snow is a great authority on chloroform.

Is there also intense inflammation of the air passages where
there has been inhalation of chloroform %—There may be occasion-
“ally, but I have not myself observed that condition. I think in-
tense inflammation of the air passages is certainly not the ordinary
result after death from inhalation.

Is this the fact—again I am quoting from ¢‘ Guy and Ferrier,”’
bth edition, page 544 : ‘“ The poisons, alcohol, ether, and chloro-
form, have the common property of inducing a state of narcotism
often preceded by delirious excitement, and followed by indisposi- -
tion, of which nausea and vomiting are gemerally the leading
symptoms. In large doses, and in the concentrated form, they
- may destroy life suddenly by shock; but they gemerally prove
fatal by coma, or by paralysls of the heart. They act as irri-
tants to the parts with which they come in contact, producing in-
‘tense inflammation in the lining membrane of the stomach when
swallowed, and in that of the air passages when inhaled. But
they do not affect the whole tract of the intestinal canal, as poisons

of the irritant class do. All the poisons of this group are more .

" or less volatile, and their vapours, when inhaled, act more power-..
fully than like quantities of the 11qu1ds themeelves when swal-
: lowed ¥.9—I do not agree to that. '

You do not agree?—No, if that were the case, the ps.tlent’

: would generally have acute bronchitis after it. :
T .will read you the whole passage: ‘‘ The - pmsons, alcohol g

g,ethe' and chlordform, have the common property of inducing. a?j
5 sba.te i narcot:sm, often preceded by dehrmus exmtement and fol-
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lowed by indisposition, of which nausea and vomiting are gener-
ally the leading symptoms. In large doses, and in the concen-
trated form, they may destroy life suddenly by shock; but they
generally prove fatal by coma, or by paralysis of the heart. They
act as irritants to parts with which they come in contact, producing
intense inflammation in the lining membrane of the stomach when
swallowed, and in that of the air passages when inhaled.”” Do
you agree with that?—I do not, as regards the chloroform.

You did admit to me, just now, that ‘“ Guy and Ferrier
was & book of substantial authority3—Yes, I admit the authority;
I do not admit the statement.

You have come to a different judgment?—Yes.

Now, is there another result to be found after the inhalation
of chloroform? Does it affect the urine?—Yes.

An indication would be found there %—1It acts on what is termed
copper solution—it reduces copper. A copper eolution is the test
we apply.

By Mr. Justion Wirns—You apply a test?—By boiling it
with a certain solution of copper, and it turns it red.

N And did you have any of the urine sent to you for analysis?
—No.

Oross-ezamination continued—Now, you have spoken of the
pos;ibility of administering chloroform to persons while in sleep?
—7Yes.

Did you speak of adults?—VYes.

As a matter of your own practice —No; I said I had not done
it myself.

am much obliged. Well, when you say you know of cases in
which it was done, are you speaking of recorded cases’—TYes.

Of adults?—Yes.

In the case of adults, is it the fact that the attempt to ad-
minister chloroform by inhalation, during sleep, wakes the man }—
Not almost invariably.

Not almost invariably?—If I might refer to figures and the
largest number of experiments made by one individual—Dolbeau—
he found that the proportion that woke up either when heavily
sleeping or lightly sleeping was three to one, three awoke to one
that was chloroformed. I think Quimby experimented on four,
and he succeeded in chloroforming them all.

“ Quimby and Elliott *’ 3—*‘ Quimby and Elliott.”’

“ Quimby ’’ was the American we have just read—VYes.

I have not got Dolbeau’s book, but I have a reference to Dol-
beaw, the authority on that matter —And Hussey. He was coroner
for Oxford, I think. He did it thirty-six years ago.

I am asking for recorded matters, of course, that one can
look at. Do you know Wynter Blyth’s book on poisons}—TYes.

1 dare say I may look at that reference to Dolbeau #—The book
is there.
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By Mr. Justion WiLLs—What book is that?—The ‘¢ Annales
d’Hygidne,” a book of great authority, and it appears that Dol-
beau’s experiments were published in 1874.

Mr. Crarge—I am rather reluctant to translate it lest I
should appear to give it too favourably to myself. May I translate
it, and ask you to check me? ¢‘ Scientifically it is difficult, bui
often possible, to render persons who are in natural sleep insensible
by chloroform. Certain precautions, the employment of a pure
spirit and great skill, are among the conditions which may favour
the attempt to ansesthetise. It is probable that certain subjects are
absolutely refractory—that is to say, it will be impossible to
ansesthetise them in epite of all the precautions that may be taken.
Other persons, on the contrary, little children by preference, will
easily submit to ansesthesia without being aroused from their
slumbers by the irritation that the anwmsthetic agent produces in
the air passages.’’

(To Witness)—With regard to Wynter Blyth, just let me take
this. I find a passage on page 136: ¢ Dolbeau has made some
interesting experiments in order to ascertain whether under any
circumstances s sleeping person might be anssthetised. The main
result appears to answer the question in the affirmative, at least
with certain persons; but even with these, it can only be done by
using the greatest skill and care, first allowing the sleeper to
breathe very dilute chloroform-vapour, and then gradually ex-
hibiting stronger doses, and taking the cloth or inhaler away
on the slightest symptom of approaching wakefulness. In 75 per
cent. of the cases, however, the individuals awoke almost immedi-
ately on being exposed to the vapour. This cautious and scientific
narcosis, then, is not likely to be used by the criminal classes, or
if used, to be successful.” Will you kindly tell me that other
name? What was it9—Quimby, Boston Medical Journal.

That is an American book, is it not?—VYes.

I think “ Wharton and Stillé’’ is an American work with .,
which you are acquainted #—Yes.

Do you remember in that the results of experiments are stated
with regard to endeavouring to give chloroform to sleeping persons?
—1I do not remember the statement in that book. Probably there
would be one. Is it a recent edition?

I will tell you. 1884%—Probably it would be a reference to
Quimby. I have not so recent an edition.

Then I shall be glad to give you the reference. The following
testimony is given at page 393 of vol. ii. of Wharton and Stillé’s
“ Medical Jurisprudence,”’ and ‘‘ is taken from the records of
8 recent trial (New Bloomfield, Perry County, Pa., 18th January,
1871) for an attempt at robbery by the use of chloroform :—F. F.
Ma_ury, M.D., recalled: Chloroform wery wery often produces
resistance. It sometimes produces irritation, and sometimes a
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depressing feeling. It produces vomiting. If the stomach is
tull, nausea and vomiting almost always follow. Sometimes it
does not. I experimented with chloroform on six sleeping persons.
Out of that number all resisted more or less. Two men woke up
immediately, and one remarked ‘ you are trying to give me some-
thing.” Unquestionably it requires more chloroform to produce
death in a recumbent position than in an upright posture. One
man cannot administer chloroform to another ’’$—I know those
experiments-—Quimby and others have experimented to try and
settle the question, and Dolbeau’s experiments were taken up
for the same reason, I know.

Dolbeau’s, then, are the most recent?—No; Quimby’s are
more recent. He is referring to a trial—1880.

Stillé is quoting in 1884%—VYes.

Quimby’s is an American book}—It is & paper by Quimby,
who is, I believe, a person of repute, in the Boston Medical
Journal,* 1Tth June, 1880.

You have got the French ‘‘ Dolbeau,’’ and now you mention
‘“ Quimby and Elliott’’%—And I have another American
authority.

But, eo far as English authorities are concerned, can you find
me any suggestion in any book that it is possible to administer
chloroform to sleeping men without waking them 7—TYes.

Where —Hussey, the Medical T'imes and Gazette, 1880, ii. 251.

The Medical Times and Gazette, excuse me saying it, is not a
book in the sense I am using. I am speaking of treatises i—Hussey
is a perfectly reliable person.

I have no doubt, but you know one can deal with medical
treatises, but it is not so easy to find things in the Medical Times
and Gazette.

By Mr. Justicm Winrs—Have you got it there?—No.

Cross-ezamination continwed—This, you tell me, is the only
book—an English authority—in which there is a mention of this
matter of administering chloroform during sleep—a book of very
considerable authority—‘‘ Woodman and Tidy ’’%—I think it is

- mentioned there.

By Mr. JusTion WinLe—I have not appreciated what you say
about Hussey }—Hussey said it was done in his presence at Oxford
Infirmary as far back as 1850.

The chloroform was administered to a sleeping person —Yes.

Cross-ezamination continued—I do not want to trouble you.
Have you got a record of that case with you?—No.

*The Bosion Medical Journal, 17th June, 1880, p. 592, contains an
editorial note only on Quimby's experiments. Quimby’s original paper will
be found in the Transactions of American Medical *Association, 1880,
p. 519.—Ebp.
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Was it to an adult or a child #—1I think it was to a young man
of sixteen or seventeen. B

You have given your references?—I have—1880, ii. 261. My
assistant will get it for me this afternoon. ]

I suggest to you the only really known matter with regard to
this in English treatises is with respect to children. I am about
to read an extract from ‘° Woodman and Tidy.”’ It is the edition
of 1877, but I think the world wants & new edition. That is the
last—p. 5256. ‘“ A question of some importance to the medical
jurist naturally occurs here, namely, whether chloroform cam be
admainistered for tmproper purposes. We know, however, that
comparatively the insensibility from chloroform-vapour is only
slowly induced. It would be difficult, therefore, to administer
chloroform to perscns forcibly and against their will, whilst, of
course, the stories of immediate ansthesia produced by it are but
idle fables. Still, it might be administered to persons asleep with-
out much difficulty (Zancet, 5th October, 1872, p. 514, and 12th
October, 1872, p. 549), and this seems the only possible condition
under which it could be conveniently used for improper purposes,
unless considerable force was employed to prevent the person
struggling, which, under ordinary circumstances, would he an
almost insurmountable difficulty to its use.”” I have referred Dr.
Stevenson to the two references to the Zancet given in ** Woodman
and Tidy,”” and I find they referred entirely to the administration
of chloroform to children. Do you know Dr. Whitmarsh, of
Hounslow —I think I do.

You remember the name?—VYes.

It is not & question of authority. I was only earmarking
the question. There is a note here that it will be interesting to
know whether this mode of giving chloroform has been noticed
the profession. I do not know if you know Mr. Dobson, of Clifton,
Bristol. ~Reference is made in Woodman and Tidy’s book to his
lgtter. (The learned counsel read a letter from the Lancet, 1873,
ii. 549, by Mr. Dobson.) ‘¢In reply to the letter of Dr. Whit-
marsh which appeared in your last impression respecting the
administration of chloroform to children during sleep, I beg to say
I bave been in the habit of eo administering chloroform when the
opportunity occurred. During the time Igwa.s house-surgeon to
the Bristol General Hospital, where I had frequently to give chloro-
form to children to straidghten their legs in hip-joint disease and
the like, T used to consider myself forfunate if I could catch the
child asleep and so give it chloroform without disturbing it; the
advantage of such & proceeding being that the child speedily became
under the influence of the anssthetic without that alarm and crying
and irregular inspirations which are so common in the adminis.
tration of chlovoform to children. The only precaution which I
ever s’Ifoound necessdry to prevent them from awaking with the firah
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inspiration of the chloroform, was that the inhaler should be first
beld at & moderate distance from the child’s face, and gradually
approached nearer until the requisite degree of ansmsthesia was
produced, which would be judged of by the usual signs.”” Apart
from that reference in ‘“ Woodman and Tidy,”’ you are not pre-
pared to refer me to any English treatises which discuss the proba-
bility of administering chloroform during sleep It is mentioned
in ‘* Taylor.”” He refers to Dolbeau—in the book on poisons, I
think it is.

He refers to Dolbeau?—Yes; there is a paragraph on it—a
sentence, at all events.

Oh, that is Dolbeau 3—You will find it in the reference to the
‘“ Annales d’Hygiéne.”

Quite right; he did not give the reference to Dolbeau?—No.

But he gives reference to the book, and he only gives this
passage, 3rd edition, p. 648 : ‘‘ These facts show that there is no
truth in the statement sometimes made in cases of alleged robbery
or rape, that the person assaulted was rendered suddenly insensible
and unable to offer resistance. Chloroform-vapour does not pro-
duce immediate insensibility unless it also produces complete
asphyxia and death. There is, however, one case in which it
might be used to aid the perpetration of crime. If the person is
already asleep, the application of the vapour might intensify this
and render him or her powerless, but the conditions for thus using
chloroform criminally can rarely present themselves.’’ He doea
not give the name of Dolbeau, but that is the reference!—Yes.

Now, I just want to come to another question. Do you say
the symptoms produced by the swallowing of chloroform entirely
correspond with those that follow on inhalation}—Pretty well, I
think. You get symptoms of unconsciousness and paralysis
intensified.

I speak of symptoms that follow on swallowing chloroform f-—
There is then inflammation of fhe stomach, but the general
symptoms are not very greatly different.

But the very first case in Taylor’s * Medical Jurisprudence,’’
3rd edition—you have edited that. I am afraid to ask you if
you believe in all the cases. Some of them are of very great
authority 3—I have certainly modified some of that chapter from
what has since come to my knowledge.

The first cage, vol. i., p. 404, ig: * This liquid when taken in
a large dose appears to affect the system like alcohol; but as a
ligued it cannot be regarded as an active poison. A man swallowed
fouwr ounces of chloroform. He was able to walk for a consider-
able distance after taking this dose, but he subsequently fell into
a state of coma »’ 9—Yes ; the symptoms when taken into the stomach
~—the absorption is less rapid than when taken into the lungs. I
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should take it symptoms would take longer to develop themselves,
but when they do so they are very profound. ] .

I should expect you to answer me in the affirmative directly.
The results of swallowing a dose of chloroform vary immensely in
different cases?—VYes. i

So far as the inhalation of chloroform is concerned, the
symptoms are fairly regular, are they not?—VYes; the stage of
excitemen t—— .

I will read it to you from ‘‘ Taylor.”’ Now the passage in
which he describes it—and I just ask you if you agree—is at page
649 of *° Taylor on Poisons,”” 3rd edition : ¢‘ There are considered
to be four stages in the administration of the vapour. In the firsi,
the patient becomes excited; in the second, he talks incoherently,
and sensibility is diminished ; in the third, he is unconscious, but
the muscles are rigid; in the fourth, the muscles are completely
relaxed, and the patient is perfectly insensible. Danger com-
mences with the third stage.”” Do you agree with that generally?
—VYes.

Now, during the first stage, when the patient is excited, the
passage of a quantity of chloroform over the lips and tongue and
down the throat would cause severe pain, would it not?—VYes.

And in that first stage, the stage of excitement, that pain would
be resented, and would arouse the patient to resistance?—Yes.
Are you speaking now of its administration to a person awake$
In any case——

Forgive me; you are right in this sense: I have taken you to
the stage of the administration of chloroform to a person sleeping,
and he would have awakened?—Yes. I do not agree that that
state of excitement would be necessary if a person were aslesp. 1
wish not to commit myself to too general a proposition.

'We have got from Dolbeau, as far as his experience went, that
three out of four persons awoke?—This experience ig——

I have got an American authority, where he attempted it with
six persons, and they all awoke?—VYes.

Then I have taken the case given by Mr. Tidy, of the children
being dealt with while they were asleep in the hospital, and I have
read you the letter in which Mr. Dobson practically agrees with
Bolbega.v:t.Y He says he avoided excitement by giving it during

eep §—Yes.

He did it with great care, beginning with the chloroform far
of and bringing it closer. Now, apart from the question of
sleeping or waking, supposing the first stage here of excitement to
occur, the pain of administering the poison would be felt, and
would be resisted. That would be the first thing to wake anybody
up #—Yes, it might wake a person up, and it might not.

Probably from the first stage, if you only got a person into the
ﬁrstmsahage, 8t of excitement, the pain, whether about the tender
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places there in his mouth or lips, would wake him if you put the
liquid into the mouth?—Yes, in that stage; I misunderstood you.

Then, in the second, he talks incoherently, and sensibility is
diminished, so that sensibility is gradually passing away?—VYes,
he is intoxicated.

But still capable of feeling pain?—To a less extent.

In the third he is unconscious, but the muscles are rigid.
Now, in the administration of chloroform by inhalation, when
you come to that third stage, does not the jaw become rigid #—Very
often. There is a great deal of rigidity in the limbs generally.

So that at that stage it would require force to open the mouth ?
—Probably, yes.

And when that rigidity passes away, the muscles become com-
pletely relaxed, and the patient is perfectly insensible’—VYes,
ready for operation.

And in that stage there is no capacity for swallowing at all,
is there1—Yes.

How? Is not the reflex state abolished %—No; the patient is
on the operating table, and would continue to swallow.

When completely aneesthetised I—Yes.

That is a question of degree?—That is altogether a question
of degree when the patient would cease to swallow.

Then I understand you, in your judgment——

By Mr. Justios WiLLs—May I interpose one question? When
you speak of their swallowing in that sense, do you mean by the
muscles acting, or having stuff simply poured down their throat,
a8 Mr. Murray said %—Any liquid put at the back of the throat;
the patient continues to swallow his own saliva for some time.

That is by muscular action ?—Yes.

Not like pouring it down a leaden pipe?—No. Blood flows
into the back of the throat; it is swallowed unless he is under
chloroform very profoundly, when he ceases to swallow, and then
he becomes suffocated. There is g stage of inhalation where the
patient ceases to swallow.

Cross-ezamination continued—But in this case, where the
operation is performed and the blood gets to the back of the
throat, is not one of the dangers that blood will get into the air
passages -—Yes; he may get into such a state by inhalation that
he cannot swallow.

Now, let me put it again. Do you say there is a particular
point in the process of chloroforming at which a medical man—at
which the patient would be able to swallow, although he was
sufficiently under the influence of chloroform not to suffer from
the painf—I do.

ill you tell me how you would yourself ascertain that time
had arrived -—Well, I should not like to pour, liquid down the
throat if the reflex of the eye had been abolished, as Dr. Murray
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terms it. I would not like to commit myself to say where would
be the point at which the reflex would even be abolished.

I take it from you that is taken as the test $—It is the practical
test.

Let me ask you this, is not that the test that the doctor does
apply in order to ascertain if the sensation of pain has gone %—
Yes.

Is that the assumption, at all events, of a doctor dealing
with chloroform; until that reflex action is gone, pain is felt?—
He assumes that.

Now, suppose you had to deal with a sleeping mean, and it
was your object to get down his throat without his knowing i
a liquid the administration of which to the lips or throat would
cause great pain, do you not agree it would be a very difficult or
delicate operation!—I think it would be an operation which would
often fail, and might often succeed.

Would you not look on it as a delicate operation$—I should
look on it as a delicate operation, because I should be afraid of
pouring it down the windpipe.

That is one of the dangers you contemplate +—Yes.

If it got into the windpipe, there would be spasmodic action
of the muscles, would there not%—At the stage when you had
come to the conclusion that you could do it, when there is in-
sensibility, or partial insensibility, the rejection of the liquid by
the windpipe would be probably less active than when the patient
was awake.

If the patient got into such a state of insensibility as not to
reject it, it would go down his windpipe and burn thati—
Probably some of it might go down the windpipe.

It would probably do so*—Probably.

If it did so, it would leave its traces—I should expect to find
traces after death, unless the patient lives for some hours.

., . Of course, a great many pogt-mortem appearances are changed
if the patient lives for some hours?—Yes.

Not only by the chloroform disappearing, so to speak, but also
other changes incidental to a post-mortem condition 3—Yes.

And if the post-mortem examination had been performed, as
Mrs. Bartlett wished it to be, on the very day on which death
took place, there would have been still better opportunity of
determining the cause of death 3—Yes.

The Court adjourned.



Fifth Day—Friday, 16th April, 1886.

Dr. Srevenson, recalled, and re-examined by the ArTorNmy-
GE;TERAL—YOU were asked about chloroform being very volatile?
— 88, it is-

Assuming it to have been taken into the mouth and so to have
gone down into the stomach, would you expect, after the lapse of
four or five hours, that there would necessarily be any smell of
chloroform in the mouth %—No.

Or three or four hours?—No.

Or two or three? I want to get some approximate idea }—If
the mouth were open, I should expect the smell might disappear
even within half an hour.

Can you tell me this—whether the effect of a dose of chloro-
form swallowed and taken into the stomach would be greater or
less in its effects upon the person taking it if that person was
insensible or partially insensible by inhalation first%—I should
expect that the effect would be greater.

In the direction of causing paralysis of the action of the
heart, for instance?—Yes.

You spoke, I think, of the delicacy that would be used in
getting chloroform into the stomach if the person were lying back
and insensible or partially insensible ?—Yes.

You used that word, I think?—1I think I used the word or
something very like it.

Do you mean, from a medical point of view, it would require
to be delicately done in order to prevent its getting into the
windpipe instead of the throat?—What I mean precisely is this,
that a person unskilled in the anatomy of the part—in such a case
there would be a chance whether it got in the right way, down the
gullet, or the wrong way, down the windpipe. Some might go
down the windpipe if not, in that sense, delicately dome; there
would be that danger.

My learned friend read a passage from one work in which
he spoke of asphyxia as a consequence of the administration of
chloroform.

Mr. Crargs—No ; the passage I read was this: that the post-
mortem appearances were similar to the cases of asphyxia.

By the ArToRNEY-GENERAL—Is that your experience’—The
post-mortem appearances are sometimes those of asphyxia, because
asphyxia is sometimes the cause of death from chloroform.

By Mr. Justior Winrs—I do not know whether I am correct in
summarising this. The notion I have from the cross-examination
of yesterday is, that chloroform would produce \death in one of
two ways—in the one, by producing asphyxia, {hich I suppose
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would paralyse the muscles of respiration; and in the other cases,
by paralysing the muscles of the heart; and the two post-mortem
symptoms are not quite the same in the two cases +—No. .

If that requires correction, pray give iti—Practically, it is
80; but one thing with asphyxia, it is not quite necessary that
there should be paralysis of the muscles of respiration—it really
means suffocation. .

It may arise from that?—Yes, or from paralysis of the heart.

Re-ezamination continued—So it comes to this, if the par-
ticalar form which the mischief takes is suffocation, you would
expect to see on the post-mortem the signs of suffocation }—Yes.

If the mischief results from paralysis of the heart, you do not
expect to see signs of suffocation +—Yes.

It sometimes happens, does it not, that, when persons are
voluntarily drinking a liquid, some of it may get down the wind-
pipe or approach the windpipe +—Yes, occasionally; that is a rare
incident.

With reference to the passage which my learned friend Mr.
Clarke was reading yesterday from this book at page 183, what
paper do you ocall that?—It is a paper by M. Dolbeau.

I will just read one passage more to you; it follows the pas-
sage which Mr. Clarke read. You know the passage probably;
you will recognise it as I endeavour to translate it: * With regard
to crime, it is certain that chloroform administered to persons
asleep could facilitate the perpetration of certain crimes and
misdemeanours. It is, however, probable that conditions favour-
able to anmsthesia will rarely be found combined at the time of
the attempted criminal acts.”” Do you agree with that?—I agree
that it is possible, and that, in a certain number of cases, the
production of sleep would be comparatively easily effected.

By Mr. Jusrior WiLLs—The production of sleep, you say t—
The production of insensibility during sleep, I should say.

e-ezamination continued—My learned friend Mr. Clarke also
asked you whether there may'not be found some traces in the
urine of a person who has died from an overdose of chloroform,
and I understood you to say yes. Would it be visible to the eye,
or would it only be detectable upon analysis?—Oh, not visible to
the eye. It is a little undetermined whether it is due to the un-
doubted presence of chloroform or the chloroform producing some
other substance in the urine. At all events, the urine would act
in & particular way at a particular period.
N ou had no portion of the urine furnished to you for analysis?
—No.

And the appearance of the urine would not suggest any
change #—The sppearance would not suggest it. T have the book,
the Medical Tiﬂ?&, here now, my lord.

28Bzy the Forintan—We wish to ask you one or two questions.
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We desire to be perfectly clear upon this point. I think you
stated that, in the third stage of chloroformism, the jaws are
rigid, or partially so?—In one stage. = The stages are purely
arbitrary, but in one stage there is rigidity.

Then we take it that an unskilled person with a little time
to administer a sufficient quantity of chloroform down the throat
—sufficient to cause death—must do it very gradually for fear of
choking. It must take some little time; they could not do it
suddenly %—I do not think in some cases it would be very difficult
to do it quickly. It is simply the very act of swallowing.

Then the chances are, I think, perhaps, that some portion of
the chloroform might remain in the mouth for some little time }—I
should expect it would be a very short time.

But it must remain there some little time %—Some of it might.
If the person were unable to swallow, it would be likely to remain
at the back of the throat.

Then it will show some sign of its having been there, in the
gums or throat, in the same way as if it lay in the intestinest—
Yes, if the patient were unable to swallow. If he were in a con-
dition to swallow it, the swallowing would be effected almost
momentarily, just as long as it would take to drink a little water.

You would expect more signs, sup;»osing a person could not
swallow, than if he was drinking medicine quickly off. In the
latter case you would not expect to see any signs at all, would
you+—If a person could not swallow, it would remain at the upper
part of the windpipe; and upon the post-mortem I should expect to -
find the effects of contact there—irritation or inflammation.

If taken suddenly, you would not expect to find either?—I
should not expect to find it.

By Mr. Justion WiLns—I just want to ask a question as to
the term rigidity. It is a little too vague to convey any definite
notion to my mind. It may mean that the jaws were closed like
an iron vice, or it may mean something very much less. Will
you kindly explain that}—In giving chloroform by inhalation at
& oertain period, and before the patient is altogether uncon-
scious, there is often considerable general muscular rigidity. The
arms would be rigid and the patient would grind his teeth or
clench the jaw.

Would that be the same if administered during sleepi—I
have never seen it given during sleep. I should not think so from
the record of those cases—sleep passing into the period of chloro-
formism.

How long does the period of rigidity last?—Oh, it may be
a few seconds or a minute.

Not very long%—No; if the patient is insengible, the rigidity
speedily passes off.

Mr. Crarge—My lord, the letter to which|I have referred
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does itself refer to a quotation in the previous week’s number of
the Medical Temes. 1 am endeavouring to find it, but I will not
delay. I dare say Dr. Stevenson will be good enough to try and
find it for me.

Mr. JusTior WiLns—Mr. Hussey’s letter, do you mean?

Mr. Crargr—Yes, my lord. He referred to the Medical
Times. In that case it was administered to a boy. It is the 28th
of August, 1880, which is the second volume of the work, at page
261. 1 have just found it, and I will read the letter :—*¢ Ad-
ministration of Chloroform during Sleep.—About thirty years ago
the late Mr. Hester, of this city, asked me to assist him in the
operation of removing a small pendulous tumour from the inner
side of the thigh in a boy. When we entered the bedroom the boy
was in bed asleep. We administered the chloroform at once with-
out awaking him; and, when he was well under the influence of
it, we prepared a table,”” and so on; but the point there is that
that was the case of a boy.

By Mr. Justiorn WiLrs—I will just ask onme more question.
We are told that there was unusual and considerable difficulty in
putting the patient under the influence of nitrous oxide. Is
there any connection necessarily or probably between difficulty
in being put into insensibility by nitrous oxide and being put
into insensibility by chloroform $—1It is quite a guess. I should
think the difficulty in the one case would create a difficulty in
the other; but that is a pure matter of inference.

A thing you cannot say much about?—A thing I cannot say
much about. I will only say generally, if a person is insensible
to one anmsthetic, he would be less sensible to another.

Dr. Crarrrs MeymorT Tiny, examined by Mr. Poraxp—I am &
Bachelor of Medicine and Master of Surgery. I am Professor of
Chemistry and Forensic Medicine at the London Hospital, and I
sm one of the official analysty to the Home Office. I am one
of the authors of the book *‘ Forensic Medicine and Toxicology,’”
by Woodman and Tidy. I have had considerable experience in
matters of that description. I have of my own knowledge known
of a death from teking liquid chloroform, in the year 1863.
Dr. Lankester was coroner at that time, and he referred the case
to me. So far as we know, the fatal dose at that time was an
. ounce and a half; but I am bound to say the detsils I have of that
case are not very clear, for the case was ome of suicide, and the
fact of chloroform having been taken was beyond all question.
Wineglasses are of different sizes, but I take it a wineglass
would hold 2 to 2} fluid ounces. In the case of a death from
ta.kmf liquid chloroform, I should ect to find some of the
actual chlorofornf in the stomach. In the case in 1863 there was
sctual chloroforh in the stomach, but the exact quentity was
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not determined, as there was no necessity to do so. One other
case of chloroform came before me, curiously enough in 1863,
which I saw also with Dr. Woodman, but that was a case of
recovery.*

In my judgment chloroform taken in a liquid form entering
the stomach would show signs when it came in contact with the
stomach. In the 1863 case, which is the only case I know of my
own knowledge, there was considerable inflammatory condition
of the stomach. I presume that would be the part of the stomach
that the chloroform would come in contact with; but I have no
note in this case as to where the inflammation was. I should
judge that the chloroform would affect the cesophagus, or gullet,
if it were sufficiently long in contact with it, but, if the contact
of chloroform with a tissue is of very short duration, I am of
opinion that no abnormal appearance might be apparent. I have
myself tried that in my own case for experiment. I put a tea-
spoonful of pure chloroform in my mouth, and I held it in my
mouth for something like five or six seconds; I then spat it out
and simply washed my mouth out with a little water. There was
& slight redness produced, but it certainly did not last longer
than a few minutes at the most, although a certain numbness
continued for something like nearly an hour. I am clear, there-
fore, that the effect of chloroform on animal tissues will be
greatly dependent on the duration of the contact. When liquid
chloroform is taken into the stomach it then passes into the blood ;
the diffusibility, as it is called, of chléroform is very great. If
taken in sufficient quantity to cause death, I would expect to find
traces of chloroform in the intestines; that would not be by
its diffusibility through the membranes, however, but by its
actual passage from the stomach into the intestines, and I should
expect to find traces there if a sufficient period had elapsed between
the taking of the chloroform and the death. Upon the death so
caused I would expect to find at the post-mortem examination what
is described as fluidity of the blaod; one of the peculiar effects of
chloroform is its action on the blood including various changes
of the blood.

On Saturday, 20th March, Dr. Stevenson showed me some
of the contents of the stomach—bottle No. 5. I smelt it, and I
think that Dr. Stevenson’s description, that the smell was over-
poweringly strong of chloroform, is a very right one, and it is
exactly as I should describe it myself on that date, 20th March.
Suppose chloroform was inhaled, and then chloroform was taken
in a liquid state, I should think that the chloroform taken in the
liquid state would have a greater effect than if taken by a person
who had not previously inhaled it. That is rather a matter of
opinion, however.

* Vide Medical Times and Gazeite, 1863, vol. ii., p.:‘378.—ED.
L
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By Mr. Justicr WiLns—I think I might almost call it a specu-
lation; I do not think I could put it much higher than that.

Ezamination continued—Supposing death be caused by a fatal
dose of liquid chloroform in a body seen some two or three hours
after death, I think it is quite consistent with facts that there
should be no smell of chloroform in the mouth at all. Chloroform
is very volatile, indeed, and if the mouth were opened after
death that would be quite sufficient to account for the smell going
off. As regards the effect of chloroform on the skin, supposing
chloroform spilt on the face, and not covered up, I should not
expect to find any marks left. As a matter of fact, I dropped
some chloroform on my own hand last night, and there was no
sign left at all; there was a slight redness produced for a short
time, but it was very transient. There was certainly no sign of
the spot where I dropped it half an hour afterwards, and I think I
should be more correct if I said quarter of an hour afterwards.
At the present moment I cannot determine at all where the spot
was. If one was to drop chloroform on the skin, and then place a
pad over it, so as to cover it, then undoubtedly it would produce
a burn. In giving chloroform which is inhaled I have mnoticed
a rigidity of the jaw, and I have also noticed some cases where
there has been no rigidity of the jaw. The rigidity does not
necessarily follow in all cases, although it usually occurs; and,
further, the rigidity of the jaw lasts a very variable period. In
my judgment partial insensibility could be produced by inhala-
tion of chloroform during sleep.

If a person were rendered partially insensible by the adminis-
tration of chloroform, in your judgment, could the liquid be
administered 9—I think so, certainly, at certain stages. I should
Iike to say, with regard to my experiment on the action of ad-
ministering chloroform during sleep, that I think it is fair to
state exactly what I have dome in the case. Of course, it is
always difficult to do it, for you must get the consent of the
person, and it is not an experiment you can often make. In
the case of a boy between fifteen and sixteen years of age, who
bhad a dislocation of his arm, it was necessary to give him
chloroform in order to reduce it. He went to sleep, and we ad-
ministered chloroform while he was asleep with great ease. I
have tried it in two other cases since, but I failed in both cases.
In the one case the person was fairly well asleep, but in the other
case the man was just dozing.

Cross-examined by Mr. Crarxkz—With regard to the three
cases you have given us, you succeeded in the case of the boy
and failed in the others, I understand%—Yes; in one the person
was not in a good sleep, and I failed.

Those are the only experiments you have had the opportunity
of making, and were those both adults?—They were adults.

In the case ¢f the boy, I netice that you said **we”’ ad-

286



Evidence for Prosecution.
Dr. Chu-[.. M. .rl'dy

ministered chloroform. Was thers 8 surmeon there with you t—The
surgeon was there who was going to reduce it.

Have you had long experiente l—You mean of chloroform?

Yes1—VYes ; very long indeed. .

By Mr. Justion Witts—Then yutt sulministered the chloro-
form +—Yes; I administered the chloraterm.

Cross-ezamination continued—With reprard to the 1863 case,
that was a suicide, I believe?—VYes. . .

And so, 1 believe, being & caKy of quwlde. it was not neces-
sary to make detailed notesi—No; the jury wunted the analysis
to be made to detect the chloroform, aml I did aut go very fully
into it.

The great majority of cases reported are cases of suicide, are
they not$—Certainly; by a very long way. .

By Mr. Justior Wiis—Two by swallowing chloroform, I
understand +—Yes, entirely. Lo

Cross-ezamanation continued—The majority of cases of in-
halation are accidental, are they noti—Yes: I understand that.

So that, apart from positive .evnivuwe of Inets, the enormous

probability of evidence would be in faveur of suicide !—I should
Sy 0.
7 You say that, with regard to riwidity, it lasts for a very
short time +—Very ; it may only last & fow avonds, and it may last
longer.
g‘eIt'. may last much more—four or five minutes I—I should not
like to say mno.

I am quite content, Dr. Tidy: I will take your answer. The
symptoms from the inhalation of chlorofurm are very variable, are
they not%—Very variable indeed.

A person might be chloroformed—I will use that word—in two
minutes, or it may take a considerabls time?—Yen ; while the quan-
tity required to produce the effects varies alss, It is not a question
of time only, but of quantity.

In administering chloroform, you are guided hy the appear-
ance of the patient with regard to the quantity you are to ad-
minister, I suppose?—Manifestly su; it is the resl difficulty, in
administering chloroform, that youn cannot lay down any law
which applies to everybody.

Exactly; and therefore in all the stages you must exercise s
careful judgment?—TYes.

And that is the reason that there arm adninistrators of
chloroform who devote themselves tn the pravtire]—Exactly.

By Mr. Jusriom Winre—It goes further, dews it not? Some-
times persons whom you would not cxpeet die auddenly under
chloroform, do they not?—Yes; and in wmune ensws even when &
careful examination has been made, and no signs of heart dis-
ease distovered. i
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And is the converse sometimes the case, that when you think
it primé facie very dangerous, the patient will take any quantity?
—That is so.

So that it is singularly uncertain 3—Yes. and that is no doubt
why ether has been so largely substituted lately, because all
authorities have found it more certain in its action, ‘although it
has its disadvantages.

Do you know whether the case which you read to Mr. Clarke
—the one case which was unhappily fatal, was that a case of
suicide? I dare say you know the case?—I know the case per-
fectly well.

Perhaps it does not say?

Mr. Crargs—It does not say, my lord. It is this—he was
aged twenty-six, and he took 2 ounces.

Mr. Justiom WiLns—Dr. Tidy says he rather thinks it was
suicide.

The Wirness—I rather think so.

By Mr. Jusrior Wirns—Just let me ask you one question.
Would it be correct to say that there is a similar uncertainty about
the action of swallowing chloroform; or would it be more correct
to say that not much is known about it?%—There is considerable
uncertainty in its action; it depends largely upon whether the
man vomits or not—whether the person vomits or not. I am
only judging now from the cases I have read.

We know the limits of your experience, but I suppose you have
read everything there is?—I think I have read everything there
is, as far as I can find it.

I suppose one may say—one must have to correctly summarise
it—a good deal less is known about swallowing chloroform than
about chloroform inhaled 2—Oh, very much less.

By a Jumror—I suppose it would be likely, if you were to
drop chloroform on the delicate parts of the mouth, to show
marks there, though you would not see them on the skin of the
hand $—Certainly.

By Mr. JusTior WiLns—There is one other question I want to
ask of you—or Dr. Stevenson, perhaps of both. Dr. Leach says
that, experimenting upon himself, he produced a mark of whiteness
on the tongue when he took chloroform in his mouth. Do you know
anything about that?—No; it is contrary to my own experiments,
and my own experience. There was no sign of whiteness; it was a
thidl;g I looked for very carefully, but it was a delicate blush of
redness.

Then you only know from that one experiment$—That is all.

It is not anything that is recorded, is it %—No, I think not.

Re-examined by the ArroRNEmY-GENERAI—HoOw long do you
think the chloroform was in your mouth +—Five or six seconds.

But nothing has been recorded about that in pathological
books +—No; I know nothing about whiteness being produced.
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Mrs. Mary ANN FurLoNG, examined by Mr. MaroNney—I am a
married woman, residing at 77 Phillip Bridge Road, Merton. I
acted as servant to Mrs. Bartlett at Merton Cottage from 6th
January to lst September, 1885. I was living then with my hus-
band near their house, and I went home every aftermoon. I
usually went to the Bartletts’ house about eight o’clock in the
morning. I made the beds, sometimes alone and sometimes with
Mrs. Bartlett. Mr. and Mrs. Bartlett did not occupy separate
beds in that house. I was never with them anywhere else. Mr.
Bartlett had a cold bath every morning in his bedroom. He went
to business every day. Mr. Dyson came to the house sometimes at
the latter part, and I have left them alone together.

By Mr. Justior Wizns—My usual time of leaving was eleven
o’clock in the day, but if Mrs. Bartlett had company I would
stay and cook the dinmer.

Ezamination continued—I used to see Mr. Bartlett coming
home in the evening; he passed my house as he came home.

By Mr. Justice WirLs—Mr. and Mrs. Matthews stayed with
the Bartletts for a week. They and Mr. Dyson were the only
visitors that they had. So far as I saw, Mr. and Mrs. Bartlett
lived on very affectionate terms with one another, and, as far as
I could judge, they lived as husband and wife.

HaNry MArsHALL, examined by Mr. Poraxp—I am inspector
of the Metropolitan Police, and I have had charge of this case. I
was present at the inquest on 4th and 11th February. Oxn those
occasions both Mr. Dyson and Mrs. Bartlett were present. On the
11th Mr. Dyson was examined as a witness. Mrs. Bartlett was
represented by & barrister, Mr. Beal, and by a solicitor, Mr.
Wood. On the 4th the coroner said to Mr. Wood, or he said
publicly, he should like to know whether Mrs. Bartlett intended to
give evidence. There was some reply, but I do not know what
it was. She did not give evidence.

Did her counsel say anything in her presence in reference to
awaiting the result of the analysis, or did anything of that kind
pass!—I am not quite clear about that. I remember more par-
ticularly about the 1lth. After Mr. Dyson had given evidence
Mr. Braxton Hicks, the deputy coroner, said he should like to know
whether it was the intention of Mrs. Bartlett to give evidence or
not, but she was not tendered as & witness. Upon that, from what
was said in the inquest room, I took her into custody in the board
room as soon as it was cleared. I was in plain clothes, and I
said to her, “I am Inspector Marshall. After what has passed
here to-day I must take you into custody for the wilful murder of
your husband by administering to him about midnight on the 31st
of December last a poisonous dose of chloroform. This is s serious
charge, and whatever you say I must caution you that I shall
reduce it to writing, and it will be given in evidence at your trial.”’
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Mrs. Bartlett said, “‘ I have nothing to say.’”” Her solicitor, Mr.
Wood, was present and heard all that passed. She was charged
in the ordinary way and taken before the magistrate.

Previous to that date, 11th February, I searched the whole
of the railway line from Peckham Rye to Victoria to see if I
could find any bottle. I found some bottles, but not the one I
expected. I was at Claverton Street on 11th January when the
house was searched. I saw ‘‘ Squire’s Companion ’’ among the
books, and handed it to the coroner’s officer. I also found the
letters referred to by the witness Ralph. On 24th February T
also searched a number of boxes at Claverton Street. No medicine
chest was found; I never could find it either at Claverton Street
or at Mrs. Matthews’, where Mrs. Bartlett had been staying. I
searched Mrs. Bartlett’s luggage at the office of her solicitor, and
I took possession of a certain number of things—the deceased’s
nightgown and other things—which were handed to Dr. Steven-
son. These I got from Mrs. Bartlett’s box. The nightgown was
cut down the centre. I showed it, the pillow, and the other things
to Dr. Stevenson. There were stains on the nightgown just above
the neck. These were seen by Dr. Stevenson. On 15th February
I went to Wandsworth Common with Mr. Dyson, and I searched
the Common for bottles at the place indicated by him. I found
the coloured bottle with ‘¢ Poison, not to be taken ’’ on it, I
should say that I have searched the Common twice since, but I
have not been able to find the other bottles. On 18th February
I received a warrant from the coroner, upon which I took Mr.
Dyson into custody, and took him before the magistrate.  The
warrant was for both prisoners, and it charged them with murder.

By Mr. Justior WiLLs—There was a large box of books which
were not taken possession of. They were mostly English books; I
do not remember seeing any foreign book. The ‘‘ Pharmacopeeia >’
is the only one that struck me.

Dr. StevensoN, recalled and further examined by the Arrom-
NEY-GENERAL—Last night there were delivered to me and Dr.
Tidy jointly & nightdress and a pillow case. There were spots and
stains on the nightdress. But I could not detect any substance
beyond a little sugary substance. The stains might have been due
to any ordinary article of liquid food, such as beef tea, or it
might be the result of perspiration. It was not caused by tea,
as the tannic character of tea or brandy was absent. It might
have been sweet, I think. There was no sign on the pillow case.

Mrs. CaroniNg DoGGRTT, recalled and further examined by the
ArToRNEY-GENERATI—MTr. and Mrs. Bartlett came to lodge with
me in October. The illness began in December, and Dr. Leach
was called in on the 10th. The first week that the Bartletts were
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living with me they had only one bedroom and one bed, which
they used together. Afterwards a smaller bed was put into the
bedroom, which they continued to occupy up to the time of the
illness. The small bed was then moved into the drawing-room.
I sometimes went to help the servant to make the large bed, and
I found the small one remade, but whether Mrs. Bartlett had made
it or not I cannot say. I think the servant, Alice Fulcher, can
speak to that. There were folding doors communicating between
the drawing-room and the bedroom, and it was not necessary to
go on to the landing to get from the bedroom to the front room.
There was some furniture put near the folding doors when the
sofa was put there in December. But it was possible to pass
through the door. I did not see anything unusual in the relation-
ship between Mr. and Mrs. Bartlett. I think they were on affec-
tionate terms as husband and wife.

Futher cross-examined by Mr. Crarke—Whose was that small
bedstead +—Mrs. Bartlett ordered me to get another bed to put in
the room.

Do you mean that you bought it for the purpose?—TYes.

Then it was yours ?—Yes.

At the time of their coming, or very soon after was it, she
said that to you?—When they came they asked for two beds in
the bedroom.

What? The first time they took the room ?—Yes.

You had not in the house a bed small enough to put in, I
believe —No, and it was nearly a week before I could get out to
run to the stores, and it was some days before they sent it.

But when they first took the rooms, I understand, it was stipu-
lated that they should have two beds?%—Two beds.

By Mr. JusTior WiLLs—Were you ever present in the room
when Mr. Dyson was there with them ?—With Mrs. Bartlett, not
with Mr. Bartlett.

NDid you ever hear what he called her or what she called him$
—No.

Arion Furommr, recalled and further examined by the
ArTORNBY-GENERAL—] was servant to Mrs. Doggett. I remember
Mr. and Mrs. Bartlett coming to her house in October, and I
remember Mr. Bartlett’s illness in December. They ocoupied the
same bed the first week they came, and then a small bed was put
into the bedroom. They then always occupied separate beds. The
small bed was moved into the front room when the illness came on.
After that Mrs. Bartlett used to have the sofa made up in front
of the fire, and she slept there. .

By Mr. JusTion Wints—I waited upon the Bartletts when
Mr. Dyson was dining there. I have heard Mrs. Bartlett address
him as Mr. Dyson and also as George while Mr. Bartlett was
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present. I do not remember Mr. Dyson calling her anything.
‘When Mr. Dyson came to the house I have seen books about, but I
cannot say whether they were open. I did not know anything at
the time about lessons being given. I do not know whether Mr.
Dyson brought books with him.

EpmMoNp BrLakm, examined by Mr. PoLaxo—I am an inspector
of the Metropolitan Police. @ I understand making plans and
models, and I have often made them for Courts of justice. The
plans which have been produced here are correct apd to scale.

Mr. Poranp—That is the case, my lord.

Mr. Crarxe—I do not call any evidence.

Speech for the Defence.

Mr. Epwarp CrarrE—May it please you, my lord, gentlemen
of the jury—In this case you have now heard, in its fullest detail,
the evidence which the Crown has to lay before you in support
of this charge, and, having heard that evidence, and believing
that I have been able, to some extent, to trace the effect of it upon
your minds, I now, in Adelaide Bartlett’s name, claim from you
& verdict of not guilty. It might be thought that one was speaking
too confidently in using that sentence. Some of my friends might
think that I had had sufficient experience of the sad uncertainties of
the administration of the criminal law to induce me to pause
before I used an expression which only the strongest confidence
would justify. But, gentlemen, I think I shall justify that claim
in the most absolute and complete form. I believe that when I
have taken you, as it will be my duty to take you, through the
record of the evidence of suspicion which has pointed to her guilt,
and through that evidence more recently given, and which has, I
think I shall show you, gone nearly to demonstrating her innocence,
I think you will recognise that my claim is not too confident, and
that it is & claim which you will admit and indorse.

I fear I shall have to detain you some time in discussing this
case, for one reason, which only applies to cases where the Attorney
or Solicitor-General appears for the prosecution. There is a
strange anomaly in the procedure in such cases. In the ordinary
cases, which are subjects of accusation and defence in these Courts,
where the prosecution has produced all its evidence, and where,
as is the case in nine cases out of ten, the prisomer not being
allowed to give evidence, no evidence is offered, or could be offered,
on the part of the defence—in all those cases, at the end of the
evidence for the prosecution, the counsel who asks the jury, in the
name of the Crown, to accept the charge that has been made, has
then and there, at the close of the evidence, to point out to the

202



Lettor from Adelaide Bartlett to Sir Edward Clarke.






PP oo

Pty 8 H o e






Speech for the Defence.

Mr Clarke

jury the facts upon which he relies, to indicate upon what ground
of suspicion or of evidence it is that he feels entitled to ask them
for a verdict of guilty ; and when he has so pointed out the grounds
upon which, in his judgment and contention, that verdict could
be justified, it is then the right of the counsel for the prisoner to
make answer to the suggestions so put. But, strangely enough,
in those cases in which the privilege and right is most important to
the prisoner, the practice of our procedure takes it away; and
although I call no witnesses, though I have to content myself with
comments upon the evidence put before you, when I have finished,
the leader of the English bar will have to answer me, will have an
opportunity—I do not say ihat he will use it—of pointing to
topics of suspicion or of proof, which I may not have appreciated,
upon which, if he were to make his statement now as counsel for
the prosecution, if this were some trivial case, such as those cases
which are often tried in the other Courts, if he had to make that
statement now, I should hear the comments, and might be able
to answer them, but they will come to you when my lips are closed.

It is an anomalous privilege, and I do not hesitate to say, as I
have said in this Court before, that I hope an Attorney-General may
be found some day, unless the law is altered, as it should be, to
sbandon the exercise of a right which does not seem to me to be
defensible. It has always been felt by the Attorney-General that
the exercise of that right has to be under strict conditions; and
nearly one hundred years ago a great Attorney-General, after-
wards an illustrous judge, speaking as Sir John Scott, said that
the principles upon which the Attorney-General spoke in a case
of this kind were principles which forbade the exhibition of
zeal on his part. I know that my learned friend will endeavour
to be as fair in his reply as he was in his opening; but I know
it well, by my own experience of the conduct of cases where one
meets in forensic combat—I know that there is an instinct of anta-
gonism aroused which the strongest determination to be absolutely
impartial and fair could not by any of us be trusted to olear
him from prejudice or from passion. And my learned friend,
coming from a country distinguished far more for its advocates
than for its judges, may import that combative instinct into the
conduct of this case.

Gentlemen, that consideration obliges me to deal with all the
topics that are hefore you, because, if I were to leave any out, it
might suggest itself to your minds, or it might be suggested, that
I have avoided a difficulty ; and unless I met, ag far as I could, all
the suggestions which appear to me to arise upon the facts which
have been put before you, I should run the most grievous rigk—a
risk not for myself, for it is a matter of no moment to me what
comment might be made on my spesch or my advocacy, but risk to
one whose interests are present to me at this moment in a very
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fa;“liigher degree than any consideration that could attach to
myself.
Whatever the history of our medical jurisprudence may be,
this case will long be remembered. There have been incidents in
it, there have been topics dwelt upon, which will not easily be
forgotten by any of those who interest themselves in the administra-
tion of the criminal law, or in subjects of medical science and
of medical jurisprudemce. We have had certainly strange inci-
dents. I do not speak now of those remarkable relations which
appear to have existed between Mr. Bartlett and his wife—rela-
tions which would be almost inconceivable if they had not been,
as here they are, proved to be true. Nor do I speak at this
moment of that other most remarkable incident in this case,
which gave to the proceedings of the second day an intensely
dramatic interest, when the man who had passed, with the consent"
and sanction of the Crown, from his place in the dock, who had
been, by their consent and upon their invitation, declared by
your verdict to be free from any imputation of crime in this
matter, stood in that witness-box and heard the question which was
put by my learned friend, Mr. Poland, with a rhetorical point
which I do not think was present to his mind when he agked the
question. ‘ You gave your evidence before the coroner and then
she was arrested ’; and, having passed from the dock to the
witness-box, it is in great measure upon the evidence that he has
given that you are asked to rely in support of the charge against
Mrs. Bartlett.

But, gentlemen, there is another consideration which I think
has been presented to your minds. It is a marvellous thing that
you are asked by the prosecution to accept—you are asked—and
when I use that phrase I do not mean that you will be urged, but
what I do mean is, that this is what you must accept
if you accept the idea of guilt or the contention of guilt—you
are asked to believe that a woman who, for years, had lived in
friendship and affection with her husband ; who, during the whole
time of his illness, had striven to tend him, to nurse him, and to
help him; who had tended him by day, who had sacrificed her
own rest to watch over him at night, had spent night after night
without going to her restful bed, simply giving to herself sleep at
the bottom of his couch that she might be ready by him to comfort
bhim by her presence; who had called doctors, who had taken all
the pains that the most tender and affectionate nurse possibly
could, that by no possibility any chance should be lost of the
doctors ascertaining what his trouble was, and having the quickest
means to cure it—that woman who had watched over him, had
tried to cheer him, had talked of going away, had talked lightly
when they were together before the doctor in order to give spirits
to that husband—you are asked to imagine that that woman on
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New Year’s Eve was suddenly transformed into s murderess, com-
mitting crime, not only without excuse, but absolutely without any
object—you are asked to believe that by a sort of inspiration
she succeeds in committing that crime by the execution of a delicate
and difficult operation, an operation which would have been deli-
cate and difficult to the highest trained doctor that this country
has in it.

There is another aspect in which this case will be of abiding
interest, and the observation which I have just made leads me to it.
This is the first case that the world has ever heard of in which
it has been suggested that a person has been murdered by the
administration of liquid chloroform. Just let me agk you to con-
sider what a tremendous effect that proposition and that fact ought
to have upon your judgment. Forty years ago it was discovered
that by the administration of chloroform a state of insensibility
might be produced during which the most terrible operations could
be performed on the human frame without pain being suffered from
the operation; and it was recognised, by all the members of that
great profession which devotes itself to the study and to the treat-
ment of human suffering, that here a great boon, a great bless-
. ing, had been found for man, and that many lives might be saved
which would have passed away under the intense agony of the
surgeon’s knive, or even at the very thought of what that agony
might be; and for the last forty years this chloroform, its qualities
and effects, the mode of administration, the symptoms of the
patient, the results either for life or death, have been a constant
subject of inquiry by the medical profession.

You have had the good fortune to see in the witness-box two of
the greatest living authorities upon these subjects. Than Dr.
Stevenson and Dr. Tidy no witnesses could be brought here of
greater authority as to the history and as to the character of this
matter; and I know those two gentlemen well enough to know
that when they go into the witness-box they, at all events, are
absolutely clear from feeling, bias, or prejudice with respect to the
case in which they are concerned, and that they, speaking from
the witness-box, speak with a due and strong sense of responsibility
for the evidence they are giving. Gentlemen, you have had the
best information which you could possibly get on this subject, and
what does it come to?—that never, during those forty years, hag
there been a case of murder by chloroform. There have been cases
of death by chloroform—there have been cases of death from the
swallowing of liquid chloroform. In the great majority of those
cases death may have been death by suicide; in all the others,
they have been death by the accidental taking or adminmistration
of that drug. There is no case recorded in the books, but during
those forty years there have been criminals in this country and in
other countries who would have used that poison if it had been
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possible or likely to succeed. There have been men who have com-
mitted murders, who have been supplied with all the medical
knowledge and experience that would be required for the purpose
of the successful administration of this poison. There is no case
of the kind, and you are called upon now—it is suggested to you
that you should say that Adelaide Bartlett has committed an offence
absolutely unknown in the history of medical jurisprudence, and
the possibility of which has never been suggested in any book on
this subject so far as we know—never.

Now, gentlemen, let us just consider for & moment what this
means. These forty years having passed, I think you under-
stand now how it is, for it has been your lot to listen yesterday
and to-day to an exposition of all that is known on this subject
from Dr. Stevenson and Dr. Tidy—I think you understand the
reasons why chloroform never has been used, and probably never
will be used, for the purpose of murder, because the administration
of liquid chloroform is singularly variable in its effects. In-
stances are given where large doses of liquid chloroform have been
taken, and the patient has lived afterwards. We hear of cases
of persons swallowing 2 ounces, 4 ounces—I think I saw a case
iu that list of 6 ounces—of liquid chloroform, and yet of life being
retained. There seems no rule at all : one case will give you the
instance of a man who swallows liquid chloroform and walks for
a considerable distance after he has done so; another, a case which
has attracted special notice in the list Dr. Stevenson supplied us -
with, a case where a man, twenty-six years of age, takes a very
much smaller dose of chloroform, and in three minutes he was
in a heavy sleep; so that, as to its fatal effects, there are all sorts
of variety. And there is also the same variety as to the symptoms.
It may produce immediate or almost immediate coma ; it may pro-
duce convulsions; it may produce with an ordinary dose vomiting ;
it may, so far as I can see, produce no immediate effects at all;
in fact, the summing-up of the whole matter, the whole testimony
of medical science with regard to chloroform, is that its administra-
tion requires to be watched with so great care in order to adjust
it to the characteristics of the patient—that its effects, whether
inhaled or swallowed, are so various in character—that it is not
altogether a trustworthy agent for producing ansesthesia.'@ It
has already been succeeded by another, the administration of
which is believed to be free from some of the difficulties and dangers
which attend the administration of chloroform, and medical science
can only say that its effects are so uncertain that its administration
cannot be undertaken without great care and study.

But now, gentlemen, let me go a step further. If you were
dealing with a case of the fatal inhalation of chloroform, there
would not be the same difficulty. Science tells us that the stories
of immediate insensibility produced by chloroform are mere fables,
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because, if chloroform be administered in an overdose so strong,
with so slight an admixture of air that it at once produces insensi-
bility, that insensibility means immediate death. It is not here a
question of death by the inhalation of chloroform; I shall have
occasion presently to point out to you that if a person were trying
to commit a murder by chloroform, and administered any chloro-
form to the victim so as to produce even partial anwmsthesia, that
they would almost certainly, either with medical knowledge or
without medical knowledge, go on with the administration of the
inhaled chloroform and produce fatal effects; and it is impossible
to suppose that a person, with medical knowledge or without medi-
cal knowledge, either knowing all these difficult details or not,
would interrupt the process of anmsthesia, which, if continued,
must result in death, in order to attempt another and a difficult
process, the immediate result of which might be to destroy the
anssthetic influence which had already been produced, and to re-
vive the patient to the capacity of sensation or resistance. But
it is not here death from inhalation of chloroform ; what is alleged
or suggested here is, death by chloroform poured down the throat;
and I think you will quite understand that, although, of course,
there can be no admission in cases of this kind, looking at the evi-
dence and looking at the great authority of Dr. Stevenson and Dr.
Tidy, it seems to me perfectly clear—if I am entitled to say so—that
there was in the stomach of Mr. Bartlett a sufficient quantity of
chloroform to indicate that he had taken what might have been a
fatal dose. There are all sorts of limitations to that. No one can
define what a fatal dose is. A fatal dose has sometimes been very
small, and a large quantity has sometimes not produced death ; but,
seeing how small a quantity has sometimes on some occasions pro-
duced that fatal effect, it is impossible, I think, to suggest that the
quantity which Dr. Stevenson found in the stomach did not indi-
cate that death might have been caused by chloroform administered
by the mouth. There are questions with regard to the condition
of the mouth, and of the upper part of the throat, and of the throat,
and of the air passages upon which, of course, I shall have a word to
say at another time; but, for the moment, it seems to me that
Dr. Stevenson’s evidence is conclusive that there was sufficient
chloroform in the stomach to indicate that a dose which might have
been fatal had been taken, and there are no appearances which
point to death from any other cause.

When we have taken that step, just observe how very serious
is the next step which has to be taken by the prosecution. My
learned friend the Attorney-General recognised it, and himself ex-
pressed the difficulty, at the close of his opening in this case,
because he said chloroform could not be administered by inhalation
to a resisting person if you wished to cause death; and he said
murder could not be done by chloroform being poured down the
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throat of any person unless he had previously been reduced to a con-
d;tlon, substantiaily, of insensibility, unless there had been a pre-
vious inhalation of chloroform, he being unwilling, and I do not
think my learned friend is going to suggest acquiescence on the part
of Mr. Bartlett.

The ATTORNEY-GENBRAL—Certainly not.

Mr. Crarke—Because he said it could not be poured down, he
being unwilling, so that the person must have been reduced to a
state by inhalation where swallowing was possible, and where also
the power of resistance had disappeared. Now let us see what
step this is you are asked to take. You cannot come, according to
this suggestion or theory, to the conclusion that Mrs. Bartlett com-
mitted this crime unless you come to the conclusion that she first,
by the administration of chloroform by inhalation, produced in-
sensibility, and that she then poured down the insensible and
unresisting throat the substance that caused the death. Well, but
the moment that that suggestion is made, we have before us almost
an impossibility. I have put myself in a position in this case to be
able, without hesitation and fear, to challenge Dr. Stevenson and
Dr. Tidy with respect to any matter contained in the recognised
books of authority in England, and I have put the question to
them as to an ansesthesia produced during sleep. The suggestion is
(and you must accept every step of it if you are to say that this
accusation is proved) that, Mr. Bartlett being asleep, chloroform
is administered to him by inhalation, which reduces him to a state
of sufficient insensibility to prevent his resisting the administration
of liquid chloroform, and that, being in that state, it is dome,
Why, gentlemen, that process is surrounded by difficulties, and
by difficulties of a most serious kind. Look at the very first step,
the administration of chloroform by inhalation to a sleeping per-
gon. I asked Dr. Stevenson : Is there any record in the English
books upon this matter? There is not, except by reference. One
of those references is in Taylor’s book on poisons, and it is the
reference to a French authority—which book lies before me—and
the sentence in which this French authority disposes of this ques-
tion of the administration of chloroform by inhalation to a sleeping
person points out the substantial impossibility of such administra-
tion—it points out, at all events, this: that such administration
would involve the great overwhelming probability that the person
would awake and resist. This French authority speaks of experi-
ments, and you will observe that the record of all these experi-
ments is & record of experiments made by skilled chloroformists,
familiar with the operation of chloroform and the administration
of ansesthetics according to their best experiemce and under the
most favourable conditions, and administering it, one cannot doubt,
only to persons whom they had noticed as being patients upon whom
it would be likely to produce a satisfactory effect, because it will
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be perfectly clear to you that no physician would venture to try
and administer chloroform to a sleeping person unless he believed
that that person was of a character and idiosyncrasy to be satis-
factorily operated upon; otherwise there would be, what you have
been told in one of these cases, the sudden awakening to resist-
ance, and the objection, ‘‘ You are trying to give me something,’’
and so undoubtedly eluding the operation. Now, those cases are
attempts by skilled persons, under the best conditions, and most
carefully done; and, of the cases which this French authority has
been able to record, in 75 per cent. the persons awakened when
the attempt was made, and the summing-up of the French authority
on this matter is that it is possible to administer scientifically
—Ilet me read the passage again: ‘‘ It is difficult, but often pos-
sible, to render persons who are in natural sleep insensible by
chloroform with certain precautions: the employment of a pure
spirit ’—then come the words which I translated yesterday—
¢ Grand habitude,’’ ¢ great skill >—but am not sure they are not
better translated ‘¢ long, or great, practice—are among the con-
ditions which may favour the attempt to chloroform in that way.”’
Then he goes on to say: It is possible that certain subjects
are absolutely refractory—that is to say, it will be impossible to
anssthetise them in spite of all the precautions that may be taken.
Other persons, on the contrary, and little children by preference,
will submit to ansesthetics without being aroused from their slumber
by the irritation that the ansesthetic agent produces in the air
passages.’’

Substantially that is the summing-up of that authority. Now,
I asked Dr. Stevenson: Can you give me any other suthority?
There is no English one, and I confess I have not followed the
American authorities on the subject with which we are now dealing.
But there is no American authority in the shape of a treatise.
‘“ Wharton and Stillé,”’ the book I produced yesterday, is a book
referred to in one of our English treatises, and that gives the ex-
periences of a doctor who, giving evidence at a trial, spoke of
the attempts that he made. He had made the attempt on several
persons—on six_persons; experiments with chloroform on six sleep-
ing persons, and out of that number all resisted more or less. Two
were awakened up immediately, and one remarked, ‘ You are
trying to give me something.’’

So far with regard to the authorities upon that subject. Dr.
Stevens'on referred me to one other authority, and I followed it;
and this morning he has brought the book, I find now that this
exactly bea_.r out the letter from Mr. Dobson, and exactly bears
out the opinion given in the French book—that is to say, it indi-
cates there is difficulty in the administration, and it speaks of the
administration of chloroform in this way having been represented
to be very rare, and it describes the operation of removing a tumour
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from the side of the knee and the thigh, and here again you
have young persons. I think there is one more reference, and that
is in Dr. Tidy’s own book. It is a reference to the Lancet, and by
the kindness of the editor of the Lancet a set of Lancets for 1872
was put at my disposal yesterday. I turn to that to see what it
gives, and I find it refers entirely to the administration of chloro-
form during sleep to children, and I find this (which is of great
importance with respect to this matter), that the doctor who had so
administered it to children goes on to say, ‘‘ The only precaution
I ever found necessary to prevent them from awaking with the
first inspiration of the chloroform was that the inhaler should first
be held at a moderate distance from the child’s face, and gradually
approached nearer until the requisite degree of anssthesia was
produced, which would be judged of by the usual signs.”

There is only one more observation to be made on this, and
it exhausts the whole subject. This morning we have had Dr.
Tidy himself here, and we have had from him the record given
with that absolute impartiality with which science speaks when it
goes, in the presence of its distinguished representatives, into the
witness-box to inform and advise the judge and jury. He says
he had made three experiments (and you cannot doubt that those
experiments were most carefully made—he is himself a most ex-
perienced chloroformist, and would know all the conditions under
which these experiments might be properly and favourably made),
the cases in which he tried it with children succeeding, but the
cases in which he tried it with adults failed, and the persons awoke.

Now, gentlemen, what do you say as to the first step—the step
of administering chloroform by inhalation to the sleeping person
8o &8 to produce insensibility, which would enable the subsequent
administration of chloroform by the throat? Does not all the in-
formation that the best medical authorities can give us on the sub-
ject show to you it is in the highest degree improbable that an
unskilled person would ever be able to transform sleep in anses-
thesia by the influence of chloroform without waking the person
who was subject to that process?

Just let me take one other step with regard to this. If death
had followed on inhalation, there would probably be some appear-
ances discoverable in the post-mortem examination. Those ap-
pearances would have become less definite as the time passed by
after the administration of chloroform and death from it, and it
was not Mrs. Bartlett’s fault that her husband’s body was not ex-
amined within a very few hours of his death. She was urging it
—anxious for it—saying no expense should be spared in order
for it to be done; and it was only by an accident—the doctor
being that afternoon engaged—that her wish was thwarted, and
that the post-mortem was postponed until the next day. But if it
is not presumptuous in me to say so, the indications of chloro-
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form poisoning by inhalation, in a post-mortem examination, are
not very precise, and have a tendency to disappear during the
time that elapses after death. But still, if there had been inhala-
tion, one would expect to find some indications if there had been
death very shortly after, and although that inhalation had not
gone far enough to produce paralysis which might cause the death-
paralysis of the heart and paralysis of the respiratory organs—
still, one would expect to find, though in a smaller degree, indica-
tions that inhalation had taken place. And here, although one
would not expect to find indications in so marked a degree as if
death had happened from inhalation alome, still, as, according to
the theory of the prosecution, the inhalation of chloroform must
have taken place shortly before death to such an extent as to
produce a very considerable amount of ansesthesia and insensi-
bility, one would expect to find some indications. I do not desire
to lay too much stress upon this argument, but it is an undoubted
fact that none of the indications of inhalation of chloroform was
ever found in this body. We have got from Dr. Stevenson, and
have got also from Dr. Leach, who told you, and who told my
learned friend, that he had (and it is quite natural) lately directed
his attention to the study of this matter and the works on it. We
have got from them a statement of what the results—the ordinary
signs—of chloroform inhalation are. Dr. Stevenson agrees with
Guy and Ferrier that the odour will be observable in the cerebral
ventricles. He demurred to one statement in * Guy and Ferrier,”
but he said Guy and Ferrier were high authorities on the subject,
and I put to him that quotation. He agrees with Snow that in-
halation may be detected after death in the urine. He agrees that
in many cases, again, as recorded by Snow and quoted by Tajylor,
engorgement of the right side 6f the heart is to be discovered.

Let us take these three as the signs. There is one other which
I will refer to in & moment that Dr. Stevenson did not accept.
What were the post-mortem conditions in this case? The brain was
carefully examined. Nothing whatever was detected in it; no
adour of chloroform whatever was detected by the skilled patho-
logist who, with adequate assistance, was making that post-
mortem examination. Dr. Green has not been able to come and
give his evidence as to that at this trial, but we know he is a
person of great pathological skill, and I have a right to assume
that he would be familiar with the symptoms of the mischief which
it was his business to detect. Now, gentlemen, the heart is de-
scribed : nothing abnormal; the brain was carefully examined :
nothing sbnormal.  The one other part in which signs of inhala-
tion of chloroform can be found—the urine—was never examined
by anybody. So that, so far as the post-mortem examination goes,
I am entitled to say this—I do not wish to push it too far, because
there may be an explanation, and the observation is not a very
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strong one—but of all the indications of the inhalation of chloro-
form before death which are in the books of the authorities, and
which are recognised by the witnesses before you, not one was found
on the post-mortem examination of Mr. Bartlett’s body. There
was one other that I mention separately, because it was not ac-
cepted by Dr. Stevenson, although I put it to him from ‘¢ Guy and
Ferrier,”” and that was intense inflammation of the air passages.
But I read the passage from ‘‘ Guy and Ferrier ’’ with respect
to the results of poisoning by that class of poisons to which chloro-
form belongs, the poisons alcohol, ether, and chloroform; and I
read the passage to him: ‘‘ They act as irritants to the parts
"with which they come in contact, producing intense inflammation
in the lining membrane of the stomach when swallowed, and in that
of the air passages when inhaled.’”” Though he did not entirely
agree, as far as his experience goes, with that passage, he admits
the book is one of considerable authority, and I am entitled to say
that in the air passages of that body no trace of inhalation of
chloroform was found.

I am going, gentlemen, by steps. I have shown to you the
enormous (do you mot think I may add the word adopted by Dr.
Stevenson 1), insuperable—I have shown to you the enormous, may
I not say the almost insuperable difficulty of administering chloro-
form to a sleeping person without waking him, and I have shown
you by medical science that, whether carried to the point of fatal
insensibility or preceding death from another cause, it might
leave—I put it no higher—indications which would be discoverable
on post-mortem examination; and, if those indications were dis-
coverable at all, they would be now catalogued to you, and not
one of them is discovered in the body of Mr. Bartlett on post-
mortem examination.

Now, let us suppose this almost miracle has been worked,
and that an unskilled person, alone, without any assistance, has
succeeded in administering chloroform to a sleeping man—a man,
observe, who would be called a refractory subject, a man upon
whom these anssthetics did not easily produce effect, who had been
with difficulty affected by nitrous oxide gas a short time before.
Supposing all these enormous difficulties overcome, and this thing
to have been effected, and the man to have passed under the in-
fluence of chloroform ; well, there are many dangers, many things
that might have promptly happened. The first stage of chloroform
is described as intoxication, a sort of intoxication, and there is no
doubt that very often in that early stage there would be noise,
and violence, and movement, which one person could not restrain,
at the very time that she was administering the chloroform her-
gelf. But there is another danger: the administering of chioro-
form produces generally, at some stage or other—sometimes a
very early stage, and sometimes a late one—produces vomiting,
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and it is not at all unimportant to notice that in this case there
is no evidence of vomiting of any sort or kind.

But suppose these dangers passed by—and you will observe
that I am now discussing what is the scientific possibility, what one
can imagine to be done by trained chloroformists, and the experi-
enced skill of & man like Dr. Stevenson or Dr. Tidy—suppose all
these difficulties are surpassed and this wonderful result to have
been effected, and the man to have passed quietly into a sort of
anmsthesia, then what is probable with regard to the case? I put
to Dr. '‘Stevenson the stages through which a person ordinarily
passes. I quite agree that those stages are mnot to be found in
every case. There may, for instance, in some cases be no excite-
ment, no delirious outery, just as in some cases there may be no
vomiting ; the conditions are not constant, the symptoms are not
always the same; but one is bound to take the ordinary history
of a case of a person under the influence of chloroform. And
what does Dr. Stevenson tell us with regard to that? There are
four stages. The first stage is a stage of excitement; the second
stage is one where that excitement is calming down towards in-
sensibility—I am very reluctant to use words of my own in which,
in matters of this enormous importance, the alteration of a single
phrase might be of consequence, so I read the passage which I put
to Dr. Stevenson, and which he adopted : ‘‘ There are considered
to be four stages in the administration of vapour. In the first,
the patient becomes excited; in the second, he talks incoherently,
and sensibility is diminished; in the third, he is unconscious, but
the muscles are rigid; in the fourth, the muscles are completely
relaxed, and the patient is perfectly insensible. Danger com-
mences with the third stage.”” That closes that passage. Yester-
day afternoon we heard from Dr. Stevenson what the condition
of things would be in each of those stages with respect to the possi-
bility of administering a liquid poison of this kind. In the first
stage, assuming it to have existed—assuming that the sleep did not
pess to a sort of state of coma at once, in which case the person
administering the chloroform would have very little indication
to guide him or her of the state in which the patient was—but
assume the stages to be followed : in the first stage there would be
this excitement, but there would be sensation; and a sensation of
the entrance into the mouth and air passages, and over the tender
surface of the mouth and throat, of this irritant poison would
arouse the patient to resistance, as in the case of which the doctor
in America spoke. Then, in the second stage, there would still be
sensibility, and there would be the resistance to anything passing
down the throat. Well, but then there would be the third stage.
The third stage involves a rigidity of the muscles, and the jaw
itself becomes rigid, and during that period of rigidity it would
need force to open the mouth down which the person is intending to
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pour the poison. I agree again, and again I admit it may be
presumptuous of me to use the word, but I agree that the duration
of this rigidity differs enormously in different cases: on the one
hand, the transition from the state of insensibility to complete
ansesthesia may take place within the compass of two minutes,
while, on the other, the experienced doctor administers more chloro-
form if he thinks it necessary, and as far as he thinks it necessary,
and he cannot produce that state of ancmesthesia in less than eight
minutes. Just as the period of the whole four stages varies, so
the period of rigidity would vary, and you might have a case in
which the rigidity would last for a very few seconds, and you
may have a case—that is Dr. Tidy’s experience—in which for four
minutes the jaw might be rigid, and during that time it is im-
possible there can be, without violence and force which no single
person could use, the administration of chloroform. But when
that rigidity has passed away, you come to the next stage. But
then, according to this distribution of the stages of the effects of
chloroform, the next stage is one in which the muscles are com-
pletely relaxed, and the patient is perfectly insemsible. But when
the muscles are relaxed, and the patient is insensible, you cannot
get any liquid down the throat at all because of the act of swal-
lowing. It is proved in evidence before you. Dr. Murray talks
of the administration of this liquid by a tube, and in answer to
the question, not from me only, but from the learned judge, the
witnesses have described how the act of swallowing is a voluntary
process, and in ordinary conditions it requires the voluntary
function of different muscles in order that the substance that
passes to the mouth shall pass to the gullet and down to the
stomach, and shall pass over the opening of the air passages
through which we speak without any portion of it getting into
the air passages and causing violent irritation and rejection of it.
There is a reflex action of the muscles which lasts for some time
after the voluntary action has ceased, and there is a time when
the reflex action will be excited by the contact of substances with
the muscles of the throat, and the act of swallowing will be per-
formed ; but if the act of swallowing is not completely performed,
if the action is not regular, full, and complete in its effect, the
great probability will be that some of the substance will get into
the air passages, it would cause choking on its reception into the
air passages, and, if it did so in a case where death afterwards
occurred, undoubtedly there would be found, which was not found
in this case—there would be found evidence in the condition of
the air passages of the transit of this irritant poison.

But now, gentlemen, what does this evidence come to? Dr.
Stevenson says in this delicate and varying operation of ad-
ministering chloroform by inhalation there is & time, or there
. may be a time, the duration of which no one can measure, the
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existence and the conditions of which it is scarcely possible for
the most careful doctor to predict, and there may be an instant of
time or a few instants during which the patient would be so far
insensible as not to detect or resent the administration of the
poison—so far insensible as not to do that, and yet with sufficient
remains of sensibility about him for the muscles to exert their
reflex action, and the act of swallowing to take place. Supposing
that possible, supposing that time whose duration no man can
measure, the indication of whose presence no one but the most ex-
perienced man can detect, suppose that time to exist, you are
asked to believe that that woman that night, alone with her hus-
band, performed on him this marvellous operation. I put to Dr.
Stevenson yesterday, towards the end of my cross-examination, &
question in which I ventured to sum up and repeat to him the
whole result of the cross-examination which I had directed to this
point. Consider who it was with whom we are dealing. I was
dealing with that scientific authority whose name is quoted by
Taylor in his book as having made two bundred administrations
of chloroform at Guy’s Hospital, one who knows, if any man
living does know, exactly the conditions under which chloroform
may be administered, the precautions which are to accompany
that administration, and the indications that will be given of
the condition of the patient, and I ventured to put to him this
question : ‘“ With all your knowledge, experience, and skill, if
you had before you the problem—the object of administering
chloroform in this liquid form in order to produce the death of &
person sleeping before you—would it not be a delicate and diffi-
cult operation!’ and Dr. Stevenson’s experience gave me back
the answer that it would be. Even to him, with all his knowledge,
with all his experience, it would be a difficult operation and &
delicate operation.

Why, gentlemen, I confess, when I had that answer, I
thought that, if this had been an ordinary csse, the counsel for
the Crown would have felt bound to reconsider the position that
they had assumed with respect to it, and that the learned judge,
listening to that answer and appreciating, as I am sure he does
sppreciate, the great weight and importance of it, coming from
Dr. Stevenson, must have himself considered how far the result of
that cross-examination had modified the right of the Crown to
continue the prosecution, and had left it possible for a jury to
be allowed with safety to consider it as etill evidence upon which
they might base a conviction.

Before I leave it, there is just one more observation I want to
make. I put to Dr. Murray (and I attach great importance to
the answers which Dr. Murray gave at the end of his examina-
tion, and when I was permitted by my lord to put some more
questions, and when, I think, one or two members of your body put
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questions to him)—I have put to the medical witnesses the question
of how they can tell when insensibility has been sufficiently pro-
duced for the feeling of pain to disappear, and for it to be possible
for the operation to be proceeded with. They say, fairly enough,
that in many of the cases in which chloroform is used it is not
necessary to produce entire insensibility, and the chloroform is
used not altogether for that purpose, but only to dull the sense of
pain; but I asked Dr. Murray, ‘‘ In administering chloroform for
the purpose of performing an operation, must you not try and
determine the exact time when insensibility begins, that you may
with safety commence the operation?’’ How does he do it? He
touches the eye, and then he notes whether the reflex action of the
muscles produces the winking movement of the eyelids. While
that reflex action of the muscles exists, he does not perform the
operation, because there will be pain and may be resistance ; when
the reflex action of the muscles has ceased, then the operation may
be safely performed. But when the reflex action of the muscles
has ceased no doctor can say which portion of the body, which set
of muscles, has lost the capacity for reflex action, and in which
reflex action may still remain. It is not believed that reflex action
of all the muscles disappears at the same time. But the answer of
Dr. Murray fixed it to this knowledge by his experience, that,
when the reflex action of the eyelids has disappeared, the sense of
pain has practically gone; but, for all they know, the reflex action
of the muscles has then disappeared, and when that reflex action of
the muscles is gone, although it is possible to pour chloroform into
the mouth of a person in a recumbent position and let it stay
there, and although, to use Dr. Murray’s words, ‘“ I think some
of it would trickle down the throat,” the poison would be kept in
contact with the softer substance of the mouth, and that so long
that, as he stated in answer to a question from one of yourselves,
one would have looked for, and must have found, appearances
about the mouth and upper part of the throat which were entirely
absent in the case with which you have to deal.

Now, gentlemen, I hope you do not think I have kept you
too long and dwelt with too much detail on this, the scientific,
aspect of the case. I have striven to get rid, as far as I can, of
the scientific terms and phrases which might convey meanings to
the experienced physicians, but which would be unfamiliar to the
experience of yourselves and, I may say, myself. But I hope I
have shown you, by tracing this process from end to end, that
the difficulty is established not merely by the evidence of Dr.
Stevenson, but that this difficulty is established by different testi-
-‘mony with regard to every step of the process which we get from
the best authorities who have spoken and written on this subject,
whether in England, France, or America.

1 hope I have justified to you what I said a little while ago,
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that this case will be long memorable in the annals of medical
jurisprudence. It is not only an accusation which is strange as
viewed by the light of the previous relations existing between hus-
band and wife, but it is an accusation against one who was, so
far as we know, absolutely unstudied in the ways of medicine;
who, from what she said herself (and, indeed, it is clear), knew
little indeed of chloroform, the mode of its administration, and
the objects that it would serve; and it is an accusation against
her that she, alone in the room with her sleeping husband, has
succeeded (was I not right in saying almost by inspiration?)
in performing one of the most difficult and delicate operations
possible to be performed, and has so succeeded that no trace, no
spilling of chloroform by the nervous hand, no effects through the
chloroform having been allowed to remain long in contact with
the soft passages, no traces in the post-mortem condition of the
body, reveal the fact that she had succeeded in doing that most
difficult and delicate operation.

And so, gentlemen, I pass over the scientific aspect of the
case—one, I am sure, which will not be allowed to escape your
very careful attention, and one as to which I venture most respect-
fully to say that the result of the considerations which I have put
before you (considerations in which I have striven to deal, with the
most absolute fairness, with the evidence that has been given in this
Court)—I submit to you that the result of those considerations
makes it impossible for you to return a verdict of guilty in this
case.

But now, gentlemen, I pass to the other matters with which
I have to deal, and I want to make an observation or two at this
point with reference to what I said a little while ago as to the
possibility of the learned Attorney-General, in his reply, pointing
out to you and dwelling upon topics of suspicion and of prejudice.
I have carefully read the note of the speech in which the learned
Attorney-General opened this case, and he dealt then quite fairiy—
for nothing could have been more fair and temperate and careful
than the opening in which he introduced to your mind the con-
gideration of this matter, and he alluded to several smaller
matters in terms which showed that they were matters which might
possibly, it was thought, affect your minds, and would point in
the one direction of suggesting the guilt of Mrs. Bartlett. There
were several of them. I hope I am not too confident in saying
that they have absolutely disappeared under the test of cross-
examination, and that there is not one of those suspicious cir-
cumstances which survives the examination which we have made.
Let us take them in order.

It was pointed out to you that on the evening before her hus-
band’s death Mrs. Bartlett spoke about chloroform, and we know
now from the evidence what that conversation was. On the
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evening of that da , after Mr. Bartlett had come back from ihe
denti:tg’s, Mrs. Dogzett went into the room. Mr. Bartlett talked
to her. Mrs. Bartlett was reading at the table, but in the con-
versation which ensued Mrs. Bartlett did interpose.  Mr.
Bartlett was talking about what had happened during that day. He
had had a tooth drawn, and it is said Mrs. Bartlett asked, ‘¢ Did
you ever take chloroform?’> of Mrs. Doggett, and Mrs. Doggett
said she had taken it some years before, upon which she was asked
whether it was nice, or pleasant. She was not quite sure wl_nch
was the word used, but there was the impression of the question,
and she answered she did not remember, it was so long ago. I
dare say, gentlemen, you will have observed that that Lconversation
was at least as likely to suggest to Mr. Bartlett the idea of him-
eelf taking chloroform as it was to be connected with eny thought
of murder in the mind of Mrs. Bartlett. But just let us consider
when that conversation with Mrs. Doggett was. We were not
given in detail or with exactness the whole course of the conversa-
tion. It was not expected that we should. We often expect far
too much from witnesses when we expect from them in the witness-
box the exact detail and language, the record of every conversa-
tion which, at the time it was uttered, could not suggest to them
the importance which subsequent events have given to it. But
we know now that on that afternoon Mr. Bartlett had been to the
dentist’s. We know that on the previous occasion he had had his
gums treated by a local application producing cold and destroy-
ing the sense of pain when teeth were taken out, and I think—I
am not quite certain, but I think he mentioned to Mrs. Doggett
the fact of having his gums frozen. Whether that was so, that
was the fact that he had had his gums frozen in order to prevent
the sense of pain. On this occasion—that very afternoon—he had
had a tooth extracted, and he had it extracted in s different way,
and he had taken nitrous oxide gas, and there had been a difficulty
in his taking it. Now, to the common inexperienced person
nitrous oxide gas and chloroform are not very distinet. In either
case there is the application of vapour—the inhalation of vapour
for purposes of producing insensibility to pain. Do you think the
fact that Mr. Bartlett on that evening talking to Mrs. Doggett
about having his tooth out that afternoon, and having it present
to his mind that he had been saved from pain by means of an
anmgthetic never used with him before—do you not think it is in
the highest degree probable that when Mrs. Doggett was talking to
Mr. Bartlett he might have mentioned the way it was effected,
and, if that was so, the most natura] way of joining in the con-
varsation would be, Did you ever have anything of the kind?
Did you ever have chloroform? and the whole thing is explained.
And I do bessech you, looking st the weight you are to give
. to f::,: evidence as to conversations, which, ag I point out, at the
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time they occurred the persons mever imagined would have any
importance at all—I beseech you to consider for yourselves what,
in your judgment, would have been the reasonable and probable
course of the conversation between Mrs. Bartlett and Mrs. Doggett
on that evening.

Just let me take another thing. I shall have to point out
to you by-and-by, with regard to the evidence of one of the wit-
nesses in this case, the way in which the moment the death bad
occurred all sorts of accusations and suspicions were suggested.
But we have from Mrs. Doggett a statement on which some
emphasis has been laid in this case. Gentlemen, I beg your
pardon, I have omitted one matter which comes before it in order
of time, and I will go back to it for a moment. There were two
matters mentioned, also as malters of suspicion, of which the
gervant spoke, and which happened on the evening before the
death. One was that, instead of taking, as she was told to take,
the bagin into the room, she was told not to come into the room
again, but to leave the basin on the table outside. The other is
almost too trivial to mention, but, as I have said, I must guard
myself with reference to every matter of this kind—the fact that
Mrs. Bartlett had not the same dress on when she awoke the
servant as when the servant saw her in the evening. Let me say
one word on each of those matters. The incident about the basin
has absolutely disappeared, I venture to say, under the test of
cross-examination, for what happened about it was this. Alice
Fulcher told us that Mrs. Bartlett told her after supper to bring
up a scuttle of coals and the basin, and it was at the same time
she gave her the instructions about the two things. Alice Fulcher
brought up the scuttle of coals, but did not bring up the basin.
She took the scuttle of coals into the room at the time Mr. Bartlett
was in bed. He was not in bed when the order was given, but
he was in bed when she took the scuttle of coals in the room, and
then Mrs. Bartlett spoke about the basin, and told her *‘ mot to
bring the basin in, but to leave it outside.”” There is tha whole
thing from beginning to end, and it is perfectly obvious that the
order was given to the servant to bring up the two things; she
brought up one, and took it into the room, and Mr. Bartleit was
in bed, and, as we have heard, was probsbly trying to get some
sleep, and so she told her not to bring it in, but to leave it out-
side, and she left it outside. There was a table outside, and on
that Alice Fulcher put the basin. It was there in the morning;
it was not used. It would have been used in the course of the
night for the beef tea, probsbly, because Mrs. Bartlett kept
Liebig’s extract in the room, and was in the habit of keeping a
fire throughout the night and making beef tea for her husband,
but unfortunately on that night there was no occasion or oppor-
tunity for her to administer beef tea to him.
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About the dress, is that to be a matter for suspicion? It is
surely the most obvious thing in the world. Mrs. Bartlett had
been out that day with her husband. After the illness began,
when Mr. Bartlett’s bedstead was removed into the front room,
Mrs. Bartlett never occupied the bed which she had previously
occupied alone in the back room, but she slept upon the sofa,
moved it in front of the fire, and she slept, as Dr. Leach tells us,
sitting in that small chair at the bottom of her husband’s bed,
or lying on the sofa. But in the evening she used to go into that
back room to wash, and Alice Fulcher tells us the washing-basin
was generally used late in the evening in that back room. She
cannot say whether it was used on that particular evening, but at
all events that was the ordinary course of things. Is it not obvious
that what usually took place would take place, that Mrs. Bartlett,
when her husband had gone to bed, and was settling himself for
the night, would go into that room to wash before returning to
her post and her place for the night? She would take off the
dress in which she had been out; she would put on some dress in
which she would be comfortable and easy throughout the hours
of the night, and we are told by ome of the witnesses that the
dress she then had on was a grey, and a sort of a loose jacket
with it, and Alice Fulcher said it was a lighter and looser dress
than the one she had worn during the day.

There are other matters on which greater stress was laid,
and I ask you to consider what the real evidence with regard to
them is. How about the condition of the fire? What is the evi-
dence with regard to that? Mr. Doggett said he noticed the fire
when he was called in. He noticed the fire looked as if it had
been recently attended to. Mrs. Doggett comes and says the
same thing. It is very remarkable about Mr. Doggett that when
he was examined first before the coroner he did not say a syllable
about the fire. It cannot have impressed itself very strongly on
his mind, or he would probably iave mentioned it when first
examined.  Until his wife had been examined, and had men-
tioned about the fire, Mr. Doggett (whether it occurred to him or
not) had not mentioned it before the coroner. So I asked the wife
in cross-examination with regard to this condition of the fire.
Dr. Leach, as you remember, did not remember anything about
the fire at all. I asked the wife about the condition of the fire.
Did not her answers put an end to the suggestion—the idea of
anything remarkable about the fire? I asked her whether she had
at anytime had the sad experience of watching through the night
by & sick bed? She said she knew something of it. She admitted
—as any woman would admit—that at night, especially with &
petient at all suffering from sleeplessness and restlessness, it
would be ‘the most manifest duty of the person watching to pack
the fire, to build it up and make it last for hours, thet it might
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go for a sufficient number of hours without being closely attended
to. Then I asked: Did not this look like a fire that had been
packed and remained packed, and was then broken with a touch
of the poker—just a fire well packed, and after some hours, when
it was crusted over, broken up with the poker, and the hot coal
prepared for immediate combustion flames up and breaks into a
good fire at once? She said yes, that was the appearance it pre-
sented; it must have been an appearance following on that. Is
not that the most obvious thing in the world? Mrs. Bartlett, pre-
paring for sleep that night, and having her husband composed
and quiet for the evening, as she hopes, to get the sleep which
strenuous efforts had been made to obtain for him, would pack
the fire in that way, and when she came down from the servant’s
room, after sending her for the doctor, and calling down people to
come to her in the room where her husband lay-—is it not one of
the most natural things to do to take up the poker and break up
the fire into the condition in which it was seen?

Well now, gentlemen, there is one more matter of suspicion
against Mrs. Bartlett with which it is my duty to deal, although
not entirely at this point, but I mention it because it leads me
to some other observations which I desire to offer very respectfully
to your consideration on this subject. It is the matter alleged
against Mrs. Bartlett of her having made untrue statements to
Mr. Dyson with respect to Dr. Nichols and Annie Walker, and
the relation which had exisled between herself and them. I shall
be obliged to discuss by-and-by some matters connected with Dr.
Nichols and Annie Walker, although I should not pursue them to
any very great length, but this brings me to the observation as
to the position of Mr. Dyson. This matter mainly depends upon
the evidence, and upon the recollection, of Mr. Dyson, because it
is from him that you have got the evidence that Mrs. Bartlets
told him that her husband had been to Dr. Nichols; that her hus-
band was suffering from an internal complaint; that she had ad-
ministered chloroform for the purpose of soothing him in these
paroxysms, and that Annie Walker was the person who had ob-
tained the chloroform for her, and could no longer obtain it
because she had gone to America. Now, in outline, as completely
as I can recall it, that is the statement alleged by Mr. Dyson to
have been made by her, and to have been, so the prosecution
suggests, untruly made. ,(But, gentlemen, I cannot comment upon
this point of the case without remarking what I think must have
at once rushed on your minds, that, if the making of an untrue
statement is any evidemce of guilt, it is somewhat strange that
Mr. Dyson was in the witness-box. Now observe, so far from chal-
lenging in the least the course which has been taken with regard
to Mr. Dyson, I accept the conclusion at which the Crown arrived,
that there really was no case to be submitted to you which you
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could be fairly asked to consider against him. If my learned
friend bad thought that there had been any such case, of course
he would not have taken the course which he did take. I am not
suggesting that there is. I accept—may I add that I believe?—
in the correctness of the verdict which you were invited by the
Crown to give, and that Mr. Dyson is free from complicity in any
crime, if crime were perpetrated. But when you are being asked
to deal with the case against Mrs. Bartlett, and to use against her,
or to allow to be used against her, with grave effect, the untruth-
ful statements which she has made, and which come to you upon
Mr. Dyson’s evidence, and as he remembers, or says he remembers,
has it not occurred to you in the course of this case that if matters
of this kind are to have great weight, how fortunate Mr. Dyson is
that he is not standing there himself? I beg you to note that I
do not impeach his innocence in the least. I wish that no word
I may say may appear to suggest—it would not be true if it did
suggest—any doubt in my mind with regard to the matter. But
supposing his case were before you, what would you have! That
Sunday morning he walked along the side of Tooting Common
on his way to preach at a chapel, and as he went he threw from
him, with the gesture which you saw him use in that box, the
three or four bottles that had been in his possession. Suppose
some one who knew him had seen him walking along that morn-
ing, and had seen him fling away the bottles, and had thought,
““Tt is a little odd that the Rev. Mr. Dyson should be tossing
bottles away on Tooting Common on Sunday morning,”’ and had
had the curiosity to pick up a bottle, and had found it labelled
‘¢ Chloroform. Poison.”” Suppose it had come to light, at the
first meeting of the inquest, that Mr, Dyson was an habitual
visitor at the house where this death had taken place; suppose it
had come to light that he had been in the habit of walking out
with Mrs. Bartlett, and that she had visited him at his own
lodgings ; suppose it came to light that the terms on which he was
dealing with Mr. and Mrs. Bartlett were terms of an exceptional
character, having regard to the circumstances and relations be-
tween him and the wife; and suppose it had come out by inquiry
at the chemist’s—whose name is on the label—that, when Mr.
Dyson asked for the chloroform he had told him a falsehood,
that he wanted it for staing on his coat—to teke out stains which
had come on his coat during his holiday at Poole—what would
have been Mr. Dyson’s position? That strange and hard man,
Richard Baxter, used to say that he never saw a criminal going
to execution without observing to himself, ‘‘ There, but for the
grace of God, goes Richard Baxter.”” I think Mr. Dyson will
never in his life read the account of a trial for murder without
thinking how heavily his own rash, unjustified conduct would
have told against him if he had been put upon his trial.
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I do not use this for the purpose of suggesting—I said I was
anxious not to suggest, for I do not entertain the slightest doubt
as to the innocence of Mr. Dyson; but I do use it to show you that
where against him, an innocent man, a falsehood told for the
express purpose of getting this poison might have been proved in
the witness-box, and might have been considered by the jury with
so fatal an effect, it would be hard indeed that the statement
from the lips of that very man that Mrs. Bartlett told to him a story
which was not wholly true, to explain her desiring to possess this
chloroform through him—it would be strange indeed if that were
allowed to weigh upon your minds as a serious element of sus-
picion against her.

Now, gentlemen, I said that I must make this observation
before I dwelt upon the relations of Dr. Nichols and Annie Walker
to this case. What is it that Dyson says? He says that he was
told Mr. Bartlett had an internal complaint, and that he had con-
sulted Dr. Nichols, and that that internal complaint produced
paroxysms for which chloroform had been used, and that the
chloroform was provided by Annie Walker, and that she had gone
to America. I suggest that it is impossible to rely upon Mr.
Dyson’s recollection with regard to that matter. You may have
your own opinion whether upon some points in this case Mr.
Dyson’s evidence is readily and fully to be accepted so far as it
concerns himself. I think you will have reason to see, from an
observation I shall presently make, that at all evenis there is very
strong ground for the suspicion that he has been anxious to protect
himeself without much regard to the actual truth in his relation
to Mr. and Mrs. Bartlett. And I suggest to you that you cannot
rely upon the entire accuracy of these statements. But, gentle-
men, the curious thing is this: that, when one comes to look into
the facts of the case, these statements are very near the truth in
many respects. I do mnot say true as they are given by Dyson,
but at all events Dr. Nichols of Fopstone Road is mentioned, and
there is a Dr. Nichols of the Fopstone Road. Whether Mr. Bart-
lett ever gaw Dr. Nichols or not, we do not know. Dr. Nichols
does not know, he does not remember any such name; but he
keeps no record of the names; and it wae hardly necessary for
me to suggest, in my questions with regard to some matters upon
which Dr. Nichols might be consulted, that s person who went to
an unregistered medical practitioner, to consult him with regard
to his own position, would in very many cases be very unlikely to
give his own name. But Mrs. Bartlett had known Mrs. Nichols,
who practised at the very same place, and it was through Mrs.
Nichols that Annie Walker was recommended to Mrs. Bartlett.
For what reason Mrs. Nichole was consulted by Mrs. Bartlett you
cannot know, for Mrs. Nichols is dead; and Dr. Nichols knows
nothing whatever about the matter. Mrs. Bartleti’s account you
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cannot hear, but the fact that Mrs. Nichols had been consulted is
clear, and this also is clear—that Mr. Bartlett had in his pos-
session this book of Dr. Nichols, to which reference has been
made, and that when Annie Walker, the midwife who was recom-
mended by Mrs. Nichols, was staying at the house in order to
discharge her duties, this book was there. Before Mr. and Mrs.
Bartlett it was made no secret of ; it was shown to the nurse; it
was talked about between them, and considered, and I shall submit
to you, rightly considered, as a book the having of which, and
the reading of which, involved no reproach upon anybody. Mr.
Dyson says he does not remember hearing Dr. Nichols’ or Mrs.
Nichols’ name mentioned with regard to the matter of the con-
finement; but he does admit something with regard to Annie
Walker which, I think, is of considerable importance. Annie
Walker’s name was not mentioned first to him at Claverton Street
when there came to be a question of obtaining chloroform. Annie
Walker’s name was mentioned one day when he was by the ceme-
tery at Merton, and you cannot doubt how that mention came
about. I am not sure that he admitted or recollected that at
that time there was conversation about there once having been one
child, or anything of that kind; but is it not perfectly obvious
to you that the connection in which Annie Walker’s name would
be mentioned to him would be that, he and Mrs. Bartlett passing
the cemetery, it might suggest to her the loss—which was a heavy
loss to her at the time—the loss of all the hopes she had formed
that their married life might give her a child to love and to grow
up into her companionship? Here, at all events, was mentioned
Annie Walker, and the mention of Annie Walker was long before
there was any mention of chloroform. But supposing Mrs.
Bartlett did tell Mr. Dyson about Annie Walker’s getting the
chloroform, cannot one understand why thers was some conceal-
ment and some explanation of this kind, if Mrs. Bartlett’s story
is to be accepted by you? And I will show you reasons by-and-by
for believing that it was absolutely true. If Mrs. Bartlett’s
account is to be accepted, the state of thinge was this: that the
husband who so long had been, not unkind to her, but cold, was
desiring again to assert his marital rights; that he, acting quite
freely, had in effect given her to Dyson, had recognised the mar-
riage which after his death might come to pass between these
two, and had provided, as far as he could, for that contingency
by making Dyson the executor of his will, by which the money
was all left to Mrs. Bartlett—her statement is that, he again
deniring to assert these rights, she felt, under those circum-
stances, that it would be a wrong to her womanhood to allow the
revival ‘of these long-ceased relations. Could she be expected io
tell Mr. Dyson that} Could any woman with any delicacy at

all have explained it so to Mr. Dyson? She gave him some
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reason for desiring to obtain chloroform, and, when you come to
look at it as explained by him in answer to my cross-examination
here, it is not far from the explanation which she gave after-
wards to Dr. Leach. Mr. Dyson’s ides, he says, was that she
would sprinkle drops upon the handkerchief, and that she would
use that handkerchief for the purpose of soothing Mr. Bartlett,
and if that were so, and those were the words in which it was
communicated, is it not perfectly intelligible that Mrs. Bartlett
should desire to veil by that sort of account and explanation
the real truth which she could not be expected to communicate
to Mr. Dyson.

I know how extraordinary are the relations which are
alleged to have existed between these persons. I said before that
these relations would be almost inconceivable if they were not
proved. I am going to show you that they are proved, or sub-
stantially proved; and I shall show you that under Mr. Bart-
lett’s own hand, by that letter which has been put in evidence,
and which I shall ask you carefully to consider. But for =
moment I am suggesting to you that this explanation by Mrs.
Bartlett of the reason for which she wanted the chloroform—
this veiled and hinted suggestion to Mr. Dyson, from whom she
would have every reason in her delicacy for concealing ihe right
purpose and object of her getting it—that that is by no means
an untruth which should bear with it such fatal suspicion of its
being an indication of a criminal purpose as would have attached
to the falsehoods told by Mr. Dyson when he iried to get the
chloroform, if Dyson himself were the person against whom
this evidence was to be taken, and with regard to whose evidence
it would be applicable.

The Court adjourned for a short time.  After the
adjournment,

Mr. Crarem proceeded—Gentlemen, at the time the Court
adjourned, I had been decaling with the question of the state-
ments made by Mrs. Bartlett as to Dr. Nichols and Annie Walker.
There is only just one word which I think I ought to say further
with regard fo that. I have pointed out to you that we do not
know, and cannot know, what communication there may have
been at some time between Mr. Bartlett and Dr. Nichols. I
dare say that you will have observed that there were peculiari-
ties about the earlier and about the later symptoms of the illness
which commenced on 9th December which suggested to the doctor
first called a cause for some of those symptoms which were not
further investigated. But that Mr. Bartlett had something
wrong with him no one can doubt, at all events if one accepts the
evidence of Mr. Dyson. I am in this difficulty with regard ta
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the evidence that Mr. Dyson has given. That evidence may be
trusted by you entirely, or may be trusted by you in part and
with certain limitations; but, with regard to the facts which do
not affect his interests after the death had taken fpla.cse, I suggest
to you that Mr. Dyson has given us the evidence of truth, and the
onlgr resson that I can see for doubting whether the whole of that
evidence is true, in the sense that it is the whole truth, is that
undoubtedly, when the death occurred, considerations came crowd-
ing upon the mind of Mr. Dyson suggesting to him injuries, in
consequence of the result of that inquiry, upon his after-career
which possibly affected to some extent the candour of the state-
ments which he made with regard to anything that took place after
the death. But if you believe Mr. Dyson as to facts, there was
something wrong with Mr. Bartlett. A man does not stop in the
midst of his dinner, and clutch at his side, and complain of pain,
unless there is some reagon for it. I do not suggest to you that
there was much reason for it; but what I do suggest to your con-
sideration is this, that in the statement, possibly—probably—of
its relation to the question of chloroform, which was made to Mr.
Dyson by way of explanation, at all events there is a foundation
of truth in a part of it.

I shall not now, and I will not at any time in this case, pursue
that question as to the nature of the indications of disease that
were found in Mr. Bartlett’s mouth, established at the time of
Dr. Leach’s first examination. It is not from any scruple as to
speaking of it that I hesitate to do so. Of all those maxims that
have passed through the centuries, and exercised an influence on
men’s minds, in my judgment the most mischievous of all is that
which tells men only to speak good of the dead. It has enfeebled
the moral judgment of the world, and I for one will never recog-
nise it as an authority. But those considerations have no place
here, and I do not think that it is necessary I should follow into
and examine the possible causes, curious though they may have
been, of the condition of the mouth when Dr. Leach saw it, and
of the ultimate necrosis which set in, according to Dr. Leach’s
account, on 29th, 30th, and 31st December. But the marital rela-
tions which existed between Mr. and Mrs. Bartlett are certainly
matters of very serious consideration. In the first place, just let me
point this out to you. Mrs. Bartlett was apparently an estimable
woman. The women, few in number though they were—only two,
so far ag we know—who came into personal communication with
her, saw nothing in her to dislike. Mrs. Matthews was her friend ;
and Mr. and Mrs. Matthews were the persons, the only persons,
who visited Mr. and Mrs. Bartlett in their home. But she had
made one other friend. By the introduction of Mrs. Nichols, she
made the personal uaintance of Annie Walker; and Annie
Walker, who spent with her four weeks before her confinement,
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and spent with her those other three weeks when the disappointed
mother—the mother without a child—was gradually recovering
strength from the painful illness which had tried and torn her—
Mrs. Walker had undoubtedly conceived for her an affectionate
friendship, and the poor woman, so to speak, in the solitude of her
life had taken to her friendship this hired companion of her hours
of suffering; and from time to time Annie Walker went to see
her, and gave her portrait to her, and seems to have been attracted
by her character and her disposition. At all events, there was
nothing in her or about her that alienated a woman's affection
from her, and prevented that affection becoming habitual and
constant.

, Now, the question of the marital relations of Mr. and Mrs.
Bartlett is remarkable, and is a very curious question, and it is
one which connects itself, in my judgment, very much with this
woman. And I venture to say that, looking at all the circum-
stances of the case, I am glad that statement was brought out by
Mr. Dyson with regard to Dr. Nichols and Annie Walker, For
if it had not been for that statement, although I feel that it may
prejudice her case before you, and that it will be used to show—
and it is the only instance in the case in which her statements
diverge from the truth—although it will be used to show there
was that divergence, I am glad that it was brought out, for that
connection with Dr. Nichols and his wife directly bears upon the
extraordinary moral relations of Mr. and Mrs. Bartleit. Gentle-
men, those moral relations were so strange that it is only upon
the most conclusive evidence that one would accept it. I am not pre-
pared to admit that they are relations unparalleled in the experi-
ence of one’s life. There are many cases where, for different
reasons, either in the husband or in the wife, the sacred relation-
ship of marriage becomes simply a companionship of love, of
confidence, and of mutual help; and there have been many cases—
and, so long as our nature is subject to the ailments which afflict
it, there will be many cases—where & wife or a husband has been
called upon to bear a burden for years of the companionship of
married life with the denial of its entire happiness and enjoy-
ment ; and hundreds and thousands of men and women have gone
forward on that life, and have borne it as Christians may bear
it, and with a resignation which after a time would become even
uge. But in thig case I quite agree it is so exceptional a relation
that you need very strong evidence of its existence; and I look to
see what evidence there is in this case with regard to that matier.
That Mr. Bartlett himself was & man of strange ideas does not
depend, in this case, upon one witness. I call your atiention to
a most singular fact. In the firet sentence of that statement that
was made by Mrs. Bartlett on 26th January to Dr. Leach she said
that her husband was & man of strange ideas—who had an idea,
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when he married her, that a man might have two wives, one for
gervice and the other for companiomship; and it is a strange
thing that, curiously enough, there are two witnesses who cor-
roborated that specific statement. I do not rest upon the evidence
of Mr. Dyson. If that stood alone, I agree it would not be so
material. But the other witness is a witness from whom a single
word of evidence in favour of Mrs. Bartlett is a treasure beyond
price to the counsel who defends her. It is that witness whose
gordid and vengeful malice nourished the idea of murder, sug-
gested it at the first moment, dwelt upon it, worked to establish
it; that is the witness who did not shrink from coming into that
witness-box, and repeating, against the widow of his dead som,
the foul slander from which that son protected her while he was
here. He it is from whom I get the acknowledgment; and he says,
¢ T remember once he told me that & man might have two wives,”’
and he spoke of it. How came he to remember it He tried to
weaken its force, to destroy its effect, by putting in the observa-
tion, ‘I heard a man say yesterday that he would like forty,”
and a laugh was caused, as possibly he expected. But the ob-
gervation of which he spoke about his son, the observation as ta
a man having two wives, is an observation which had fixed iteelf
upon his recollection, and he admitted that when I put it to him;
and the very same observation as to the two wives was made by
Mr. Dyson. When Mr. Dyson gave his evidence in the box, and
spoke of that observation, and I was cross-examining about it, do
you remember the question that my lord put upon his evidence?
“ Was it said jocosely or seriously?’> Mr. Dyson used a stran
expression ; and his answer to that question was, that at first it
was put tentatively, and afterwards repeated more seriously;
and Mr. Bartlett, if you can accept Mr. Dyson’s evidence, and
according to that evidence, did ask, as & serious question, of this
minister of the Gospel, who was visiting at his house, whether it
was consistent with the teaching of God’s Word that & man should
have two wives? Gentlemen, that was exactly what was said by
Mrs, Bartlett in her statement to Dr. Leach. There may be this
question about it, and I pressed Mr. Dyson on the point—‘‘ Did
you understand that he meant two wives, each of whom was to
enjoy the full companionship and personal affection of the hus-
band?”’ Mr. Dyson put that aside: ‘‘ Oh, he never mentioned
it with regard to himself; it was a general observation.” But
do you believe that Mr. Bartlett, speaking to a man whom then
he knew only as a minister of a place of Christian worship, to
which he himself went, that he seriously suggested to him that a
man zsb.ould be allowed to have two wives in the full sense of the
term

There may be an explanation, and I confess that I think it is
found in this book. I have had occasion, of course, to examine this
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book in the course of the trial; it is not for me to say what opinion
or judgment I have formed about it. I shall only be entitled to
read the book itself to you; but we are not unacquainted in our
criminal procedure with the publication of works which have had
for their vicious object the spreading about to the public
of explanations of the way in which physical passion
may be gratified without the rigk of responsibility being incurred.
This book, whatever it may be, is no book of that kind. So far
from that being so, I asked Annie Walker (and I am very anxious
not to transgress my right in the matter), whether she had read
the book, and whether there was anything immoral or improper
in it, and she said there was nothing of the kind. I asked Dr.
Nichols, when he was called, whether the statement in the preface,
that he tried to make this as well as his other books gond and
useful, the books true in science and pure in morals, and con-
tributing to the highest state of humanity, was true, and he said
it was, and there was no suggestion to him at all of any observa-
tion conflicting with it. So far from this book being an immoral
book, it contains counsels of perfection too high for the ordinary
life of men and women. It lays down the rule that it is only
for the continuation of the species that the indulgence of sexual
passion is permissible; that the moment that indulgence is sup-
posed to have resulted in a natural and legitimate comsequence,
from that moment the wife is sacred from the husband until the
time of the nursing of the child has expired. I do not discuss
these doctrines; I have nothing to do with them; their truth, their
application, is indifferent to me; but the book, such as it is, is a
book which, so far from lending itself to the lower influences
and the lower passions of men, is a book which endeavours to
restrict, to guide, and to limit the indulgence of those passions
according to rules which, in their strictness, would be almost im-
possible to ordinary human nature, but which undoubtedly are
compatible, as the sentence in this book which I before read pointed
out, are compatible with the lives of a very large number of men
amongst us. I will read no passage from this book which I have
not read before; but you will remember that I read a passage as
to the one way which the danger and responsibility of childbirth
could be naturally and effectually prevented, and that was absti-
nence; (and here is the importance of it, it belonged to, and was
habitually considered and talked about in Mrs. Walker’s presence
by Mr. Bartlett, as well as by his wife) that is, *“ to refrain from
the sexual act.”” It is easily dome by most women snd by many
men. In every civilised community thousands live in celibacy,
many from necessity, many from choice. In Catholic countries
the whole priesthood and great numbers of religious of both sexes
take vows of perpetual chastity. This practice has existed for
at least sixteen centuries.
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You can easily imagine that I do not desire in this place, and
in these surroundings, to enter into these questions in this book.
I have anxiously thought how far I was entitled to limit my ob-
servations with regard to it, and I hope my lord, who no doubt
hag seriously considered the aspect of this case, will not think that
I have transgressed the limits which I have imposed upon myself
in discussing it; but the importance of it is not in the teaching
of the book ; the importance of it is that this book is found in the
possession of people with regard to whom there is so much other
evidence as to the relation in which they lived. The great im-
probability of the account which has been given as to their lives
has, of course, struck you all. I have more than once referred
to it, but just let us see what the facts are about which there can
be no dispute. And I was going to say providentially, and I do
not see why I should shrink from the word ‘‘ providentially,’’ for
Mrs. Bartlett’s protection there has been preserved one letter, the
importance of which in this case, I think, it is impossible to over-
rate. It is the letter about whose authorship there is no doubt,
as to the occasion for the reading of which we have clear evidence,
and which remains to-day in the handwriting of her dead hus-
band. Then Mr. Dyson is called. I do not know if you thought,
or that my lord thought, he dealt quite fairly with some of my
questions. It occurred to me, but I think it is a matter for your
judgment entirely, that, when he came to the question of the rela-
tions between himself and Mrs. Bartlett, he was anxious as far
as possible to escape from the admission of the relation that he
had been in, and the position he held, and the same lack of
courage, to put it mildly, which led him to try and get from her
possession the poetry which he had written and given to her, and
which her husband had seen, led him to try and tome down as
much as he could the relations existing between them. But you
remember the mode in which he gave his answer to the first im-
portant question carrying him back irresistibly to the earlier
period of the strange relationship between himself and Mrs.
Bartlett. He described that in October, at Claverton Street, when
paying there one of his frequent visits, Mr. Bartlett had found
some fault with his wife and scolded her, and Mr. Dyson said,
in substance, these words, for I do not pretend to recite them
with verbal accuracy, ‘‘ When she comes under my care,’”’ or, ** 1
have charge of her, I will do so and s0.”” Of oourse, it strikes
every one at once that could not be the first observation—a man
does not go to a friend’s house to see a friend and his wife, and
say, ‘‘ When your wife is under my care, I will do ** this, that,
or the other, Tt irresistibly carried him back to the earljer time,
and he was forced back step by step; he was brought back to the
month of September, and to the conversation that took place with
Mr. Bartlett when he came back from Dover and came and called
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on Dyson. Now, that conversation was a remarkable one, strange
and unexplained, but it is in evidence before you on oath as part
of the evidence upon which you are to decide this case, and the con-
versation was this—Mr. Dyson told Mr. Bartlett that he was feeling
uneasy, that he had conceived an affection for Mrs. Bartlett which
interfered with his work, and that he thought it would be hetter
that he should discontinue the visils. He had at that time
spoken to Mrs. Bartlett of that affection, and so he told the
husband; and instead of the husband resenting it, as you would
expect, the husband not only did not resent it, but he indorsed it;
he gave it his sanction, his consent and approval; and from that
day to the day of his death he, the husband, cherished and nur-
tured, as far as he could, the opportunities of communication
and of growing affection between his wife and the young Wesleyan
minister. It is a strange story. If it rested alone upon the
evidence given after the husband is dead you mighi doubt it;
but it does not. We have got three documents, which are of con-
siderable importance, with regard io it. On 3rd September Mr.
Bartlett made his will at Herne Hill. Now, observe, there was no
question of anybody influencing him in making that will ; he was
not with his wife, he was not with Mr. Dyson; he signed it at his
place of business at Herne Hill ; it was witnessed by the two assist-
ants in the shop, who came up and saw him write his name to
it. There can be no suggestion of any influence that anybody
exercised on him with regard to ihat. How did that alter the
disposition of his property? Until that time, so far as the evidence
goes, it was believed his will had left Mrs. Bartlett his property
upon the condition that she should not marry again—that it had
been one of those wicked wills which men are making every day,
and with which they are outraging the feelings of the wife they
leave behind. But on 3rd September he altered it, and, instead
of leaving it to her only in case she did not get married, he left it
to her absolutely, and he appointed ss one executor of that will
the Rev. George Dyson.

But now, gentlemen, early in September the interview took
place between these two men, and the young Wesleyan minister told
the husband of the love which he had conceived for the wife, and
of which he had assured her. There are two documents more.
There is the document—ithe letter written by Mr. Bartlett to Mr.
Dyson on 2lst September, and there is the answer of Mr. Dyson
to Mr. Bartlett on the 23rd. Now, gentlemen, nothing can exceed
in this case, having regard to this part of the question with which
you have to deal, the importance of that letter from Mr. Bartlett.
Let me read it to you, and let me agk you to listen to it, having
present in your minds the statement that has been made by Mr.
Dyson with regard to the communication that he made to Mr.
Bartlett. ‘‘ Dear George,—Permit me to say that I feel great

¥ 321



Adelaide Bartlett.

Mr Clarke

pleasure in thus addressing you for the first time.”’ That letter
shows that shortly before that letter the relationship of the parties
had changed, and that Mr. Dyson had been admitted to a confidence
and intimacy which had not been given to him before. *‘ To me
it is a privilege to think that I am allowed to feel towards you as
a brother, and I hope our friendship may ripen as time goes on,
without anything to mar its future brightness.”” Now listen to
this, gentlemen: ‘‘ Would that I could find words to express my
thankfulness to you for the very loving letter you sent Adelaide
to-day.”” Now, when you consider that letter, and consider that
it is written by a husband to another man, and that in that
sentence he mentions his wife by her Christian name, you have
gone a very long way indeed to confirm the statement which is
made as to their relations. A ¢‘loving letter ’ written to
Adelaide! Why did he speak of her as Adelaide to another man?
Why did he write to express thankfulness to another man for
having written that letter to his wife? A loving letter to his wife!
There is, so far as I can see, no conceivable explanation of it but
this—that the relations between his wife and himself were not the
relations of marriage in its deepest and in its closest ties, but that
they were such relations that he could quietly, calmly, without
any pang of jealousy, look upon the rising and growth of an
aflectionate attachment between that wife and another man. Hear
how he goes on : ‘“ The very loving letter you sent Adelaide to-day.
It would have done anybody good to see her overflowing with joy as
she read it whilst walking along the street, and afterwards as she
read it to me.”

There must be something exceptional, something extraordinary,
something very difficult to believe about the story that was given
to you of the marital relations of these persons; there is nothing
more remarkable than the fact which is shown in that sentence
of that letter that the husband should write in thankfulness to
another man for that letter that comes—the loving letter—so loving
that Adelaide overflows with joy as she reads it when she walks
along the street, and afterwards when she reads it to her husband.
If that sentence stood alone, if there were no corroboration of it
either by Mr. Dyson, no statement made to Dr. Leach by Mrs.
Bartlett—I say that sentence alone is capable of no explanation
whatever save this, that the marital relations between Mr. and Mrs.
Bartlett were relations of a strange and unusual character, rela-
tions which allowed the husband to speak of another man with
regard to his wife, and of 'his wife’s affection for another man,
and I say that can only be explained by the suggestion that hus-
band and wife were to each other loving and faithful companions,
but companions and nothing more. I felt my heart going out
to you. I long to tell you how proud I felt at the thought I should
soon be able to clasp the hang of the man who from his heart

. 82



Speech for the Defence.

Mr Clarke

could pen such noble thoughts. Who can help loving you. I felt
that I must say to you two words, ‘ Thank you s anq my desire
to do so is my excuse for troubling you with this. Looking towards
the future with joyfulness, I am yours affectionately, Edwin.” Of
all the strange things that this Court has heard, and the multi-
tude of cases which have here been tried, involving the closest
and deepest relationship of lives, nothing stranger has ever been
read than that letter, where ‘‘ yours affectionately, Edwin,”’ is
with humble and apologetic humility thanking the man who had
written a loving letter to the wife which made her overflow with
joy as she read it to her husband. That letter is the key of the
whole case. Without it, it might not be possible to believe the state-
ment that Mrs. Bartlett made as to their marital relations; with
it, I venture to say it is impossible to disbelieve that statement and
to suggest an intelligible explanation of the words and phrases
that that letter contains.

Now, there are two other matters before I pass to their marital
relations. One is a little matter that has arisen to-day. Of all
the learned counsel who have appeared in this case on the part of
the prosecution there is not one whose diligence has so exacting
an effect as my learned friend Mr. Poland, and nothing whatever
will be lost or forgotten when that scrutinising and all-remembering
intellect is brought to bear upon it. This morning Alice Fulcher
was recalled, and Mrs. Doggett was recalled, for the purpose of
giving you some information as to the habits of life at Claverton
Street. I have already commented, and the observation my lord
was good enough to make upon it entirely answered the part of
the comment, upon the way in which the witnesses were agked were
they living as man and wife—a phrase which may imply & good
deal, and the value of the answer to which depends absolutely
on the means of observation, and the reason for ohservation, of the
witnesses. But I am very grateful to my learned friend for the
scrupulous care with which every item of evidence is
brought before you, for the evidenmce brought before you this
morning has established & very remarkable thing with regard
to the lives of these people. = When they went to take these
rooms at Claverton Street, Mr. Bartlett was in good health, but
it was stipulated when they went there that they should have two
beds, and it was only because Mrs. Doggett could not go to the
stores for two or three days to order it, and then that the stores
took two or three days to send it home—it was only owing to that
that a week elapsed during which there was only one bed in that
room. And as soon as could be that second bed was supplied to
the back room, and from that time both those beds were used.
It is not so very remarkable even in our own, but it is much
less common in this country than in countries not far off, where
the use of two beds is frequent. But there it is, and as far ag it
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goes it gives support to the statement you have heard as to their
marital relations. The statement, you observe, relates to matters
so absolutely private that it is impossible to suspect you would
ever get very much evidence to support it. )
But there is another point to which I attach a great deal of im-
ortance, and that is given in the evidence of Dr. Leach. Dr.
each, in the witness-box, was a self-conscious witness, and un-
doubtedly Dr. Leach was very anxious as to his own appearance
before the world, and to protect himself from misunderstanding
and from complaint in the matter. Gentlemen, I own I feel a
great deal of sympathy for Dr. Leach ; to a man like him, carrying
on an ordinary practice in a place where he may not be too much
known, and going through the daily round of the ordinary
general medical practitioner’s life, it is an appalling thing to have
suddenly thrust into his life all the responsibility, and public
respongibility, of a case like this. He is confronted with medical
problems which perplex men who have spent years in that special
study. He is called upon, in the fierce light of public observation,
to recount, to explain, to give statements as to fact, and to vindi-
cate medical opinion in a way which would test the capacity and
the nerve of the ablest and best men in his profession. And I
must say for Dr. Leach that, apart from that question of self-
consciousness, I think he has been most anxious to give full infor-
mation to the jury and to the coroner when he was called as to all
that he had observed with regard to this matter. And in the
witness-box, it is for you to judge whether he did not seem to
you, under that crust and appearance of self-consciousness, at all
events most anxious to bring to his evidence and to the answers
which he gave to questions in examination and cross-examination
the honest desire to tell you, without favour on one side or the
other, what it was he had observed in this case. Well, now, Dr.
Leach, before he was first examined before the coroner, asked Mrs.
Bartlett to tell him what had happened on that evening, and she
gave to him an account over which at this moment I need not travel,
but which was absolutely identical with the account which she
gave to other people. Of all the events of that night, so far
a8 they referred to the finding of her husband, and the condition
in which he was, the matter which awoke her, and so on, she has
given four sccounts. She gave an account to Mr. Doggett; she
gave an account to Dr. Leach ; she gave another to Mrs. Matthews;
she gave another to Mr. Dyson. Those four witnesses have, here
in Court, repeated the accounts she gave, and there is absolutely
no difference of any material character—no difference, I mean,
except in just the merest form of words, between the accounts she
gave on those four different occasions. That was before Dr. Leach
was first examined, but at a later time another statement was made
to him by Mrs. Bartlett. It was on 26th January. He had seen
324
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her twice in the interval, on the l4th and on the 18th, and on
those occasions she had consulted him, not with reference to the
inquest, or these matters at all, but with regard to her own private
condition of health. On 26th January he had a conversalion with
her, and there was a matter about this conversation which I brought
out in cross-examination, and the full bearing of which I do not
suppose was obvious at the moment that I was making the cross-
examination. That statement was never intended for a public
statement. In this country a doctor has no privilege. There is
one country at least in civilised Europe where the privilege of
the doctor is recognised, and where he is not called upon—just
as we do not call upon a solicitor—he is not called on to reveal
what has taken place in consultation. In this case Dr. Leach
seems to have thought that he would not be called upon, and could
not be called upon, to state what was then said. The first time
he had asked for a statement to enable him to give his evidence
before the coroner; the second time he receives the deepest and
most delicate confidence of Mrs. Bartlett, and it was so impressed on
his mind that that confidence was given to him in his character
of a physician that when before the coromer he struggled to escape
from the necessity of giving in evidence the statement which had
80 been made. I think you will follow me when I say that that
fact is a very material one for my case. That statement was never
made for the public ear. She never knew that those words then
spoken would go upon the coroner’s deposition, and be published
to all the world. They contain her statement made to the physician
to whose skill she herself had applied for her own personal necessi-
ties, and I claim for that statement this: it was not a statement
offered to an accusing world es an explanation of circumstances
which had cast suspicion upon her, it was a private communiea-
tion of the most private matter to the physician in whose skill
she was trusting for her own treatment, and it was a statement
which comes to you in such circumstances as to bear with it almost
the irresistible presumption that that statement is true.

Now, what is that statement? I need not read it to you in
detail—I am speaking in your correction, and in the correction
of those that heard it, and, if I do not read all that document in
detail, I will carefully give as far as I can its exact effect. It
began by a statement made to Dr. Leach with regard to the marital
relations between her and her husband. How was that statement
brought about? At that moment nothing had been said by her
as to her having possession of ohloroform, but curicusly enough,
in a way which is absolutely inconsistent with any consciousness
of guilt, she had been discussing and refuting, to use Dr. Leach’s
own remarkable word, refuting the suggestion that had been made
as to the other causes of death, On the 26th, Dr. Leach says to
her: I have good news for you, Mrs. Bartlett; they say that
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chloroform is supposed to be the cause of your husband’s death.”’
And he says—you will observe he had heard before about the rela-
tives, and the suspicions that they entertained—‘‘ It is fortunate
enough for you that it was not prussic acid, or some matter
of that kind, because then it is possible, although he might have
taken it himself, strong suspicion would have attached to you,’”’
upon which she gives this answer; she says, *“ I wish it had been
anything but chloroform.’”” Why? Then comes the answer:
“What I have to tell you now requires a preface,” and then, to
her thinking, in the absolute secrecy of a confidence between herself
and her medical man, she goes on to give him this account of their
marital relations. A strange account. She says: ‘‘ I was very
young, and when I married my husband he had the idea that a
man should have two wives, one for companionship and the other
for use, and it was for companionship that he chose me.”” She
says: ‘‘ I was so young I did not understand the contract I was
making.”’ And that is true, for nearly three years after she was
married the greater part of her time was spent at a boarding-
school or one of the convent schools of Belgium. She said: ‘1
did not understand the contract when I made it, but I was loyal to
it. For six years that contract was kept between us, and then
there came to my heart the wish that I, too, might be a mother, and
have & child at my knee to love me, and on my entreaty my husband
broke through the contract that had been made, once, and once
only.”” And there is a strong light upon this from that book of
Dr. Nichol¢’, a book in which he speaks of the proper and moral
condition of men and women after conception has once taken place
—‘ Once, and once only,”” she says, ‘“ I was admitted to my hus-
band’s love, and when the months {Ea.d gone by, instead of the child
there came the weeks of agony, and of life nearly lost in the
labour-struggle, and from that time my hope and wish for a child
went, and we resumed our old relations.’’

Now, gentlemen, the circumstances under which that communi-
cation was made were circumstances which, in my contention be-
fore you, give it the sanction of truth. But there is another re-
markable thing which is stated by Dr. Leach. He went to work
—1I do not complain of him; I think, looking at it, he was right
in this, that, when he found how important these matters were
getting, he should sit down quietly at home, undisturbed by the
clash and wrangle of examination and cross-examination at the
inquest and the trial, that he should set down on paper, so far as
he, quietly thinking, could remember, the statements that had been
made. But, gentlemen, what was the impression on his mind? He
wrote that down, and he says after the assage which I have para-
phrased, although correctly paraphraseé), I believe, *“ I personally
was to some extent cognisant of the facts up to this point before
the :;ith ; they had been partly told me, partly implied, and partly
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gathered from observation. The rest was nearly all new.” I
tried with great care—I think you will bear me out—to sift that
statement, and to see how far it was observation, how far it was
information, that had given him knowledge of these facts, and
we do get this from him, that when she made that statement to
him it did not strike him as being an extraordinary and unbeliev-
able thing, but the relations which he had seen existing between
her and her husband, the way in which they spoke to each other,
the habitual tone of their companionship, came back to his mind
as to some extent supporting that statement. I can go no further
than that. There is no more evidence to support it. It is amaz-
ing that there should be so much, for in this case, where marriage
itself has become a platonic relation, I do not imagine that
others visiting at the house, simply meeting the husband and wife,
would guess, or have any means of knowing, what the real state
of things was. But what I point out is this: so far as there is
any evidence at all in the case, it goes to support that statement.
The statement itself is one made in circumstances—circumstances
of confidence with Dr. Leach—which removed Mrs. Bartlett from
attempting an untruth—gave her no object for inventing a story;
and that statement, so far as the other evidence in the case is con-
cerned, is supported by that evidence, and not contradicted by it. I
do not pause to speak of the trivial nature of that conversaiion in
the cab as they were going to the dentist; there, again, is a sug-
gested contradiction, and, in the course of a case like this, little
matters toss up to the surface and disappear, and that, I think, dis-
appeared when Dr. Leach said that Mrs. Barllett was always
trying to be cheerful and keep up her husband’s spirits, and in con-
versation and other ways would make suggestions that would
lighten the burden on him—the burden of anxiety, and no doubt
at that moment the apprehension of pain, for an operation was
going to be performed.

But now, gentlemen, there is a word I ought to say here. I
have called your attention to the circumstances in which that state-
ment was made, and I should not make another comment on it but
for the extraordinary way in which my learned {riend Mr. Poland
insisted on examining Marshall, the police constable, as to the fact
that Mrs. Bartlett was not called to give evidence as a witness
before the coromer. I may say at once il was not Mrs. Bartlett’s
act, and could not be on Mrs. Bartlett’s election. I have been
greatly assisted in this case by my friends Mr. Mead and Mr. Beal,
and my friend Mr. Mead will be the first to agree with me in the
observation I am about to make, that I think Mrs. Bartlett is
greatly indebted, and I know that I myself am greatly indebted,
to the judgment and ability with which Mr. Besl discharged the
anxious and onerous duties that fell on him in representing her at
the inquiry before the coroner and before the magistrate. If there
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had been a question as to whether Mrs. Bartlett should be called as
a witness or not, I know him well enough to know that he accepted,
a8 I in a similar situation would accept, the full responsibility of
the course that was taken; and my learned friend the Attorney-
General, I thought, had relieved me from any question of that kind
at all when he told you in his opening that no prejudice or inference
was to be drawn against Mrs. Bartlett from the fact that she was
not called as a witness at the inquest. But I go further. Dr.
Leach had given at the inquest a kind of statement that she had
made to him, and my point to you is this: If that statement had
been made at the inquest—had been made for the purpose of divert-
ing suspicion from herself, and of justifying her acts in circum-
stances which otherwise would have looked and told heavily against
her—it might have been the subject of suspicion. But Mrs. Bartlett
had confided to her doctor that most strange and delicate explana-
tion of the relations with regard to herself and her husband. He
had given it in evidence, and there was nothing for her to add.
She made that statement to Dr. Leach on 26th January ; she stands
by that statement now; there was nothing for her to add; no
reason for her to have gone into the witness-box and exposed herself
to cross-examination (I was going to use an epithet about it, but I
refrain) of the solicitor whom Mr. Bartlett, senior, had employed
at that inquest. It would have been to expose herself to a trial as
severe and terrible as a woman could ever have undergone, and
would have added nothing to the statement she had already made,
and which, through Dr. Leach’s lips, had been put on the public
record, of her share in the transaction.

I pause for a very short time to call your attention to the
higtory of the illness, because my learned friend the Attorney-
General, in opening this case, suggested that there were only three
alternative explanations of his death : either that the man took the
chloroform by accident, or, said my learned friend, he took it
with & suicidal intent, or he took it by being administered to him
by another person with the intent to murder. I have called your
attention fully, I hope not too fully, to the medical questions which
have arisen in this case, and which affect the third of these theories,
namely, murder ; but, with regard to the others, I have a word or
two to say; but the matter is reduced to the idea of suicide, acci-
dental taking, or murder. You have heard from Dr. Tidy that
'of the cases of death from the administration of liquid chloroform
that are recorded, by far the larger proportion and the over-
whelming majority are cases of suicide.  So that suicide is by far
the most common of the causes of death from liquid chloroform.
Gentlemen, let me make this observation to you before I enter upon
the consideration of the history of that illness; it is not for you
to decide whether Mr. Bartlett committed suicide, or whether he
was murdered. That is not the question that is put to yow; there

328 '



Speech for the Defence.

Mr Clarke

being two alternatives, you are not to call upon the defendant here
to establish before you that Mr. Bartlett committed suicide. = No
such burden falls upon those who represent the defendant. The
prosecution have got to establish before you beyond reasonable
doubt that he was murdered, and murdered by the hands of the
defendant here; and that is the matter to which I have to address
myself. But, when we have to consider this question of the proba-
bilities of the case, we start thus: Dr. Tidy, who knows ihe history
of all these cases, says that, apart from the evidence, the enormous
preponderance of probability would be on the side of suicide.
Well, let us examine what the condition of things was during the
illness. 1 am not going day by day through the record of those
days, but as one’s mind goes back over the evidence that has been
given, and traces the salient points in the history of the illness,
there are matters to which it is not undesirable to call to your atten-
tion. 'The first point I should like to put before you is this—that
you have as complete and exact a record of all that took place during
that illness as probably a jury ever had in a case of this kind ; and
it is by no means unimportant. From 9th December to 3lst
December this illness was running its course, and during the whole
of that time Mrs. Bartlett was under the immediate inspecting
eye, and under to some extent the hostile inspection, of those who
have been called as witnesses before you. Under whose eye was
this illness running its course? She wrote every day to Mr. Baxter,
or nearly every day. Her husband’s heart was in his business
work ; he was a man of whom we hear thai, when they were stayingy
at Dover, he would get up at three in the morning to catch the
boat-train and come up to London, go to Herne Hill, attend to his
business, and go back 10 Dover so late at night that he did not get
back to his wife sometimes till ten o’clock, so that he would some-
times only spend five or six hours practically out of the twenty-four
in her company. And when his illness began, the first thing he
told the doctor was that he had been overworked both physically and
mentally ; and the first advice which the doctor gave him was this—
that he should abstain altogether from all talk and all thought of
business, and keep his mind to different subjects for a time.

Well, gentlemen, every day the prisoner wrote to Mr. Baxter,
just to say how her husband was getting on, and from time to time
Mr. Baxter came to visit at the house, and he visited at the house
80 late as the last three days before the death, when he brought the
mango-chutney, or something that has been mentioned in the course
of the case.  Immediately after the illness began she called in
another witness, Dr. Leach. He knew nothing of them; he was
a perfeot stranger.  The great advantage was, with regard to him,
that he lived close by, and that he could come in constantly to attend
upon her husband ; and Dr. Leach has told you that he never could
have wished for a more attentive, a more faithful, or a more affec-
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tionate nurse than she proved herself to be during all the period of
that illness. She had one failing, and only one—her memory was
not very good ; but she kept a record from hour to hour of the little
incidents of the day and of the invalid’s condition, and she kept
that record for the doctor to see.  She tried to cheer her husband
from time to time; she talked of going away ; she did all she could
to raise his drooping sepirits; she provided for the doctor every sort
of information that he could possibly want, in order that, by test-
ing the contents of the stomach when those had been rejected, he
might be able to understand exactly the course of the trouble and
the course of the treatment. Dr. Leach was there, not daily only,
but two or three times a day, on many of the days during that
period; and Dr. Leach had arranged, on the night of the 3lst,
that he was to come again on the morning of the lst in order to
visit Mr. Bartlett; so that, from the beginning to the end, she was
under his independent judgment.

But there was another thing she knew, and her husband knew,
that there was one member of his family who looked upon her with
jealousy, suspicion, and dislike—there was one member of the
family who used to visit at that house—it was the father, who
had been promised a home for life, and who, for reasons which you
can well imagine, had not been allowed to continue an inmate
of that home. He was the one member of the family who visited
at the house, and on 18th December, in consequence of what the
father had said, Dr. Leach was asked to find another physician.
The father had said, according to himself, that he would like to
send down a physician. Well, that was very kind of him, for his
money was obtained from the son, and he would have sent down
a physician at the son’s expense; but his statement that he would
like to send down a physician was repeated to the husband, and
the husband, with an anxious desire to save his wife from any
chance of that terrible suspicion which now, in spite of all his
care, has fallen upon her, and which has condemned her to the
agony of this trial—the husband speaks to the medical man, and
tells him that the family have not liked her, and had not under-
stood her; that, if the illness goes on and he does not get better,
the family may say that she was poisoning him ; and so he asked Dr.
Leach to find some stranger, upon whom no suspicion could fall,
with whom there could be no fear at all of his absolute bona
fides, and to call him in and let him see the case. The husband
says, ‘‘ I will not be treated by him. You alone,”” he says to Dr.
Leach, ‘‘ shall treat me, but, for my wife’s protection, call in a
doctor to see me once, and let him express his opinion, and be
able to express an opinion if need be.’” And so, on 19th Decem-
ber, Dr. Dudley was called in, and that absolute independent
judgment we have; and that independent judgment was intended
for the good purpose of shielding the wife against that malice
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which he knew existed, and which would suggest in any case that
there had been foul play. But she was under the inspection of
the father-in-law himself. He has been called into the witness-box,
and he has told you what he had to say. He complained, or sug-
gested, rather, that there should be another doctor; he complained
with regard to the nursing, and suggested that there should be
another nurse. Another nurse! Why? The man who was ill, and
who was tended thus by his wife, as Dr. Leach told you—I think
it was Dr. Leach—would not have listened to the suggestion of
another nurse. Dr. Leach did suggest another nurse afterwards
—but for what reason? Not because there was a failure of care
in the loving wife who was tending her sick husband, but be-
cause that love had carried her to a devotion which was telling
upon her health—because night after night, for thirteen or four-
teen nights, she had spent the restless and broken hours of the
night, sitting by and watching over her husband, and because the
doctor feared, not that the patient would be neglected, but that
the nurse would break down under the strain. But Mr. Barilett
cherished his suspicions; he complained that he was kept away.
He was one of the first persons to be communicated with., When
the death took place it was not to Mr. Dyson that she telegraphed.
She wrote to Mr. Dyson, just as she wrote to Mr. Wood, the other
executor ; but the three telegrams that were sent off that morning
were sent to Mrs. Matthews, to Mr. Baxter, and to Mr. Bartlett.
Mr. Bartlett did not get that telegram until a little later. He
had heard from Mr. Baxter, before he got his own telegram, that
the death had taken place, and he rushed off to the place where
his son was lying dead; he went up to the bed where his son was
lying, and smelt at his lips for prussic acid. Why? Because that
preconceived idea—that idea against which the husband had tried
to shield her—was in his mind; and he was smelling there at his
dead son’s mouth with the idea that he should find something to
1mgl1cate and to blame in that death the daughter-in-law whom he
had always disliked, and against whom the husband knew that he
bore & revengeful feeling. That is not all. He smells for the
prussic acid; he turns to the doctor, and says, * We cannot let
this pass—there must be an examination—we cannot let this
pass. I will not have a doctor from the neighbourhond, or
one connected with the case. I insist that some independent doctor
shall come down to test the cause of death.”” And it does not stop
there. He goes and finds a solicitor, and he takes & solicitor
down to Somerset House to inspect the will, which he hopes to
upset. He comes here—and I describe not, because you saw it,
his conduct when the will was put before him, and he was asked
about the signature; and he does not seruple now—now that the
wife has no husband to protect her—he does not scruple now to
tell you—now from the witness-box—that the foul acousation that
a3
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he made against her seven years ago—for which he had then
in writing expressed the greatest penitence—as to which he then
confessed that it was an absolutely unfounded slander on his part
—he does not scruple now to repeat that slander, and to stand by
its truth, and to persist in the odious accusation which he desires
to revive after these years against the reputation of one of his
own sons and the honour of the widow of the son who kept him.
Gentlemen, this was the sort of watching under which this illness
passed—this was the sort of test that has been applied to her
conduct. There was no resource of suspicion, dislike, and malig-
nity which has not been given to the conduct of this case—for
that witness instructed the solicitor to cross-examine the witnesses
at the inquest.

Now then, gentlemen, that was the illness passing under that
serutiny, and subject to that construction, and what was the history
of that illness? I will take this as rapidly as I can. On the
10th Dr. Leach was called in, and there was something very re-
markable about Mr. Bartlett’s condition. It was not so much
that physical mischief was betrayed in the frame and condition
of the man, but he was hypochondriacal, he complained of suffering
from great sleeplessness, he was depressed in spirit, and when his
mouth was looked at there was a very curious result impressed
upon the doctor’s mind. The condition of the gums, and the
characteristic blue line, told Dr. Leach that there had been mercury
taken. We know not what had produced this result, which might
be produced either by large quantities of mercury, or might be
produced by a small quantity of mercury administered in the case
of a patient who had a peculiar idiosyncrasy for that drug. But
there it was, and, whatever the cause of it, it so impressed itself
on Dr. Leach’s mind that he waited until Mrs. Bartlett was out
of the room, and then he asked Mr. Bartlett, ‘ Have you been
taking any medicines?’’ The answer was ‘‘ No,”’ and Dr. Leach
has recorded the impression which wag then on hig mind, namely,
that Mr. Bartlett had been to some quack, who, for real or sup-
posed syphilis, had administered mercury, which had produced this
result. It was absolutely denied by Mr. Bartlett. He explained it
afterwards as being caused—and certainly it was a very odd ex-
planation—he explained it as being caused by a pill that he picked
out of a box of sample pills. It is a curious thing for a man to
take a pill in that way, and one is not surprised that Dr. Leach
did not readily accept this explanation; and hence the suspicion
in his mind that there was some other explanation of the matter.
But the symptoms of gastritis or dyspepsia that existed on 10th
December dlsaspea.red to some extent under Dr. Leach’s treat-
ment; and undoubtedly when Dr. Dudley was called in on 19th
December the physical condition of Mr. Bartlett had greatly im-
proved.
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Well, gentlemen, but there was a very curious relapse, in this
gense. Dr. Leach has said that things got better—a good deal
better—from the 19th, I think, until the 24th or 26th. But h_e
used this expression: ‘‘ On the 26th ihe appearance of the lumbri-
coid worm upset everything again,’” and we know from the evidence
that the appearance of that worm had very seriously affected ihe
gpirits and the mind of Mr. Bartlett. We have got the evidence
of Mr. Dyson, who returned on 26th December, and who, on the
26th and 27th, visited at the house, and he describes Mr. Bartlett as
being at that time in a very depressed condition. The improve-
ment which had taken place during the earlier days of the illness
had been an improvement of physical symptoms, but there had been
no great improvement in mental condition, because, if you will
remember, when Dr. Dudley tried to describe the condition Mr.
Bartlett was in on the 19th, he described him, I think, as restless,
disinclined to move, disinclined even to open his eyes, looking at
him through half-closed eyelids, and altogether in a condition
which, if it were not physically one of a serious character, was at all
events one which, as far as one can see, mentally and morally was
a condition of great depression. But the condition was enormously
increased in its gravity when you come to 26th December.

Let us just see what happened on that day. The Iumbricoid
worm made its appearance, and Dr. Leach says the man was greatly
alarmed and troubled about that worm. Some vermifuge was
given, santonine was given, to treat this. = What is Dr. Leach’s
statement on that treatment? That if vermifuge was given, and
was not speedily removed by purgatives from the system, the effect
on the mind and spirits would be very serious indeed—so serious
that Dr. Leach says, ‘‘ I have experienced them myself, and I wish
nobody to experience for themselves those serious comsequences.’”
What was the effect? The santonine was administered, and Dr.
Leach made every effort to relieve the bowels and exclude the vermi-
fuge. 'What was the effect? None whatever. The drug remained
in the system, and its effect must have been very great. He had
had two purgative draughts and two globules of croton oil, and
exactly the same sort of thing was observed with regard to those
purgatives ag Dr. Leach had observed as to the sedatives. Some-
thing was given him to procure sleep. It had no effect at all; he
was as restless ag ever. Croton oil was administered—a remedy
8o strong that one would have supposed it would have produced
immediate evacuation with considerable looseness ; and this amazin.
patient said to Dr. Leach that it was very comforting, that he felt
very comfortable, and he was very glad to have it. But it had
no effect. He had taken these things into the stomach, and no
effect was produced ; he had hot tea and coffee, that were used to
try and give them efficiency, in vain. At last Dr. Leach galvanises
the abdomen, still all in vain; and Dr. Leach says, *‘ I gave it up
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in despair ’; and on that day, the 26th, having exhausted all the
means he had adopted to remove this vermifuge, which was
absolutely necessary, Dr. Leach went away. He comes again, I
think, in & day or two. But just let me remind you of another
thing. Dr. Leach said he should not come and see him again,
and he tells you there was no real reason, in his judgment, for
coming to see this man constantly, but whenever he suggested that
he would not come, Mr. Bartlett was distressed; and he says on
that day Mr. Bartlett seemed distressed at his threat not to come.
On the 27th he had a somewhat better day, I suppose. Dr. Leach
says, “ On the 27Tth he obtained some relief,’””’ and undoubtedly
if, after all the accumulation of remedies, he did get relief, the
probability is it was a relief of that kind which left him in a very
low and depressed condition. Then two days pass. He got relief
on the 27th, and on the 29th a fresh trouble comes. He had been
twice to the dentist’s already. 'He had had removed from his jaw
a number of roots of teeth, and he had also had removed a number
of stumps which were left, and had been sawn off, and now on the
29th, Dr. Leach says, ‘‘ The jaw symptoms became alarming.’’
Gentlemen, that word has been used by Dr. Leach over and over
again. When they came afterwards to examine the jaw, it turned
out that the necrosis was of a superficial and not of a very important
character ; but on the 29th, the 30th, and the 31st Dr. Leach says
those symptoms were alarming. Now, gentlemen, what doeg that
mean, or what would it mean to him? We know that Mr. Bartlett
knew it, and I will tell you why ; necrosis had been discussed between
Dr. Leach and Mrs. Bartlett before the visit to the dentist on the
31st; and so nervous was Mr. Bartlett with regard to a matter of
this kind that Dr. Leach endeavoured to spare hirm the horror and
dread of going to the dentist by not telling him anything about it
till arrangements had been made and they were ready to go. Then
he did go. Before that time there had been a conversation about
necrosis.

The next piece of evidence is of enmormous importance—it is
the evidence of Mr. Roberts, the dentist—because he says, when the
operation had been performed, as we know it to have been with
some difficulty under nitrous oxide gas, double the usual time being
taken in the operation—he said it was mentioned before him that
necrosis was setting in. 'What would that mean to him, ‘* Necrosia
was getting in *’9  ‘ Necrosis ’’ is a word of itself suggestive of
most unpleasant imaginations; it means death; and in its adopted
form of city of the dead, necropolis, has probably become familiar
to people who would not attach any meaning to the word otherwise
—it means death of the structure, whatever it is. Necrosis of the
jaw means the death of the bone, coming usually, as the witness told
you, either from syphilis, or from an administration of mercury,
whether syphilis be present or not. Sometimes it may be checked,
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sometimes only involving a purely superficial injury; the bone may
be removed ; but sometimes, as the doctor told you, mvols_'mg grave
effects to the bone, until the bone structure itself of the jaw has to
be interfered with and removed, and occasionally involving, if it
progresses, consequences which are actually fatal to life. )
It is true, when his body was examined after death, necrosis
was found to be limited, and of a superficial character. On the
31st, it is true, Mr. Roberts did not attribute the most serious aspect
to the presence of necrosis; but on that day, in Mr. Bartlett’s
presence, it was said necrosis was setting in; and such an intima-
tion coming to a man who had gone through the illness which has
been detailed to you in evidence, and which I have but sketched
in the merest outline, would necessarily and severely affect his
irits.
* Now one has come to the evening on which this happened. We
have got the account of that evening. The supper went up, the
oysters and the mango-chutney and so on, and it was partaken of
by Mr. Bartlett. The conversation with Mrs. Doggetl; then the
servant takes in the coals and says ‘‘ Good-night,” and goes down-
stairs at, I think, about half-past eleven. Twenty-five minutes
past eleven she goes downstairs—I am not quite sure about the
exact time—it may be twenty-five minutes past eleven, or at twenty-
five minutes to twelve, she takes in the coals, is told, as Mr. Bartlett
is in bed, that she is to put the basin outside, and there the evidence
of eye-witnesses stops ~ The next time that other persons, Mr. and
Mrs. Doggett and the doctor, go into that room, Mr. Bartlett is
dead. Now, gentlemen, just let me ask you to consider the state-
ment that Mrs. Bartlett has made with regard to that matter. Let
us consider what would, in the ordinary course of things, happen
after that. Observe, the day is over. Mrs. Bartlett has no
friends with her with whom she is going to say farewell to the old
year and exchange congratulations on the birth of the new one.
She is alone with her husband in that front room. In the ordinary
course of things, now that he has gone to bed, she would make up
the fire for the night, she would go into the back room and wash
according to her usual wont, and she would change the dress she
had worn during the day for that lighter and looser dress she was
going to wear through the hours of the night. Phen, in the ordi-
nary course of things, she would come back to her place at the foot
of his bed, and there settle to sleep. If the statement of Mrs. Bart-
lett be, as I suggest to you it is, the true statement of all that she
can speak to as having taken place on that night, what was it that
happened? I have called your attention to the circumstances in
which that statement was made to Dr. Leach; I have called your
attention to the first part of it, and his comment upon it. Now let
me ;a.ll your attention to the statement which she made as to that
night.
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She told him that she had felt it a duty to her womanhood
to resist the resumption by her husband of the marital rights so
long abandoned; she told him she had prepared herself to resist,
and to assist herself in her resistance to that attempt by supplying
herself with chloroform. Nobody who ever knew anything about
the use of chloroform would have dreamed of doing such & thing
as that. Mr. Dyson and Mrs. Bartlett were probably equally
ignorant of the effects of chloroform, and of the way in which
chloroform could have been used. But then she said this. She
told Dr. Leach that she possessed herself of a bottle of chloroform,
and secretly resolved that, in the event of her husband approaching
her, ‘“ she would put some of the chloroform on to a handkerchief
and wave it in his face, believing thereby to make him lie down
again to sleep, as often as the occasion required. I congratulated
her on not having to try the experiment, saying that its accom-
plishment would have been impossible, and in the scramble the
bottle would probably have capsized.””  ‘‘ She said, never having
kept anything from her husband, the presence of that bottle in her
drawer troubled her mind, and she felt she would do a very wrong
thing if she really used it, so determined to tell her husband and
make a clean breast of it; so, on the last night of the year, she sat
down and broached the subject to him while he was lying in bed.
She told him to what extremes she was driven, and gave the bottle
into his hands. They talked affectionately about their relations
one with the other for a short time, and he seemed much grieved.
She told me no details of their conversation, but I gather it was not
a long one, for he soon turned round and pretended to sleep or to
sulk.  Then, soon after midnight, she fell asleep, and once waking,
heard her husband breathing in a peculiar manner, but her sus-
picions were in no way aroused. She next awoke, probably an
hour or two later, with a cramped feeling of her left arm, the one
round his foot ; she saw he was lying on his face; she got up to turn
him into a more comfortable position, and was greatly alarmed
at his condition ; she rubbed his chest with brandy.”” Now, that
statement, made in the circumstances I have suggested to you, gives
it a great probability of its being the absolutely true account. Is
it a possible account? Why, the facts that we know fit in with
that statement in a way which, I venture to submit to you, makes
the account which I gather from that statement, and from the facts
given in evidence, not merely the most probable, but almost the
certain, history of the transactions of that night. Observe those
curious relations that had been set up between them. The hugband
who was to succeed him had been in fact, with his assent, selected.
Mr. Bartlett had so behaved as in fact to have given or dedicated
his wife for the future to Mr. Dyson. Then he desires to re-assume
hig rights, but is resisted ; and on this night, when he hag suffered
during the day, when he has undergone this operation, and must
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undoubtedly have suffered from his condition, he is told by her,
substantially, that the consent which he has given with regard to
Dyson’s relations is treated by her as an irrevocable decision, t.!mt
to her he has ceased to enjoy the rights that a husband may exercise,
that she has taken him at his word, that written word, in fact,
which I have read you in that letter, and that, from this time after-
wards, copartnership must remain copartnership, and shall never
be allowed again to pass into the associations of marriage. He was
grieved, he appeared very grieved, and he turned over.

Suppose you now sketch in imagination what took place.
Suppose she left the room as usual to wash, and he had placed on
the mantelpiece this bottle of chloroform. There was a wineglass
there, that wineglass was found afterwards, and while she was away
it was perfectly easy for him without leaving his bed, lifting him-
gelf only upon his elbow, to pour into this wineglass the less than
half a wineglass of chloroform which may have constituted that
fatal dose, having poured that into the wineglass, having replaced
the bottle, then to have taken it off. If he swallowed it in that
way, and swallowed it up quickly, there would not be, as thers
were not, appearances of long exposure of the softer substances of
the mouth and throat to the chloroform. Having drunk it, he re-
assumes his recumbent position, the chloroform passes down his
throat and reaches the stomach. There is no difficulty, nothing
unreasonable, nothing extraordinary, as tested by the cases which
have been quoted here; within two or three minutes after that he
might be passing into & state of coma, that might have been when
she came back, or when she awoke, because how can she tell if this
was done when she was absent from the room, or while she was
dozing at the foot of his bed? There might have been when she
awoke or when she came back this stertorous breathing, which is
one of the signs of having taken chloroform, and which, if she
had been a murderess, she never would have mentioned as she did
mention it to the man to whom she was giving the account; there
may have been this breathing which did attract her attention, and
was mentioned by her when telling it. Then she herself goes to
sleep, and her husband’s coma deepens into insensibility, and
insensibility passes into death. There has been before the death
just the turn upon the pillow, the turn into the uncomfortable
attitude described with the head turned over on the pillow, but
except that there has not been, nor would science predict or expect
to find, any other disturbance or convulsion. And then the hours
go by.  She has heard them, happier than she, in the other part
of the house spesking to each other of the brighter hopes of the New
Year that is beginning, but the first thing she awakens to in that
New Year is the sad consciousness that the husband who night not
have fully deserved the love that he received, but who, at all events,
had treated her with affection, with confidence, with the desire to
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protect her—she awakens to find that husband apparently cold and
dead. She springs to his side; there is close to the end of the
mantelpiece, for we know it, this wineglass from which he has taken
that fatal draught; the woman’s instinct is at once to administer
brandy in hopes to restore him to himself. She pours into the
glass some brandy and tries to pour it down his throat, I am not
sure she does much; with shaking hand she spills some brandy on
his chest which the doctor smells afterwards; she tries to rub his
chest with a little brandy. It is no use; she puts back on the
mantelpiece, where it was found when they came into the room,
this wineglass with the brandy in it, a wineglass which only con-
tained brandy; there was no admixture of chloroform with it, but
a wineglass which her husband had used for chloroform it well may
be. Mr. Doggett, on first going in and smelling the glass, may
have detected the odour of chloroform about it, though it was only
brandy it contained. All we know is the glass was there, we know
that that part of the mantelpiece was within his reach. If you
believe—and how dare yow reject the statement which she in those
circumstances made as to what took place on that nighti—accept
that statement, the whole history is clear. There was no scientific
miracle worked by the grocer’s wife under circumstances where it
could not have been worked by the most experienced doctor who
ever gave himself to the study of this matter. There was unhappily
the putting within the reach of a man who was broken by illness,
and upon whom there had come this disappointment, and absolute
and final severance of the effectual marriage tie between himself
and his wife—there was the putting within his reach of the poison
which he might have used, and which he probably did use, but
there was nothing more, and from that moment there was not a
word of hers, there was not an action, not a look, which was not
the look, or the word. or the action of the loving wife who had
nursed him through his illness to this point, and who now found
him suddenly gone for ever. She rushes upstairs, she calls the
servant, she bids her go and fetch the doctor as soon as she can;
not content with that, she arouses the people in the house in the
hope that they may give some help, and then she breaks the fire,
and she waits till help comes, and the first who comes in to whom
she can ask the question, and on whose judgment she relies, the
doctor, she says, ‘ Doctor, is he really dead? > And the doctor
goes to the bedside and looks, and feels, makes his examination, and
tells her he is really dead ; and then the widow bursts into a passion
of tears, and, when that passion of tears has subsided, she is the
first person to ask the doctor, “ What can he have died 0f7’’ She
was anxious to have the mystery solved.  The doctor says, *“ I do
not know; I think a small blood vessel may have broken, but I
cannot tell; there must be a post-mortem examination.”” A post-
mortem examinstion she does not shrink from. She said,  Must
338



Speech for the Defence.
Mr Clarke

there be an inquest? >’ as almost every one has said when death
in sudden form has come and stricken down the dear one. Must
this be open to public investigation—must all this be gone through?
The inquest she shrinks from, but the post-mortem she of all people
is the one most anxious to have. She desires not only to have the
post-mortem examination, but to have it as promptly as possible,
and to have it conducted by the highest skill. *‘ Spare no expense.
Cannot he come to-day? ”’

Why, gentlemen, ¢ Squire’s Companion *’ has been produced,
from which it is said she would know about chloroform. It tells
you nothing but that chloroform is volatile. 1f there had been the
smallest knowledge or idea in her mind of chloroform having
produced the effect, and of her being blamed, the delay in the post-
mortem examination would have been delightful to her, a relief.
But she must have it. She chafed and was restless in the idea that
for one hour this mystery should be left unsolved. ¢‘ Spare no
expense; fetch any omne,’’ she suggested. ¢ What could it be?’
The doctor says, ‘ Can it be prussic acid ’—‘* No.”” *¢ Could it
be any other poison?’—*“ There was no other poison he could get
without my knowing it.’” ‘¢ Could it be anything else—opium?’’
—“1 am so glad I did not give him the pills ”’; and she goes
to the cupboard and takes out the two pills from the box and shows
them to Dr. Leach, and she has not given them to him. And from
beginning to end her every action and word and thought appears
to be the act and word and thought of a woman who is chafing under
the cruel uncertainty: what can it be that has suddenly robbed
ber of her husband?

There is another suggestion made about the death. I am not
sure if at that moment, or, if not then, afterwards, the doctor
suggested chlorodyne—it was afterwards, after the post-mortem
examination; but on that morning she was combating the idea
of poisoning.

Mr. JusticE Winns—It was then, My. Clarke.

Mr. Crargr—I am obliged to your lordship. It emphasises
what I said; I am glad. There was a bottle of chlorodyne on the
mantelpiece. To show how little you can rely on the evidence of
witnesses as to what they found at that particular time, you know
Doggett swore he made a careful examination of the room, and
there was no bottle on the mantelpiece, and Dr. Leach as distinctly
swore there was a small bottle containing chlorodyne. Dr. Leach
suggested, ‘‘ Could he have died of chlorodyne?’’

Gentlemen, if there had been any thought in her mind of guilt
of this death, she would have sprung at the idea. How could
she tell the difference between chloroform and chlorodyne—the dif-
ference there might be in post-mortem appearances? But when
the doctor suggested chlorodyne, she would not have it—the last
thing in the world. ¢ Chlorodyne! No, he never swallowed it.’’
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¢ If he took it into his mouth he might have swallowed it?’ ¢ No,
it is impossible,’’ she said; ¢ he only used a little chlorodyne to rub
his gums with; he could not have swallowed enough for that pur-
pose ’’; and there ends the interview. She has demanded that
immediate examination which, if she had been guilty, she might
have known would be the surest way of finding out her own guilt.
She has repudiated and refuted the suggestion of the doctor with
regard to other modes of death which would have freed her from
any imputation.

But, gentlemen, what happens afterwards? She sends im-
mediately for Mrs. Matthews, for Mr. Bartlett, and for Mr.
Baxter. Mrs. Matthews is an old friend. Mrs. Matthews comes
and spends the day with her. There is no attempt to get into
solitude in order that she may run no risk of letting out to others
that terrible secret of a orime. She is with the people she has
been in the habit of meeting. She spends the day with Mrs.
Matthews. On the following day, the Saturday, the post-mortem
examination tekes place. Now observe, was there in her mind on
that day of the post-mortem examination any doubt, any anxiety,
a8 to her being incriminated? What did she do? The post-mortem
examination took place. The doctor communicated to her that
there had been a smell of chloroform, and he told her at the same
time, on the Saturday, that he believed that the doctors were
wrong, and that it was not chloroform, but chlorodyne. But what
was her act? That bottle of chloroform was at that moment in
the drawer in that room—in one of those rooms; but what was her
behaviour after the post-mortem examination? She did not go
and touch the drawer. She did not suggest that she should be
allowed to take anything away. She took her keys from her
pocket. She gave them to Dr. Leach to go and fetch the drawer,
and he brought the drawer. She took from it the hat she was to
go away in. He took the drawer, and put it in its place; and,
except the hat she wore to go away, the only other thing she took
away was the cloak, the cloak which she was actually willing to go
without, about which that witness Bartlett said, I will be re-
sponsible for the cloak,” and he felt whether there were pockets
in it, and whether anything was being taken away in those
pockets, before he gave her the cloak. In the hat and cloak she
went away from the house. It was suggested that the keys should
be given to her solicitor. That was resisted; they were not
given ; they were given into the impartial hands of Dr. Leach;
and away she went from that house. And it was not until days
after, when Dr. Leach said that the coroner’s officer—Mr. Dyson,
gave it in evidence—had got all he wanted from the rooms—it was
not until after that she went back to the rooms and took away this
bottle of chloroform. THen she threw it away.

Gentlemen, it is true she threw the bottle of chloroform aWaY,,
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just as Dyson threw away the bottles from which he had taken the
chloroform ; but she did not throw away that bottle of chloroform
until three days after Dyson had thrown away those bottles; and
before she threw away that bottle of chloroform there had occurred
that remarkable conversation between her and Dyson with regard
to which Mrs. Matthews spoke. Gentlemen, on Monday, ith
January, there was that conversation, there was the conversation
between them, and when Mrs. Matthews went into the room she
heard Dyson say, ‘‘ You told me that Edwin would die soon’’; she
heard her deny it, and then she saw him bow down on the piano
and then go out, saying, ‘‘I am a ruined man.’” He had been
at that interview bothering her about a piece of paper—what piece
of paper? Why should he bother her about that piece of paper?
It was a piece of paper on which he had written some verses to
her which I suppose he thought were in tone and character incon-
sistent with his position, and verses which he did not wish to
have come before the public eye, and therefore at that visit, when
she was under the grief of that awful calamity which had come
upon her three days before, he was bothering her to return his
wretched verses to him. For what purpose? In order that he
could get rid of them, and that they should not rise up in public
witness against him. You will decide whether or not his answer to
the question as to whether he had not required to have all his
letters back again was true. It is a trifle—she was angry on the
4th about his bothering about a piece of paper with verses on it
at such a time as that; but she behaved to him far better than he
behaved to her—she did keep his verses for him, she gave him those
verses on Saturday, 9th January, and when she was in confidence
telling Dr. Leach the story of that night, and Dr. Leach asked
her, * Who got the chloroform for you?’ she did mot tell him;
she did not bring Dyson or his name into this controversy,
but she gave him back his verses; and since then she has never
had a conversation with him; since then the only time during
which she has heard the voice which had become familiar to her
during those months has been the time when she heard it from
the witness-box against her when she stands upon trial for' her
life. But upon that 9th of February one thing happened; it
was from her lips that the first challenge came to him, or to
any one, to accuse her of this crime. He got his miserable paper
on 9th January, and then he was satisfied. He got rid of the
bottles, and his verses had disappeared, and he, I suppose, felt
himself a little safer ; but then he says something about the chloro-
form, and she turned on him angrily and said, ‘° Do not mince
matters; say, if you want to say it, that I gave him the chloro-
form.” Gentlemen, apart from all the scientific aspects of the
case, apart from all the matters I have discussed, I am sorry, st
such length, and I desire not to occupy your time unnecessarily
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on this—apart from all the scientific difficulties there stands that
fact, that from the moment of that death every word and act and
look of hers has been the word and act and look of a woman con-
scious of her innocence, though shrinking, and naturally shrink-
ing, from the suspicion which at last she saw would gather with
awful force and strength around her. Every word and look and
action has been the word and look and action of innocence. The
first challenge to the world to bring this charge came from her
lips.

P I have now, I think—I hope I have—to the best of my ability
dealt with the topics in this case, and to you the responsibility will
shortly pass. I do not desire to touch you or to influence your
judgment by anything more than by a reasonable and fair
appeal to you as to the conclusions formed on the evidence before
you, but it has not been possible for me to discharge during these
days the duty which I have been honoured to bear without a
deepening feeling of the intensest interest in the result of this
case. .

This woman has not had the happiest of lives. She has been de-
seribed to you as one who had no friends. She found & friend in Mrs.
Matthews, she found another friend in continuing the acquaintance
of the nurse who was called before you, but beyond that we know
of no friends, and the habits of her husband’s life left her much
alone. There is no hint of misconduct or wrong upon her part at
any time of this association of husband and wife except the trivial
and malignant invention of that witness who came first. She had
no friends in the sense that has been mentioned, but she had
one friend—her husband. He did stand by her, strange as his
ideas may have been, disordered, as it would seem from some things
that have been said, as his intellect in some respects must have been.
Witness the statements that were made by him, for instance, to
Dr. Leach. Yet still in his strange way he stood by her and
he protected her. He was affectionate in manner, and, when her
reputation was assailed, he defended it as only the husband could
defend it. And to her at this moment it may seem most strange
that he to whom she had given this persistent affection, even during
the years of such a life, should be the one of whose foul murder she
now stands accused. And if he himself could know what passed
a.mo::t%1 us here—how strange, how sorrowful, it might seem to
him—how strange that such an accusation should have been for-
mulated and tried in Court in spite of the efforts which he en-
deavoured to make to prevent it; the precautions which perhaps,
by his own rash and despairing act, he too completely defeated.

Gentlemen, that husband too has gone, but she is not left
without a friend; she will find that friend here to-day in the
spirit which guides your judgment and clears your eyes upon this
case. It is a great responsibility for men to be cailed suddenly
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from their business and their pleasures, and to be shut off as you
have been from the ordinary habits of your life, to decide upon
igsues of life and death. There are trivial incidents sometimes
about the conduct of every case, but we, the ministers of the law,
are ministers of justice, and I believe that, as & case like this goes
on from day to day, there comes into your hearts a deep desire
which is in itself a prayer that the spirit of justice may be among
us, and may guide and strengthen each one to fulfil his part.
That invocation is never in vain. The spirit of justice is in this
Court to-day to comfort and protect her in the hour of her utmost
need. It has strengthened, I hope, my voice; it will, I trust,
clear your eyes and guide your judgment. It will speak in calm
and measured tones when my lord deals with the evidence which
aroused suspicion, and also with the evidence which I hope and
believe has demolished and destroyed that suspicion, and that
spirit will speak in firm and unfaltering voice when your verdict
tells to the whole world that in your judgment Adelaide Bartlett
is not guilty.

The Court adjourned.
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The ATTORNEY-GENERAL—In a liquid form. The counsel who
defended Palmer might have said the same of strychnine; the
counsel who defended Lamson might have said the same of aconi-
tine; it is no answer, it has no weight, to suggest this is a
medium for destroying human life of which there is no prior re-
corded usage. The question in this case is, has the evidence been
reasonable—has the evidence with reasonable certainty brought
home to your minds that here there was criminal use of chloroform,
and that that criminal use was by the prisoner at the bar? One
other introductory point to which my learned friend adverted,
and I come to the substance of this case. My learned friend was
good enough to express his approval, and, knowing the value of
my friend’s opinion and his capacity as a lawyer, I am not sur-
prised he did so, of the course that, after very careful and anxious
consideration, my learned friend and myself thought right to take
with reference to Mr. Dyson. And my learned friend was good
enough to state that he agrees that there was no case proper to
be presented to you against Mr. Dyson. But he pressed that cir-
cumstance with a good deal of rhetorical ingenuity in favour of
the prisoner at the bar, and said, ‘* If no criminal intent is to be
drawn against Mr. Dyson because of the misstatements he made
when he got the chloroform, and no criminal inference is to be
drawn against him because he threw away the bottles of chloro-
form in secret, then no criminal inference is to be drawn against
her.”’” Let me ask you to consider for a moment, does my friend
fairly complete the parallel? If, in addition to Mr. Dyson having
done those things, which are suspicious, but suspicious only, it
could be shown that Mr. Dyson had the possession, and that he
alone had the possession, of the poison which caused the death,
that he alone, if it was intentionally and criminally used, could
have been the persor to use it, then he alone was the person who
could have given explanation, if explanation were to be given
consistently with innocence, as to how it came to be administered,
then indeed the antecedent circumstances of possession and con-
cealment would have accumulative force. At least it would be for
the jury to say whether it had not accumulative force pointing fo
the conclusion of guilt.

One other word. My learned friend thought it was right
for him to make an attack upon the father of the dead man.
Gentlemen, I think gome allowance must be made for that father.
He came to the conclusion, & conclusion which the facts have made
but too apparent, that this was mot, as Dr. Leach at first sug-
gested, a death from mnatural causes; he came to the conclusion that
this was a death from unnatural causes, and he was right; his
suspicions further pointed to death from unnatural causes brought
into operation by criminal means. That question, of course, is un-
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determinable, and must remain undeterminable, until your verdict
has been pronounced. But when my learned friend goes on to
attack the father of the deceased, and to point to his evidence in
the witness-box as evidence of the malign feelings that he enter-
tains towards the prisonmer, it is but fair to remind you that
it was upon cross-examination, and not by any voluntary state-
ment of the witness, that Mr. Bartlett, the father, referred to the
antecedent charge that he had made against the prisoner in the
dock, and for which he apologised in writing. But my learned
friend, I think, for the moment forgot that lelter written on the
Sunday night on the illness of his son by Adelaide Bartlett, in
which she says: ‘‘ Dear Mr. Bartlett,—I hear that you are a little
disturbed because Edwin has been too ill to see you. I wish, if
possible, to be friends with you, but you must place yourself
on th. same footing as other people—that is to say, you are wel-
come here when I invite you, and at no other time.’’ That is to
say, he might not come to see his son, who is ill, except at the
time it pleased her to permit him. ¢ You seem to forget that I
have not been to bed for thirteen days, and am consequently too
tired to talk to visitors.”” As we know, the illness began on the
10th, and this letter was written on the 23rd. ‘I am sorry to
speak so plainly. I wish you distinctly to understand that I have
neither forgotten nor forgiven the past. Edwin will be pleased to
see you on Monday evening any time after six o’clock.”

Now, gentlemen, when he was examined, he was asked to what
that referred, and at first you will recollect he declined to make any
reference to it. It was only when the matter was persisted in, it
wag, 50 to say, brought in in cross-examination, he stated that
opinion—into the justice, or otherwise, of which I do not stop to
inquire, namely, his belief in the accusation which had originally
been made, although he had undoubtedly unequivocally and
abgolutely withdrawn it.

,But, gentlemen, those are, after all, small matters. I come
to the real question in this case. At a quarter-past four on the
morning of lst January Dr. Leach finds the deceased, his patient,
at 85 Claverton Street, and, forming the best opinion he can, thinks
that death must have taken place about three hours previously;
that brings us back to half-past one o’clock in the morning. We
have it proved, in the statement which the prisoner made, that
before the prisoner composed herself to sleep on that night she had
heard downstairs the kind:lg New Year’s greeting between friends,
and in her statement to Dr. Leach she makes some referemce, I
‘think, to the same incident. Therefore we have got the important
part of this inquiry to which your attention must now be addressed
practically confined to what took place in that period, probably
not exgeedxpg an hour and a half, if it amounted to g0 much. How-
ever, inquiry has established that the dead man met his death by
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the effects of an irritant poison introduced into his stomach, and
the question in the case—and the only question in the case—is, how
came that there? It is not suggested—I followed my friend’s able
speech with the attention which it certainly deserved, and I noticed
that my learned friend did not suggest the question of accident;
nor could he. He confined his case to suggesting the difficulties in
the way of the administering of this irritant poison by any one
else, and marshalled his facts and arguments in support of one
suggestion, and one suggestion only—suicide, deliberate suicide, on
the part of the deceased.

Now, let me remind you that this is one of those cases in which
you can never have—the nature of the thing forbids it—proof to
demtonstration of the crime committed. In a case of poisoning,
those who are endeavouring to find a clue to the truth, and to follow
that clue to the end until it legitimately leads to the guilt or inno-
cence of the accused, must, so to speak, grope in the dark.
Murders by poison are not committed, like crimes of sudden passion,
often in the light of day. 'They are necessarily mysterious and
hidden in their operation. Gentlemen, it seems to be necessary
in order that you may follow, not only my learned friend’s line of
defence, but in order that you may appreciate its true weight, and
in order also that you may follow the points to which I respectfully
call your attention, it is necessary that I should say a word or two,
and only a word or two, descriptive of the antecedent history of
these persons.

The prisoner at the bar was born in 1855. She was some years
younger, therefore, but with no marked disparity, however, than
her husband. She was married in 1875. Therefore, she was, at
the date of her marriage, between nineteen and twemnty years of
age. She told, indeed, in what I must ask leave to characterise
as that extraordinary statement to Dr. Leach—she told him, indeed,
that she was married at sixteen.

Mr. CrargB—No ; he said he was not sure.

The ArrorNEY-GENERAL—Yes; I have it before me.

Mr. Crarks—He said, in cross-examination, he was not sure.

The ATToRNEY-GENERAL—Very well; he took it down at the
time——

Mr. Crarge—No.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL—I was going to say he took it down at
the time when he alleges the matter was fresh in his memory.

Mr. Jusrior Wints—He put it down.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL—Yes.

Mr. JusTior Wirns—I thought you meant he took it down.

The ArTORNEY-GENERAL—NoO.

Mr. JusTior WiLLs—He put it down on 4th February.

_ The ATTORNEY-GENBRRAL—On 4th February he took it down ; he
.said he took it down when it was fresh in his memory, but he says
348



Closing Speech for the Prosecution.

The Attorney-General

he is not quite certain if she said she was married at the age of
sixteen ; but he then at a later stage begins by stating, ‘‘ At the age
of sixteen she was selected by him in the former capacity,”” and
then he said, ‘“ I did not know what she meant, that ¢ I was married
at sixteen,” or thereabouts.”” But the suggestion is in relation to
that under-statement of age, that she did not understand in its
fullness the nature of the marriage contract into which she was
entering, and the obligations it imposed and the rights it gave.
You must deal with a suggestion of that kind, and I ask you
whether it is reasonable to give effect to such a suggestion as that?

The deceased man seems to have wished to improve her educa-
tion, which was apparently somewhat defective, and, as has been
shown, in the interval of the vacations, at which she was not at
school, he and his wife cohabited ; and their ordinary relations, so
far as observers and friends could judge, were those of man and
wife. And, finally, we take up the story of their life with her
coming, I think for the first time, in 1877, to live with her husband
at the ehop in Station Road, Herne Hill. Then in the next year
(1878) was that distressing incident in which the father-in-law of
the prisoner played the part of accuser, and for which he afterwards
in an unqualified and absolute manner apologised. Then next in
order of date is the event of the birth of a child, about Christmas
of 1881. Then my learned friend made some observations, in
referring to that incident, the justice of which, the probability of
which, you must judge. It is alleged that at that time, and
previous to that time, she had conceived a desire to be a mother,
and that she had submitted to one, only one, act of sexual inter-
course as between her and her husband.

This part of the case, in my judgment, is important to be
congidered.  If you believe, as men of common sense, the story
which without any corroboration, as 1 think I can show you, she
told to Dr. Leach of those unutterably unnatural relations between
herself and her husband, it may go some way to account for what
is otherwise unaccountable; but, if you cannot accept that state-
ment, regarded fairly and justly, but always by the light of common
sense, your rejection does not stop in its effect merely by cutting out
of the story so much of the statement which is so repugnant, and
which is 8o much rejected.  One act of coition in order to gratify
her desire to have a child! How did she know—how could she
know—that one act of coition would place her in the position to
count with certainty or probability on the fruition of her hopes?
Does it suggest itself as possible to be accepted as the truth? Yet
that is the statement—married in 1875; that in tem years of
married life there was one act of sexual intercourse between man
and wife, and one act of sexual intercourse only. The birth of
that sfillborn child—that dead child—seems to have been & source
of great physical anguish and trial to her, and she seems to have
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then expressed the resolution that she would not have any more
children. Her desire to be a mother, to have a child of the
marriage (as my learned friend touchingly expressed it) at her
knee, to grow up and be a comfort to her, and to be a thing which
she could cherish, and round which the best feelings of her nature
might cling and cluster, seems to have soon disappeared from her
mind; but the language she used to Annie Walker was consistent
only with the desire to avoid childbearing. It does not necessarily
point to a cessation of marital intercourse; and there is one fact
proved in this case—I mean the fact of what was found in the
clothes of the dead man at No. 85 Claverton Street—which at least
suggests the probability that, while there may have been sexual
intercourse, means were resorted to to prevent any conception from
the act of coition.

But take the whole of the story—the whole of the evidence
given on that part of the case, and up to the date that, in October,
1885, they came to live on the first floor of 85 Claverton Street.
Is there one scintilla of evidence to support the suggestion that
Mr. and Mrs. Bartlett were living upon any other than the ordi-
nary terms of husband and wife? So far as I know—and, if I
am wrong, I, of course, will only be too glad to be corrected and
put right—up to that time there is not even the suggestion that
they had separate beds. There is no suggestion at any time that
they had separate rooms; and so far as I know—and again I say
that, if I am wrong, I shall be glad to be put right—there is not
up to the month of October, when they went to No. 85 Claverton
Street, the slightest suggestion that they did not habitually sleep
in the same bed. At 85 Claverton Street, unquestionably, for the
first week they continued to sleep in the same bed, but that was
because, apparently, the landlady, Mrs. Doggett, with whom a
stipulation had been made that a second bed should be bought,
delayed somewhat in buying it, and apparently after that date up
to 10th December they used the same room, sleeping, however, in
separate beds.

Why, gentlemen, if during their whole married life they had
been using the same room and occupying separate beds, that cer-
tainly would have gone but a little way to suggest that there was
not the habitual and ordinary intercourse between man and wife.
You know that is the habit of many persons in different classes
of life, although no doubt in what are called the lower classes it
is rare and uncommon. After 10th December, when that illness
begins, the deceased’s bed was moved into the drawing-room,
end she, Mrs. Bartlett, occupied principally the sofa, which was
wheeled before the fire, and at times slept in the armchair which
has been referred to.

. But now I get to that part of the story, and I do not wish
to' come back to the story of their relations. Early in 1885 Mr.
. sw .
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and Mrs. Bartlett make the acquaintance of Mr. George Dyson.
What is the character of the acquaintance between those three per-
scns? What were the relations they in truth stood towards one
apother? What were the relations between the prisoner at the
bar and George Dyson? We probably cannot be certain that we
have got before us fully and completely reliable data upon which
to form a completely reliable opinion. Some things, however, are
quite clear. It is quite clear that George Dyson was received upon
terms of close intimacy, and I will say dangerous intimacy, by
Mrs. Bartlett and by Mrs. Bartlett’s husband. There is no doubt
that she wag interested in him, and that she probably thought he
was equally interested in her; but it is fair to the prisoner io say,
it is fair to Dyson to say, that whatever may have been iheir terms,
and their expectations of what was possible in the future, there
does not seem to be any just ground for asserting that she was
unfaithful to her dead husband, and that Dyson had, in that
particular at least, abused the friendship and confidence which
the dead man had shown him. I am sorry to say that, as I gather
the tenor of my learned friend’s argument, it pointed in a very
different direction. My learned friend’s argument, as I under-
stood it, was in effect this: that the dead man saw a growing
affection and admiration belween George Dyson and his wife;
that he recognised the fact that it was a growing friendship and
admiration which in the future, and in the possible event of his
death, was to culminate In a closer and nearer relation—that is
to say, in the relation of man and wife; and that he had so far
contemplated the possibility of his own prior death—he, & man
but a few years the senior of either—as to have, in that extra-
ordinary language which Mrs. Bartlett used to Dr. Leach, made
over in reversion his living wife to a man whose friendship he
was then cultivating. The sequence of that argument—and I must
come back to this point later—the sequence of that argument is
that this compliant husband, who had in this way made over his
wife as the future wife of his friend George Dyson, finally, when
he was told by his wife, ‘‘ You have made me over to Dyson; it is
unfair to him that you should exzercise your rights as a husband *’—
bher husband turns on his pillow, and does an act which re-
moves the only obstacle which stands in the way of the union which
he, the dead man, while living had contemplated.

My learned friend has spoken of what he described as the devo-
tion of the prisoner at the bar. I shall have a word or two to say
on that; but it is certainly, I think you will feel—I think my
learned friend must have felt—the sad necessity of this case, and
the sad necessity of her defence, that she should, by the mouth of
her counsel, be obliged to cast this grievous stigma, this damning
slur, on the memory of her dead husband. Is there, outside her
statement, anything in the case to warrant that stigma with which
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the memory of the dead man is to be branded? We are referred
to two letters.

Mr. Crarrke—What stigma ?

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL—My learned friend asks me what
stigma? The stigma that the living husband, with obligations and
with rights, caused those obligations and rights to be forgotten;
he entered into & compact by which, in the event of his death, his
wife was handed over to the embraces of another man, and that
he stood by complacently agreeing. Does the correspondence war-
rant that stigma? I will read the two letters—the two principal
ones referred to. One is in September, 1885 ; it is from Bartlett to
Dyson—°‘ Dear George,—Permit me to say 1 feel great pleasure
in thus addressing you for the first time. To me it is a privilege
to think that I am allowed to feel towards you as a brother, and I
hope our friendship may ripen as time goes on, without anything
to mar its future brightness. Would that I could find words to
express my thankfulness to you for the very loving letter you sent
Adelaide to-day. It would have done anybody good to see her
overflowing with joy as she read it whilst walking along the street,
and afterwards, as she read it to me, I felt my heart going out to
you. I long to tell you how proud I felt at the thought I should
soon be able to clasp the hand of the man who from his heart
could pen such noble thoughts. Who could help loving you? I
felt that I must say to you two words, ¢ Thank you,” and my desire
to do so iz my excuse for troubling you with this. Looking towards
the future with joyfulness, I am yours affectionately, Edwin.”

What is the answer?  ‘ September 23, 1885. My dear
Edwin,—Thank you very much for the brotherly letter you sent
me yesterday. I am sure I respond from my heart to your wish
that our friendship may ripen with the lapse of time, and I do
g0 with confidence, for I feel that our friendship is founded on a
firm abiding basis—trust and esteem. I have from a boy been
ever longing for the confidence and trust of others. I have never
been so perfectly happy as when in possession of this. It is in
this respect, among many others, that you have shown yourself a
true friend. You have thanked me, and now I thank you. Yet
I ought to confess that I read your warm and generous letter
with a kind of half-fear—a fear lest you should ever be dis-
appointed in me and find me a far more prosy, matter-of-fact
creature than you expect. Thank you, moreover, for the telegram ;
it was very considerate to send it. I am looking forward with
much pleasure to next week. Thus far I have been able to stave off
any work, and trust to be able to keep it clear. Dear old Dover,
it will ever possess a pleasant memory for me in my mind and a
warm place in my heart.—With very kind regards, believe me,
yours affectionately, George.”

' Is there anything in this letter to suggest, I mean reasonably
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to suggest—recollect, we have now got within three weeks, less
than three weeks, in fact, of the termination of this sad story of
the last days of Edwin Bartlett’s life—is there anything to suggest,
in the light of commonsense, any state of things except this: that
Dyson, a man of education, as he has told you, probably a man
of some literary ability, had become interested in Mr. and Mrs.
Bartlett, particularly Mrs. Bartlett, and that they, particularly
Mrs. Bartlett, had become interested in him? Is there anything
in that letter to suggest that there was anything in any letier to
either one or the other of those—any feeling other than a feeling
of mutual respect and admiration, with one exception—and that is
the statement which, I understand, my learned friend—I may
be wrong—accepted from Mr. Dyson as the witness of truth—
when Mr, Dyson went to Mr. Bartlett and said to him, straight-
forwardly, that he found he was becoming interested in Mrs. Bart-
lett, and suggested whether it was prudent that their iniimacy
ghould continue? Mr. Bartlett had confidence, apparently, in
Dyson, and apparently had confidence also in his wife.

Now, gentlemen, nothing, I think, took place which it is im-
portant to call your attention to until September, the same month
that I have mentioned, when the deceased man made his will, and
by that will he shows his confidence in Dyson, for he makes Dyson
one of his executors, and he shows his confidence and affection
for his wife, because she is the person benefited under that will.

We now come to the siory of the illness beginning on 10th
December. What was that illness? Of course, my learned friend
exerted his ingenuity and his ability, and most properly so, to
present the story of that illness to you in a grave and serious
aspect; but does it truly and properly bear that complexion?
What is the worst that has been said of it? He was found to be
suffering from sub-acute gastritis. Well, gentlemen, that sounds
very formidable, just as ecchymosis of the visual organ sounds
appalling; but just as the one means a black eye, so does the
other mean an attack of indigestion. From that, and that only,
was he suffering; for that, and that only, was he treated until the
appearance of the worm, which, of course, Dr. Leach is too sensible
& man to attach serious importance to; and the only apparent diffi-
culty in the treatment, according to Dr. Leach’s experience, was
that the bowels of his patient were apparently obstinately costive.
He is suffering from his teeth, and pays several visits to the dentist,
and gets relief; and it stands on the evidence of Dr. Leach that
on 2bth or 26th December, 1 forget which, he was in exceptionally
good spirits; and on 31st December he was also in very goog spirits.
* I cannot say good,” said Dr. Leach, but said, * I must qualify
it for this reason, that on the 25th and 26th he was in exceptionally
good spirits.”” On 3lst December he pays another visit to the
dentist.
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I said in opening this case, and I repeat it, that there is no
ground for suggesting that Mrs. Bartlett has, so far as can be
judged, failed in her attention to her husband; but you must be
good enough to bear in mind, in that connection, that if you should
come to the conclusion, after patiently hearing the case, as you
have done, that there was the criminal resolve in her mind, and
that criminal resolve had taken a definite shape on 28th or 29th
December, when she requested chloroform to be bought, you would
expect the conduct of a person who had formed such a design to be
such as not to attract observation, or to suggest any apparent
want of affection and change of feeling in relation to the person
as to whom she had conceived the criminal intent. I will agk
you whether—I say no more than that—whether that scene to
which Dr. Leach has spoken in the cab on the way to the dentist’s,
under circumstances not particularly romantic, or suggestive of
the expression of romantic feeling, on the way to the dentist’s to get
out another stump, or two or three stumps, she expressed her wish
they might be married over again, her married life had been so
completely happy, and it is suggested, and very likely, if the scene
described took place, he honestly joined in the expression of the
same sentiment. Well, gentlemen, on that night of 31st Decem-
ber, he retires to bed, so far as one can judge, with but little to
complain of. He was so well in his general health that the doctor
said it was really unnecessary for him to keep attending him from
day to day. He had eaten a hearty dinner of jugged hare ; he,
had eaten a hearty supper of oysters; he had even ordered of the
servant what he would eat for breakfast next morning. It was
intended that in a day or two (I do not know exactly that the
day was fixed) he should go to the seaside for a change; and
it was suggested that the doctor should go with him, and the wife
who was spoiling him should not come.

That was the condition of things up to the last moment when
the servant closes the door on them in that front room and is
told by the prisoner that she meed not come unless she is called
for. But something had taken place before that. On 27th Decems
ber she asked Dyson to get her chloroform. He tries to get her
—and even does get for her a comsiderable quantity of chloro-
form. I won’t stop to inquire whether it is possible to suppose
that Dyson, even if he desired to invent, could have invented
that statement which the prisoner is supposed to have made to him
about Dr. Nichols, of Fopstone Road, or about Annie Walker,
now in America, who had previously got the prisoner the chloro-
form she needed, or about the story of its being wanted for external
application, because Edwin was suffering from an internal afflic-
tion. I do not stop to inquire into the details of this statement.
And, even if you see any ground for supposing that Dyson could
have invented that matter, some excuse ought to be given, some
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reason ought to be given. You cannot doubt some reason was
given, She obtains the chloroform, and why does she obtain it?
That she knew, or said she knew, something about medicines, and
gomething about poisons, secems to be clear from her own state-
ment, if it be reliable, for Dyson thought she had & medicine
chest.

Mr. Cuarxe—There was not a syllable about poisons.

The ATTORNET-GENERAL—I beg your pardon—that she had
¢ Squire’s Companion,”’ which spoke of chloroform, and which
speaks of it as an irritant poison.

Mr. Crarxke—Where 1s the book %

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL—Whether the book does or does not—
and you can, if I am wrong, look at it—whether it speaks of it
as poison, or whether it does not speak of it as poison, the chloro-
form is labelled ‘¢ Poison,”” as you have heard. The chemist sells
it properly so labelled, because it is in fact an irritant poison.
I am asking you to ask yourselves this question, because it seems
to me, with great deference, to be important : Why did she want
it then? For what did she want it then? The statement is—and
the only statement, I pray you to bear in mind—that she had had
no act of intercourse with her husband during the whole of her
married life but one, which resulted in the birth of a stillhorn
child ; that when he was beginning to get better, about 16th Decem-
ber, he began to show signs of returning passion and desire to
have intercourse with her again. Is that likely? Is it likely
that passion, which, according to her statement, had lain dormant
for all those years—ten of married life, with that one single
act excepted—should in this conjunction of circumstances, and at
this time, be again aroused within him? He then lying upon his
sick bed--he then being, on that 27th of December, treated as an
invalid, although not suffering from a serious illness—why was
it, how came it, that at this time this passion manifested itself,
and how came it that that was the first time that it manifested
itself? And how came it, further, that the necessity for attempting
to meet and to repel the assertion upon his part of a legitimate right
—to which it would be her duty, if it were asserted, to submit—how
came it that it occurred to her, as a potent means of resisting
the exercise of that right on his part, that she should sprinkle
chloroform upon & handkerchief, and, when he was seeking to
approach her, wave it over his head? Gentlemen, if you can
accept that statement or that explanation, by all means accept
it. Nay, I will go further. If you do not feel compelled, by
the exercise of your common semse and your judgment—if you
do not feel compelled by the exercise of that common sense which
in the ordinary afiairs of life would govern and control all your
views to reject it, by all means give fair effect to it.

I come now to the matter in hand still more closely. I re-
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minded you that the doctor has sworn that, at half-past four he
judged, forming the best opinion that he could, that Edwin Bart-
lett had been dead three hours, which brings the period of his
death to about half-past one. I reminded you that, upon the
statement of the prisoner herself, she had not gone to rest until
after midnight on that night, for she heard the people of the house
exchanging kindly New Year’s greetings; and therefore the period
of time is reduced to a period at the most of an hour and a half;
and probably it is reduced to a period even less than that in which
the administration in some way or other, or the acceptance in some
way or other of this poison took place, and in which it worked its
fatal result, because, as you have heard from the medical evi-
dence (which is in agreement on this point, whatever differences
msy exist in it upon others) that it is not infrequent that a con-
siderable time elapses, even after a considerable and a fatally strong
dose, before death ensues.

Now, gentlemen, what are the theories and what are the sug-
gestions that have to be dealt with now? I have pointed out that
there is mo suggestion, and there could be no suggestion, of acci-
dent in the matter. I remind you that death must have been
caused, and could only have been caused, either by the inientional
administration, or by the intentional suicide, by the taking of
this poisonous irritant. There are two ways in which it may have
been administered. The one which was suggested by the medical
evidence before the magistrate at the Police Court was that the
administration down the throat might have been preceded by a
state of ingensibility produced by inhalation—a state of insensi-
bility total or partial. With that my learned friend has dealt,
and dealt at great length. It is not for the prosecution to sug-
gest theories, or to ask the jury to accept theories. It is for the
prosecution to see that the full facts of the case are before the
jury, to point to the result which seems to them to be fairly the
result deducible from those facts, and to leave the jury to apply
their own judgments as to what is the theory upon which this
result of guilt, if it were guilt, should be based.

I took the liberty of suggesting to my learned friend yester-
day, at the adjournment, that there was, of course, another possible
view of the administration of this poisonous irritant. But my
learned friend, in his discretion, did not think it necessary to
deal with it, and I shall merely utter a sentence about it, and leave
you to deal with it. For I do not desire to conceal from myself
—on the contrary, I wish to make it apparent to you—that, what-
ever theory is suggested in this case as to the mode in which the
poison got into the stomach of the dead man, about every theory
there is & difficulty. But there are, in the case of the suggested
theory of suicide, difficulties which, it is my submission to you,
are 3;:supamble. The suggestion which I ventured to make was
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this: that, in addition to the possibility of the prisoner having
administered chloroform while the man was lying on his back,
and with his mouth open, in a state of partial or total insensi-
bility, there was another way—that, if the draught had been
handed to him in a glass, and given to him as if for an ordinary
purpose, with drops of chloroform in it, and water or some other
thing, to drink, then it was conceivable that the dying man would
have gulped it down, believing in its innocence, and not suspect-
ing that the prisoner had administered something which was wrong
and injurious.

Mr. Crargs—My lord, it is with great reluctance, but I feel
bound to interpose at this point. I protest against any such sug-
gestion being put forward, for the first time, at this atage of the
case, when it was not even hinted by the learned counsel for the
prosecution in his opening, or in the examination of any of the
witnesses. My lord, it is the fact that yesterday the learned
Attorney-General, at the adjournment, iold me that he thought
that the case was open io that suggestion. That was when 1 was
in the middle of my speech, when 1 had dealt with, and had finally
left, the medical evidence in regard to this case. I founded my
comments and my cross-examination on the passage in my learned
friend’s opening, in which he said: ‘ There remains only one
other mode (apart from the one pointed out) by which it could
have been taken. You will say that, if ii was administered by a
third person, the physical effect would be the same; and you will
be quite right, provided the administration into the stomach
was not preceded by an external application by which the person
was lulled into a state of stupor.”’ But I really do not recognise
any private communication in the course of this case as a matter
with which I have to deal; and I do respectfully protest that this
suggestion ought not to be made in substitution of the original
suggestion that has been made.

The ATrorNEY-GENERAL—I am not making any suggestion, or
any substitution of any suggestion; but when my learned friend
is erecting one theory—namely, the theory of suicide—I am
entitled—nay, I will not put it so low as that—I am bound, as I
think, to submit any theory which would point in & more probable
direction, and which would go to negative the suggestion which
my learned friend would make. I was adding o my comment
at the moment when my learned friend interposed, that I do not
suggest that that theory is one which is free from difficulties either.
It is not; because it will immediately have occurred to you that
the theory that it was administered by the hand of the prisoner,
and that it was taken by the deceased man in confidence and
gulped down, might possibly have removed some difficulties, but
it would not have removed all, because he would be conscious of
the presence in his stomach of an irritant poison, or at all evenis
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of the presence of something in his stomach which was causing him
pain and anguish, the result of which would probably have been
violent exclamations and violent physical effort on his part. I am
not, therefore, at all putting it forward to you as a theory which
is free from difficulties, but I do put it forward as a theory to
which the medical evidence mainly was addressed; and I do put
it forward also as a theory which presents difficulties which are
nothing, or which sink into insignificance, as compared with those
difficulties which meet one upon the theory that under these cir-
cumstances this man deliberately did an act to take away his own
life. My learned friend, indeed, in his speech seemed to me
rather to have had present to his mind the other theory which I
have suggested, although he did not think it right to deal with it,
even when I spoke to him on the matter, because my learned friend
said in his opening that chloroform could not be poured down a
person’s throat unless he or she, being unwilling, had been ren-
dered practically insensible before.

Mr. CrarkE—I think that was by way of reference, and in
fact it was almost a quotation from my learned friend’s own

eech.
® The ATTORNEY-GENERAL—S0 much the better.

Mr. Crarke—It begins, ‘“ My learned friend said in his open-
ing.”” Those were my words.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL—Quite right. I say it shows that
my learned friend appreciated that when I was speaking of the
administration, first by the preliminary step of inhalation causing
insensibility, and then followed by the conveyance into the stomach,
of the chloroform—that my learned friend had in his mind, as I
had apparently in my mind, the case of the patient being un-
willing, and therefore that I was contemplating the case where the
patient—the dead man—had the glass handed to him, and gulped
it down willingly and in confidence, believing that it did mot
contain anything poisonous or noxious.

Gentlemen, in reference to the theory as to which the medical
men have spoken, let us examine it for a moment or two. They
say, in relation to that question, that causing insensibility to a
person asleep is possible, although attended with some difficulty.
But does it follow in this case, if that course was followed at all,
that the attempt to render insensible the deceased men even began
when he was asleep? Why may it not have preceded that stage?
If that was the difficulty, the difficulty as to causing insensibility
by inhalation by a man who is asleep disappears. Then comes
the second point. My learned friend’s argument is this: that the
evidence shows that, in a position such as I have described, & state
of ingensibility is reached which is accompanied by contraction
of the muscles, and probably a contraction of the jaws. My
learned friend will remember that the evidence did not point
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to that as an invariable accompaniment at all; and in the next
place that they spoke of that as mot being a constant accompani-
ment of the administration of chloroform by inhalation. Tt is
true they went on to say, and it is quite right that ithat should be
considered fairly and fully by you, that in that condition which I
have suggesied, and assuming that no difficullty of contraction
was to be got over, that the administration into the gullet was a
matter of some difficulty—¢ delicacy,” I think, is the word used.
It might be said, I should have supposed, that a medical man
desiring to perform this operation would do so so as to run no
risk to the person to whom he administered the chloroform. But,
gentlemen, considerations of delicacy have no place in the con-
gideration of counsel in judging of the prohability of the thing
being domne, if you should, in view of the whole of the facts, after
carefully weighing them, come to the conclusion that the object
of the person administering was not that it should be performed
with surgical delicacy, but that it should be effective for the only
purpose which, according to the criminal intent, it supposes it
could be effective. Gentlemen, we start from 1ihis fact: death
caused by the introduction into the stomach of an irritant poison.
How did it get there? is the sole question in that case. Ii is not
suggested, and could not be suggested in any view of the case,
and my learned friend saw the difficulty of arguing it upon that
suggestion, that it could have got there accidentally. Then it is
reduced to the two points of whether the man did it himself with
a suicidal intent, or whether some one else did it with criminal
intent. If some omne else did it with a criminal intent, that some
one else can be no one but the prisoner at the bar. Now, did he
do it with suicidal intent? Iverything scems against such &
theory. He was prosperous in husiness. He had apparently
known no illness until 10th December. By 25th December he had
practically regained his health, and was in exceptionally good
spirits, and on 31st December he was also in good spirits, and,
if that statement in the cab is to be relied upon, he was on good
terms with himself, and on gond terms with his wife, while his
arrangements of that night, and his arrangements for the next
morning, and his contemplated arrangements in reference to his
leaving town for a change of air, all point—you must say whether
they do not conclusively point—to & man who then felt the enjoy-
ment of life, and you must say whether ihese facts do not con-
clusively negative the probability—I would almost sey the possi-
bility—of a sudden idea of interfering with his own life. One can
understand, indeed, if some appalling misfortune had comeupon him,
if gome extraordinary revelation of horror had been made to him,
that, in eudden disgust of life, he might resort to the weak and
criminal resource of ending it by his own hand. But is there any
thing of that kind here? Again wehaveonlythe statement which the
350
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prisoner made on 26th January to Dr. Leach. What is that state-
ment? That having, through the instrumentality of Mr. Dyson,
procured this large quantity of chloroform upon 28th December,
she does nothing with it. She mentions its possession to no one.
She says nothing about it to Dr. Leach. She says nothing about it
to her husband, but on 31st December she says she could nok
have a secret from Edwin ; she tells Edwin why she had got it. She
tells him the purpose for which she intended to use it, namely, to
resist the embraces of her husband; and she says to him, ‘It ig
an offence to my womanhood; nay, it is an injury to Mr. Dyson,
to whom you have made me over.”’

Mr. Craree—She does not say that exactly.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL—I do mot pretend to use the exact
words, but it is the substance which I am seeking to convey. I do
not care for the exact expression—‘‘ You have given me over to
Mr. Dyson; it is not fair that you, my living husband ’—as to
whom, looking at the ordinary duration of human life, it is fair
to say that he might have looked forward to twenty or thirty years
of life—‘* it iy not fair that you should approach me; should you
live to be seventy years of age, during the whole of that interven-
ing period you are to be debarred all exercise in my regard, the
exercise of which it is my wifely duty to submit to.”” Does your
common sense—can your common sense—accept that suggestion?
But what follows upon that? Is there expostulation? Is there
angry remonstrance? No suggestion of the kind ; but the husbaad
turns upon his pillow, is sullen, and sulks, or appears to sulk;
and it is suggested that she leaves the room, and she comes back,
and notices him breathing; she composes herself to sleep in the
chair at the foot of his bed, with her left hand and arm upon his
olothes. The suggestion is that, in that short interval of absence
from the room, he had done the act which had for its result to
deprive him of his life. Can that be accepted as the explanation?
Let me follow this out a little more closely. What does it suppose?
What does it necessarily involve? If he takes the bottle, and out
of the bottle directly he takes a fatal dose, is it to be supposed he
had sufficient consciousness and self-control to have repressed in
that awful moment a cry of anguish and despair} Is he supposed
to have had sufficient control to have re-stoppered the bottle and
put it back upon the mantelpiece? Or is it supposed—which I
understood to be rather my friend’s suggestion—ihat in the very
brief intervel of absence of his wife, he stretches from the bed, or
gets from the bed, and takes the bottle, and takes a wineglass, fills
the wineglass with a necessary quantity, re-stoppers the bottle,
puts the bottle back upon the mantelpiece, gets back into bed,
takes the wineglassful of chloroform, and puts the wineglass, I
know not where! Is that possible? Is it probable? Well, but we
are =";:):nly at the very beginning of the difficulty in testing this
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theory. Is it conceivable that if he had availed himself, as it
is the suggestion, of her absence from the room for the space of
what he could not count upon being more than a few minutes——

Mr. CraRRE—Why not?

The ArTORNEY-GENERAL—My learned friend asks me why not?
I am dealing with the theory which is put forward—which I under-
stood to be the theory—that she had temporarily left the room
for the purpose of preparing herself for rest for the night.

Mr. Crares—She absolutely went into the other room to wash
and change her dress for the night, as was usual.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL—I assumed that to be my learned
friend’s theory, and was doing so, and supposed he could not count
upon her absence from the room beyond & few minutes—I care not
whether it was thres, or five, or ten, or fifteen—for this
purpose it matters not. She then is supposed to have come back.
And recollect, this theory falls to pieces and crumbles up on
examination, unless you are also prepared to believe that when she
comes back—the man having taken the fatal dose; she has mean-
while heard no sign, no utterance of pain or distress—that when
* she comes back she finds him spparently tranquilly sleeping in his
bed in such & condition that she, the anxious, the affectionate wife,
is able to compose herself at the foot of the bed, and go to sleep.

It is my duty, and it is not a pleasant one, to put these facts
strongly before you. Again I say, we are only at the beginning
of this difficulty in testing this theory. The theory is that he
has, in one or other of the ways which I have mentioned, admin-
istered to himself this poison. The theory involves the presence of
that bottle of chloroform, according to the suggestion made, upon
the mantelshelf. I will pursue this story in order to test it with
reference to that point. What became of the bottle of chloroform?
I do not stop to dwell upon—they are too insignificant, in view of
the wider considerations which rush upon one’s mind—the sug-
gestions of change of dress, which may be extensive as oy learned

riend says, as I do not stop to dwell upon the statement of Doggett
or of others. The fire had been carefully attended to, which is
too insignificant also to dwell upon—but before the servant is
called, before the house is roused, before the doctor comes, that
bottle of chloroform has been removed. By whom? When? Whyt
You, gentlemen, will gravely ask yourselves these questions. For
this at least is clear, that when the doctor comes and finds the
patient whom he had left the day before practically in good health,
when he comes and finds him dead, and when he sces nothing to
account for his death upon the surface of things, he, as he swears,
made an examination to see whether there wae anything in tha
toom which could in any way afford a olue to the cause of death.
Ho made an examination, of course, much more exact, as you would
#xpact & medical man in guch ciroumstances would do, than Doggett -
v b1
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did. Whatever may be said of Dr. Leach’s evidence, this seems
to be clear : that he swore—and you will probably think him re-
liable—that he searched the room upon that occasion, the mante]-
shelf, and the stand, and the other parts of the room, and he swears
there was no bottle of chloroform there.

Gentlemen, it may be possibly suggested that, if this lady had
indeed done this criminal thing, she would have left the bottle of
chloroform, and probably have put it in close proximity to the
deceased in order to suggest the possibility of his having used it.
If it had been so left, other suggestions, I think, of a cogent kind
might be made. But if you have had any experience of, or in
your observation in life have watched the history of crime, you
will find that it constantly occurs, as if by the operation of a
mysterious Providence, that plans of & criminal character, carried
out with firmness, and apparently thought out to results intended
to shield from the consequences of guilt, have failed because of some
short-sighted omission which the criminal hag made. But, again,
we are at the beginning of grave difficulties in consideration of
this theory. =~ When Dr. Leach comes, he puts to her pointedly
and strongly, not then only, but on subsequent days: could he have
taken poison? Was there anything he could have taken? She
says, ** No,”* and it is not, gentlemen, until 26th January that to
Dr. Leach she gives the detailed and circumstantial account which
you are asked to accept, and in which she explains the possession
of chloroform upon her part. By themselves, if you have to take
account of these single things, each one by itself, indeed, the
demand for the chloroform, and the reasons, the untrue reasons,
given for wanting it, each one by itself is not very cogent; but
when you have circumstance after circumstance gathering accumu-
lative force as they are massed together, and when you support
them by the fact—the admitted fact, I may say—of a death from
an unnatural cause, and that unnatural cause the presence of
chloroform evidenced in excessive doses in the man’s stomach; and
when the circumstances of the case negative, as we say, a priors,
the probability of this man contemplating suicide in the circum-
stances in which he was, with years of life and prosperity before
him—when those circumstances negative the probability of his con-
templating the suicidal act of interfering with his own life—when
you have all those circumstances leading up to, and when the
suﬁeetion is made of suicide, when the suggestion is made of the
mode of suicide, and the circumstances of suicide do not bear the
“test of critical examination in all its phases, then you must ask
yourselves: are these circumstances reasonably consistent with -
.iitmecence on the part of the person who alone, if it was administered-
?;‘g"',mbody else, was, or could be, the person who adminigtered tf.
'+ ... Again let me remind you, as I took the liberty of doing st the
WM:A thiz clsas of case you cannot expect demonstration.,
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Crimes of this kind are not performed in the light of day. The
steps leading to the consummation of guilt are not perpetrated step
by step under the eyes of living witnesses. It would be deplorable
indeed if, when direct evidence or proof to demqnstratmp is not
forthcoming, juries were to shrink from doing their duty in fixing
guilt where guilt lies if, in their opinion, with reasonable cogency
and certainty, the conclusion is forced upon their minds that guilt
does lie upon the person against whom the crime is charged.

Gentlemen, a little more. It will be said : oh, but if this lady

was on these terms of affection towards her husband, if she was the
devoted wife which the evidence suggests she was, what possible
motive can she have had? Gentlemen, this is a matter which again
you are the judges of.  Short of the suggestion of criminal guilt
as between her and Dyson, short of the charge of actual unfaithful-
ness to her husband, is there no evidence pointing to the proba-
bility of what was the actual state of feeling between Mr. Dyson
and her! That she had become interested in Dyson is manifest;
that she was & woman of stronger will and firmer purpose than
Dyson is, I think, manifest; for while he, in the face of this death,
wes appalled, and when it was suggested that chloroform was the
cause of death, he saw the risk that he ran, and the culpablo part
that he had played, although unwittingly, and he wishes to, and,
in fact, he does confess, to Mrs. Matthews his part in it, and after-
wards before the coromer. She, you will remember, makes a
statement to him showing that she at least was resolute: * If you
don’t incriminate me, I won’t incriminate you; ’’ or, I believe the
converse is the way it was put: ‘“ I won’t incriminate you if you
don’t incriminate yourself >’; she was firm to the purpose. He
was not conscious of having been a party to any possible criminal
use of this chloroform, but she knew the injurious effect of the faoct
that he had procured it for her, and procured it from three different
chemists ; and on the very day of her husband’s death, in addition
to the cheque, she presents him with her husband’s watch, and says
that Edwin told her to give it to him. When did he tell her?
Under what circumstances did he tell her? What shadow of evi-
dence ig there to su that, at any time before 31lst December,
this man had contemplated anything but a life of ordinary duration,
such as his age and circumstances would suggest as probable? It
is true, if you are to believe some of the witnesses, she had suggested
something of the very kind. She had suggested an internal
affliotion—paroxysms of pain; and Mrs. Matthews overheard a con-
versation in which Dyson had charged her with having stated to
him that Edwin would die sooner, or would die earlier.

. Mr. Crarxs—“‘ That he would not live long ** was the expres-
sion.
... The ArrorNay-GEwmeaL—I am much obliged to my learned

friend : that Edwin would not live long—mesning his condition.
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Do not the facts point to some such relation between Dyson and
her as that which I have suggested to you? One cannot but see,
looking to his physical condition, the state of his gums, the state of
his teeth, the offensively feetid breath which is spoken of, that her
husband may have become personally distasteful to her; that she
had begun to see in Dyson a man of superior education, although
apparently of no physical attractions; a man with whom her hus-
band unfavourably compared ; may she not have felt—did she not
feel then this feeling growing upon her? And when she knew—
T am not now suggesting motive—that the will had been made in the
September previously by which she was benefited, that the will wag
free from the restriction which was supposed to have existed
in the earlier will, namely, that she did not receive the benefit
merely during her widowhood, but was absolutely the beneficiary
under the second will—in this condition of things the evil comes
into her mind to avail herself of this illness, and of the presence
there of a medical man, who arrived on 10th December, and who
was a stranger to her, and a stranger to him, and as to whom
I think one may safely say he would hardly be described as a
strong-headed man : this chain of circumstances occurred to her
as one in which she might take advantage of the opportunity of
ridding herself of a husband who had become distasteful to her,
and for whom she had ceased to care, that she might clear the
way to a union with the man for whom she had of late conceived
admiration and apparently affection. ‘
But, gentlemen, it is no part of the necessity of the case to
establish the motive, although I admit the importance of it. The
question of motive undoubtedly is important, or the absence of
motive undoubtedly is important; but if the facts of the case
lead you to the conclusion, step by step, that you must reject the
other theories of the mode in which this chloroform was ad-
ministered, and if the logic of the facts drives you to the con-
clusion with practically irresistible force that it must have been
administered with criminal intent by some one, then the fact
that you will not be able to satisfy yourselves about the st or
even about the character of the motive cannot, I am afraid, re-
lieve you from the responsibility which rests upon you of giving
effect by your verdict to the view which you take of the criminal
responsibility of the person charged.
' Very early after this death there was a su ion of chloro-
form—I think as early as, or earlier than, the 6th; the exact date
ie not material. But she takes away the chloroform. She makes
gweay with it. I want to ask you again, how is that consistent with
izlin thought; how is it consistent with innocent act in the
et . Above all, and this idea I wish to emphasise, or rather
:'.;yo%m;{?sin—abow all, if she, for she muet have known,
. "Wyad the theory of suicide, which is suggested so foreibly
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and so ably by my learned friend, was the explanation of the
cause, how came it that not even in that intimate communication
to Dr. Leach, which Dr. Leach so sympathetically received, is
there a suggestion on her part as to how the thing could occur?
If this was present to her as the mode in which the thing did
occur, how comes it that she takes such pains apparently to remove
from the room that which would have needed some explanation,
and to remove from the house at a later date that which, so far
from being proof of her guilt, would have built up the story which
would account for her innocence? All these are circumstances,
gentlemen, with which you must deal. I have done my duty,
with the assistance of my learned friends, in putting the cage
before you, and in endeavouring to urge upon your sttention the
points which seem to be worthy of that attention.

My learned friend Mr. Clarke was good enough to say that I
opened this case fairly and moderately. Gentlemen, I said then,
and I repeat mow, that it is not, and never ought to be, in a
criminal cage, a struggle, a personal struggle, for a verdict—to
that I subscribe ; but I do not subscribe to this—that the prosecut-
ing counsel discharge their duty unless they fully and strongly,
but always fairly, put before the jury all the matters which in
their judgment, and sccording to their experience, ought to in-
form the mind of the tribunal which will ultimately have to decide
the question. (entlemen, that done, our task and our responsi-
bility end.

My learned friend has said that the spirit of justice in the
jury-box will be the friend and the protector of the prisomer at
the bar. Let me say the spirit of justice, and whose friend it is
to be proved to be, depend upon the antecedent question which is
not yet determined—is there guilt here, or is there innocence here?
The spirit of justice, if there be guilt, cannot be invoked to con-
jure up doubts or to protect s criminal. Even as justice is blind,
so ought justice to be deaf to appeals, to prejudice, or to passion.
Justice is open to the impression of the truth. The truth is the
point to which your attention is to be drawn, and upon which it
is to be fired. The law requires that you should give—and it
rightly requires that you should give—the benefit of any fair and
reasonable doubt which, upon the facts, remsins in your minds.
I ask you to give the benefit of that doubt, if that doubt does remain,
but it must be a doubt which would operate upon your minds in
the ordinary important affairs of life, and it is not to be a doubt
whioh you may or must conjure up for the sake of having a doubt.
It must be a doubt which presents itself to your minds as reasoning
men anxious to discharge your duty between the prisoner and the
publio—the Crown, whom we represent—a doubt which you canmot’
avereume. AJ:ply your minds, 1 pray you, gentlemen, in that
spirit; comsider and weigh the facts of the case in that spirit;
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and if you come to the conclusion that still a doubt of the
nature that I have mentioned remains, in God’s name give this
woman the benefit of that doubt. But if, after you have heard
my lord, and you have retired from that box, and find yourselves
face to face with the responsibility of the duty that devolves upon
you, and the conviction is borne in upon your mind that you
cannot receive this theory of suicide; if the conviction remains
in your mind, although you may not be able to state with accu-
racy to your own satisfaction the exact methods or means by which
it is accomplished, that guilt lies at this woman’s door, then I ask
you, by the duty you owe to your oaths, and to the country which
you represent, not to shrink from the responsibility which in that
event will be cast upon you.

Mr. Crargz—Before your lordship begins, a communication
has been made to me by Annie Walker, or from Annie Walker, who
was called as & witness. We have, of course, had no communication
with her. I don’t know, whether your lordship, before beginning
to sum up, would agk Annie Walker one question with regard to
anything she knew as to the single act—your lordship will know
what I mean; she was attending at the confinement—if your lord-
ship thinks it right to ask the question as to whether, at that time,
she became aware of that matter. I say no more.

Mr. WrieET—Whatever course your lordship thinks right
and fair to be taken in the matter—I do not mind what the
point is or what the question is—anything that can elucidate the
truth.

Mr. Justiom Winrs—It is very late, but I think one should
never shut out anything that may be material. Let Annie Walker

step up.

Mrs. Awwrn Warkmr, recalled, examined by Mr. Crarxm—At
the time you nursed Mrs. Bartlett in her confinement, did you
become aware from anything she said to you with regard to its
having been the result of a single act 1—VYes, sir.

By Mr. Justiom Winrs—What was it}—That it happened
only once—on & Sunday afternoon.

She said so?—Both of them; that there was always some
preventive used.

You say you had that from both of them}—Both of them.

Charge to the Jury.

Mr. Justior Wirns—Gentlemen of the jury, before I address
iyself to_the complicated facte of this difficult case, I should like,
"ohf’ publin grounds, to say one word about a matter to which a good
%@ﬁﬁn& has been made in the addresses both of the learsed
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counsel for the defence and of the learned Attorney-General, and
that is as to the esercise by the Attorney-General of his undoubted
right of reply in this case. I refer to that which has but a small
bearing upon the result, because I am salways anxious that no
erroneous impression should go forth as to the spirit in which
justice is administered in this country. A rule has existed for
a very great number of years back—I cannot tell you when exactly
it arose, but it has been for generations the established practice,
that where the Attorney-General or the Solicitor-General, repre-
genting the Crown is personally present, conducting the business
of the country on behalf of the Crown, the Attorney-General or
Solicitor-General or the counsel associated with him may exercise
& right which belongs to no one else, namely, of claiming a reply,
although no evidence be given on behalf of the prisoner. It is, as
has been said, in a certain sense an anomaly, but &
great many things in our legal system are more or less
tinctured with anomaly; and the fact that it exists af
the present day must be taken, I think, as an evidence
that it has been found to work well, and that on grounds of public
advantage it is desirable to retain it, or else it would very soon
be abolished. Probably, there was & danger of the right being
strained too far, because at no very distant period it was the
habit of counsel who were instructed by the Treasury, although the
Attorney-General or Solicitor-General might not have been present,
to claim, and exercise, this right. I have exercised it myself when
I was at the bar under these ciroumstances. And it was felt that
there might be a danger of that practice degenerating into an
abuse when the Treasury had taken upon itself so important a
part of the criminal work of the country as it has done of late
years by replacing the public prosecutor. I myself was present
at a council of the judges at which it was determined that for the
future the right should be claimed and exercised only by the
direct representatives of the Crown—that is, in ocases in which
the Attorney-General or Solicitor-General is or has been person-
ally present conducting the case on the part of the Crown. Under
these circumstances it was felt that there should be no attempt to
tamper with the right which has existed for so long, when exercised
by or under the sanction of the highest legal officers of the Crown,
under sanctions and circumstances such as make it certain that it
will not be abused. At times it may be exercised, and ought to
be exercised, in the public interests, and the learned Attorney-
General in thie case has no more right, as representing the Crown,
to make a Fresent of that prerogative, which is vested in him for
no personal purpose or private ends, but simply for the public
advantage, than I should have to dispense with the usdal marka.
of outward respect which are paid to judges, many of "Whith by a
man of .simple bebits and careless so far as he is persondlly con-
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cerned about such matteys, might very tell be forgotten-or over-
looked. Such things are vested in thé officers of justice fot public
purposes. Thoseto whom they are entrusted must keep undiminished
the power and suthority of the office they exercise, and hand them
down unimpaired by any acts of their own. T have thought it
right to say thus much, because it is eminently undesirable that it
should be supposed that in matters of this kind the law is harsh
or unreasonable, or that due consideration has not been given by
those who are concerned in the administration of justice to the
exercise, and to the limitations in the exercise, of a prerogative
of this kind.

Before I refer more in detail to the facts of this case let me
also make one comment upon the course which the Crown have
pursued here in presenting no evidence against Mr. Dyson, and
offering him here as a witness instead of treating him as a prisoner
on his trial. I think, gentlemen, that the interests of the prisoner
now under trial, at all events, have not suffered by that courdl.
The advisers of the Crown, having the best means of judging,
and baving very often in matters of this kind the means of exer-
cising & judgment on more or less reliable materials beyond those
which come before the Court, approach such a question with the
deepest sense of duty and responsibility. The matter is in the
hands, in this case, of the highest representative of the learning
and the knowledge and the judgment of the bar; and the advisers
of the Crown, approaching it undoubtedly in a spirit of unflinch-
ing justice, and nothing else, have come to the conclusion that it
‘was not proper to present the case of Mr. Dyson as one deserving
' investigation before you, and, they having done so, this case must
" be conducted—as far as any observations which I have to offer
upon it are concerned—upon the principle that Mr. Dyson is
innocent. No one who has been present throughout this investiga-
tion can doubt that, if Mr. Dyson had stood in that dock, he
would have had & good deal to get rid of, and a good deal to get
rid of which, had it been given in evidence—and, in my judg-
ment, it must have been given in evidence—against this prisoner,
would have told with more or less fatal effect against her as well
88 against him. I refer to the circumstances of uncommon sus-
picion under which he made the purchase of the chloroform. Now
all that is gone as against the prisonmer at the bar, and she is
relieved from the stress of conmsiderations which, if you had been
told fo meglect, you would have been incapable of neglecting, and
which, in my opinion, must have been before you even if the case
had proceeded against this prisoner alone without Mr. Dysan
stepding by ber gide in the dock. Gentlemen, I need nat tell
e fore this case oame inta Court I had well considered
sthe witte,. and I had come to the conclusion that the circum-

ing the purchase of the chlorofory by him could not
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have been excluded even in the consideration of the case against
this prisoner; and if Mr. Dyson had not been relieved from sus-
picion by the action of the Crown, there would have been a state
of circumstances given in evidence that, as it turns out, ought
not to weigh against her, but which, though we had talked about
them and attempted to explain them away till midnight, you
would never have been able to discard, which, without the em-
phatic and absolute acquittal of Mr. Dyson by those best able to
form a judgment upon his share in the transaction, must have
affected the whole atmosphere of this case. And, inasmuch as this
case must now be looked at, from beginning to end, from the point
of view that he is innocent of any malpractice tending to the death
of this unfortunate man—inasmuch as his entire innocence is to
be accepted, not merely as an intellectual exercise, but as the fact
which is to dictate the attitude of mind in which we approach
the case, I cannot help thinking that, so far from the course which
the Crown have pursued in this matter having been of any dis-
advantage to the prisoner now on her trial, it has been an immense
gain to her. It has had this further advantage, that Mr. Dyson
has been subjected to cross-examination, that Mr. Dyson has been
seen in the witness-box, and that we—that is to say, you and I
whose arduous task it is now to approach the investigation of this
difficult and, in some sense, mysterious case—are not fettered
by any difficulty which necessarily and inevitably stood in the
way of the learned counsel for the prisoner in dealing with Mr.
Dyson’s evidence; and we may take so much of it as we feel it
safe to rely upon, and we may reject so much as we should not
choose to act upon in the serious concerns of our own lives. To
what extent that limitation ought to go I shall have the oppor-
tunity of observing hereafter; but I do feel anxious to give this
preliminary expression of my opinion with regard to a matter
as to which, upon the first day of this trial, my opinion was
more or less invited, but about which necessarily I forbore to
express an opinion until the whole course of the case should have
been run. I am now in a far better position than 1 could then
be to form a judgment as to the effect of such a step upon the
course of justice and the fate of the person who has such supreme
interests at stake in this matter. I have the satisfaction of feel-
i at the step which has been taken, and which, as I pointed
out then, was within the undoubted competence of the Crown, has
not only conduced to the ends of justice, but has been of great
advantage to the prisoner at the bar.

Now, gentlemen, the history of these people whose lives we
have more or less to consider, and the death of one of whom forms
the immediate subject of our inquiry, begins with the year 1875,
when at the age of between nineteen and twenty this woman was
married to Mr. Bartlett. She was & Frenchwoman, or a foreigner
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at all events, and she seems to have been imperfectly educated, for
after her marriage, although at the age of twenty, which is an age
at which the formal instruction of women has generally ceased,
she was sent to school, first in England, and then in Belgium,
and for two or three years she saw her husband but occasionally,
when he went over to visit her, or when her holidays gave her the
leisure of joining and associating with him.

In 1878 they were living at Station Road, Herne Hill, for a
considerable time, and there the father, upon the death of his
wife, went to join them. He had not been long with them before
they quarrelled, and a deep-seated quarrel no one can doubt took
place then, which has left its traces in considerable animosity, I
think I am right in saying, on both sides. Towards the close of
last December the ﬁrisoner wrote to him in language which un-
mistakably stamps her feelings towards him. She wished him to
know that she had neither forgiven nor forgotten the past. He
certainly has, and had, no goodwill towards her, because, with-
out going further than is necessary into matters of this kind
which have but a remote bearing on this case, there is some-
thing that calls to one’s lips unbidden the name of Judas in the
kiss with which he parted from his daughter-in-law on 1st January
—vwhen he was unsoubtedly entertaining suspicions that she had
taken away the life of his son. But fortunately, as it seems to
me, very little indeed depends upon the evidence of the senior Bart-
lett, and with the sole observation which Mr. Clarke made yester-
day, and to the benefit of which his client is certainly entitled—
that from the hour of his appearance on the scene after his son’s
death, she must be regarded as having lived under the observation
of keen and suspicious eyes—with that remark I really think I
may dismiss him from the scene, and shall have no occasion further
to refer to him. I do not pause to inquire even into the merits
of the dispute of 1878, save to say this, that I view with the
natural instinct of a trained lawyer—and that is synonymous with
saying with the instincts of a man trained to try and get at the
truth—I view with the natural instincts of a lawyer the statements
of & man who says, ‘‘ I put my hand to a document which I now
say was false,”” and I prefer to accept the document rather than
the statement of its falsehood.

In 1878 or 1879 Mr. Bartlett would seem to have had a sStle
discomfort with his teeth. It is possible that may have a bearing
upon the matters connected with his later illness. The father said
they were all running into one another, which, I suppose, means
this, that thers was some carious and unhealthy inflammation.
This led to their being sawn offi—a most exceptional treatment, I
should suppose—and from that time he seems to have used false
teeth. In 1880 he insured his life, and was then in excellent
health, and was accepted as & first-class life by the insurance office.
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In 1881 a child was born—begotten under circumstances certainly
remarkable, and as to which the evidence we have heard to-day
is, to my mind, of very considerable importance in trying to ascer-
tain the truth in this case. I will not conceal from you, gentlemen,
that at a very early period of my own study of this case—for, of
course, I had to study it through the depositions, before I came into
this Court~—I was struck by a fact which is scarcely mentioned in
these depositions, and of which, but for a memorandum aceom-
panying the exhibits which were laid before the coroner, I should
have known nothing—possibly you would have known nothing—
that is, that, after this man’s death, French letters were found
in his pockets; and I thought that before this trial was over it
would turn to have an important bearing upon the cage. It is
an unpleasant subject. The case is full of unpleasant subjects.
There is another unpleasant subject which cannot be dismissed
either, because, unless we understand who and what these people
were, and unless we divest them and their doings of false and
meretricious romance, we shall have no chance of exercising an
unbiassed judgment. There was a very unpleasant book that
formed one of the articles of his domestic furniture. Whatever
shame may attend the possession and the reading of such books
should not fall too heavily upon the wife. One can scarcely think
that in any decent household, and with any decent husband, such
books would be put before the wife; and, if this was part of his
daily food, it is no wonder she should partake of it. Apparently
there are people who can read these books and see no shame in them.
Annie Walker, who saw it, seems a respectable woman, and she
says there is not a word immoral or improper in the book from
the beginning to the end. Gentlemen, it has been my unpleasant
duty to look at this book. I entertain myself an entirely different
opinion, and there is one passage, notably, which instructs the
ladies and gentlemen of our land, to whom this book’s outpouring
of impurity is supposed to be addressed, in the last invented means
of procuring abortion; and yet we are invited to look upon this
book as an effusion of purity, and an bonest attempt to help people
in the conduct of their lives. If I thought that the strictures I
am corapelled to make on this book would tell materially against
wam in the dock, I should say much less about it, but I

not, sitting here, have such garbage passed under my eyes
and then allow it to go forth that an English judge concurs in
the view that it is a specimen of pure and healthy literature. It
is one of those books, in my judgment, which, under the garb
of ostentatious purity, obtains entrance, probably, into many a
household from which it would be otherwise certain to be banished.
It scatters its poison and does its mischief. The women of the
present day are used to strange things—things which would have
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startled us in the time of my boyhood; and it is such reading
as this that helps to unsex them, and to bring them to a place
like this day after day to listen willingly to details which, even
to men of mature life, like yourselves and myself, and to men like
myself unwillingly steeped in the experience of criminal Courts
and in knowledge which untainted men would gladly dispense
with, are distasteful and disgusting.

If you care to verify what I say, I have put down upon a piece
of paper references to passages met with in my inspection of this
book, which, in my judgment, not only justify me in expressing
myself with regard to it in language such as this, but compel me
to do so. To my thinking, it should excite a feeling of pity for
the unhappy woman, made in early life the companion of a man
who could throw such literature in her way, and encourage her
to read it. She must have got rid of much of a woman’s natural
instincts before she could lend it to her friend Mr. Matthews—to
a man. It excites a pity that I can scarcely venture to indulge
in, because we have sterner matters here to deal with than pity,
and one must reject all influences and all thoughts which could
tend to disturb the judgment or to ruffle the calm of intellectual
inquiry. Oddly enough, when the copy was handed up to me,
it opened of itself at the passage to which Mr. Clarke referred.
It is true that the passage, which at the first moment I thought was
of the usual character, recommends abstinence as the only means
of preventing the natural results of married life. I thought,
gentlemen, though I should not have said so but for what happened
this morning—I thought it would be strange if, whatever the
suggestion was, the desired result should be brought about in zhat
fashion ended there. One has learnt to-day what is the natural
anddto be expected consequences of indulgence in literature of that
kind.

Now, gentlemen, in 1885 these people, who, with all the vulgar
facts now known, which make it impossible to hold up this man as
more than a Joseph, and to treat him as the hero of an absurd
romance, and capable of an almost superhuman self-restraint, still
were living, after their fashion, happily and contented together—
there is one unbroken chain of evidence that they were happy
together—and between whom, except upon omne occasion,\%h
regard to the father, no quarrel seems to have come—had the grélt
misfortune to make the acquaintance of the Rev. George Dyson.
I say, the misfortune—and I am justified in saying so—because,
ever. upon the theory which was so eloquently put before you yes-
terday by Mr. Clarke of the last moments of this unhappy man,
it was the shadow of the Rev. George Dyson that had fallen on his
path.  But for that acquaintance, they would have continued
probably to this hour to be living happily and comfortably together.
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And whatever you may think—and I earnestly press upon you,
with your whole minds and wills, to approach this case with the
conviction, and to act upon that conviction throughout, that Mr.
Dyson is guiltless of any complicity in murder or designs of murder
—whatever you may think of his innocence in this respect, it is
not a pleasant spectacle that of a Christian minister entering into
this unwholesome discussion about the two wives, one for com-
panionship and one for service—joining in it apparently with
little touch of those sentiments which you would naturally expect
guch matters to arouse in the breast of a Christian minister—
gradually becoming the intimate friend of both busband and wife;
according to his own account, before there had been a shadow of
a justification for it or a hint by the husband that it was welcome,
addressing to the wife the words of unhallowed and unchristian
admiration ; steadily taking advantage of the husband’s weakness,
increasing the frequency of his visits, and kissing, according to
himself, in the presence, and according to himself also, in the
absence of the husband, the wife; under the guise of giving lessons
(as to which, however, there is scarcely a trace of corroborative
evidence), passing hour after hour—twice, three times, or four
times a week—with the woman ; letting her sit at his knee on the
ground and with her head reclining on his lap, and justifying all
this to himself by the miserable pretext that he wasg listening to the
maudlin nonsense of the husband, and accepting his invitation to
succeed him when he gshould be no more. Gentlemen, if such talk
did take place in the presence of the Rev. George Dyson, the Rev.
George Dyson should have put his foot down upon it and stamped
it out. You cannot doubt—and I grieve to have to point it out
to you, because it is one of the material circumstances in this case
that can never be thrown out of it from beginning to end—you
cannot doubt, because you have it on the statement of the wife as
well as on the statement of the Rev. George Dyson, and they both
agree to this—that they got to that state of intimacy when in some
fashion or other the possible death of the husband and the possi-
bility of Dyson succeeding him were matters of familiar discussion.
When a young wife and a younger male friend get to discussing,
whejher in the presence of the husband or out of his presence, the
bability of hig decease within a measurable time, and the possi-
ility of the friend succeeding to that husband’s place, according
to all ordinary experience of human life that husband’s life is not
one that an insurance office would like to take at any premium.
I cannot forbear to make these observations. They arise upon
the case, and they ought to be made, and it is part of my duty—
its painful nature no one feels more keenly than I do—but I cannot
discharge the duty which I am put here to discharge, and fail to
point that out to you. Whatsver may become of the case by your
verdict, no human being can say that the actors in such a drama
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ag this, when the very thing had occurred which had been the
subject of discussion between them, and had occurred under ve
suspicious circumstances—no human being can say that either of
them has any cause of complaint if grievous suspicions are enter-
tained that he or she, or both of them, has had a hand in it. And
as far as those suspicions are concerned, one must not be too hard
upon the father, because sometimes there is an instinct as to things
of this kind, and sometimes people who would be puszzled to give
an account of their reasons are not entirely without justification in
their suspicions.

Now, gentlemen, on 3rd September, 1885, the late Mr. Bart-
lett made his will, and by that will he left all his property to his
wife absolutely. The will was a2 natural and a proper one, and,
in my judgment, a much better one than the one which he had
made before, because I agree entirely with one passage, as I do
with many others, in the remarkable display of forensic eloquence
and power to which we listened yesterday, and which was as dis-
tinguished for the fairness with which the subjects were dealt with,
and the evidence treated, as for its power and ability—I agree with
Mr. Clarke that, where a man who has a young wife and has no
children, and has no particular reason for leaving his property
sway from her, makes her enjoyment of life or even her means of
subsistence dependent upon the condition that she should remain
& widow for ever, it is a cruel will. I agree with Mr. Clarke that
the will which he made in 1885 was a much better one than its
predecessor ; and I think that no shadow of distrust ought to rest
upon her, because, in the course of 1885, or whenever it was that
Annie Walker was visiting, she coramented, in the presence of her
husband, upon the harshness of such a will, and remonstrated, or
said something by way of remonstrance against it. I think the
later will was a wise, a good, and a proper will in every respect,
and it was & natural thing to name as executor of that will a
gentleman in whose ministrations he professed to have found, and
I dare say with perfect genuineness said that he had found, great
comfort both to himself and his wife. 1 cannot go further. I
cannot eee that in the fact of his making Mr. Dyson his executor
there is any trace of a suggestion that he thought that he himggelf
wag not likely long to survive the making of will; I canx?
understand that. 1 made my will when I was a young man, and
I should have been surprised if, because I selected my executor, it
was to be suggested that I thought he wag likely necessarily to out-
live myself, or that there was anything more in it than an indica-
tion of the confidence reposed by the writer of the will in the person
80 named.

Well, they go to Dover, and they spend a month at Dover,
. and during that month at Dover Mr. Bartlett must have very
severely taxed hig physical energy. He seems to have been a man,
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if you accept the father’s statement—and I do not see any par-
ticular reason for doubting it—who was engrossed in business. He
had been very successful. Shop after shop had been added to the
list of his acquisitions; such & man would naturally take a keen
interest in business, and he emphasised it by putting a strain upon
his physical powers under which it was not unnatural that they
should break down. You hear how he used to start at three o’clock
in the morning, take the boat-train, and come back at nine or ten
at night. Flesh and blood won’t stand that. In the course of
that month at Dover Mr. Dyson visited them; and, according to
Mr. Dyson, Bartlett visited him at Putney. With regard to
everything that Mr. Dyson has said, both about the extent of his
own relations with Mrs. Bartlett and about the extent of the know-
ledge of the husband of how far those relations had gone or were
likely to go, I must put it to you, as men of the world, as men of
experience, and as men exercising sound judgment, whether you
can place more than a very slender faith in Mr. Dyson’s statement.
Mr. Dyson had to make the best for himself of his relations—
which from any point of view, as described by himself, were dis-
creditable to him, discreditable to Mr. Bartlett, discreditable to
Mrs. Bartlett—and a large part of his statements, although they
came to us to-day in the witness-box out of his mouth, are nothing
but repetitions of statements to which he had already committed
himself in his evidence before the coroner. At the time he gave
that evidence, there can be no doubt that the Rev. George Dyson
entertained very serious fears that his own life was in danger; and
I should think there can be very little doubt on the part of any-
body who has seen him here, that there is one person in this world
that the Rev. George Dyson was determined should suffer as little
as possible by this history—that is, the Rev. George Dyson himself.
And therefore you cannot give yourselves over with unlimited con-
fidence to statements which he has made of any kind; and wherever
you find that they touch upon things which affect himself, I should
think you would say you would have to exercise great reserve in
accepting them.

Now, be tells a story as to which I do not know what you may
say about this part of it. I confess to my mind it presents some
f&ﬁﬂ-es of almost revolting improbability. He says Mr. Bartlett

e down to see him at Putney. ‘‘ I told him I was growing too
fond of his wife.”” I do not mean that ** too fond >’ was his
expression ; but I am translating what he said into something like
plain and intelligible language—‘‘ I told him I was getting too
fond of his wife.”” A young unmarried man thrown in the fashion
in which he was into the company of a young married woman
would be likely enough to be getting too fond of her. He said to
the husband, *‘ It distracts me; I cannot attend to my duties; do
you not think it had better ceased *> He also told him, as he says,
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that he had addressed to his wife words which she should not have
heard from her minister. The Rev. George Dyson would have you
believe that, after that explicit statement, Mr. Bartlett invited him
to continue his intimacy with both of them. If there is anything
in the atmosphere of this case which ought to make one part with
the ordinary faculties which God has given us, and by which alone
we can hope to test the truth of stories which are placed before us,
by all means accept that statement. Am I putting it too strongly
when I say you must part with a good many of them before you
can accept it?

It is said that two letters have passed which indicate that
something of this kind had taken place. Gentlemen, you have
heard them read this morning. Are they of that extravagant
character? They do use strong terms, and terms which are not
usual—at least they are not usual among educated people brought
up in the ways of speech to which I am accustomed. One diffi-
culty I feel in dealing with this case, and a difficulty which never
must be absent from your minds, is that the ways and thoughts
of these people are very different from ours. I have passed a
large part of my professional life in geeing quarrels and litiga-
tions—and those are the occasions upon which unvarnished
human nature crops up to the surface—in a distriet in which a
great deal of these more emotional forms of religious belief and
action exists; and I am more prepared perhaps than many persons
would be for the odd mixture which we have here of religion and
coarseness—the things told to Annie Walker about the sexual rela-
tiony between the parties, and the fervent religious exuliation
roused by Mr. Dyson’s services. Still, it is difficult to put oneself
quite in the position of these people; and one always runs a great
risk if one judges from one’s own standpoint ather people whose
ways and thoughts are quite different. You must beware of that
dan&r. But, after all, can you find in these letters anything
of extraordinary nature which Mr. Clarke claims for them?
‘“ Dear George >’ (you know the intimacy had gone some distance,
and it looks as if that was the first time he was addressed as
‘“ George ’’),—*‘ Permit me to say I feel great pleasure in thus
addressing you for the first time.”” It is in evidence that they
called him ‘‘ Georgius Rex,’’ and looked up to him, and were msg
of his friendship. They felt him, it is evident, to be a little abo
them in education and social standing, notwithstanding his want
of means. ‘‘Permit me to say I feel great pleasure in thus
addressing you for the first time. To me it is a privilege to think
that I am allowed to feel towards you as a brother, and hope our
friendship may ripen as time goes on, without anything to mar
its future brightness.”” There is absolutely nothing there, except
& tendency to a little over-sentimentality—some people, perhaps,
might be inclined to say it was getting towards maudlin—that is
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the extent of it. Now we come to a little more: ‘‘ Would that I
could find words to express my thankfulness to you for the very
loving letter you sent Adelaide to-day. It would have done any-
body good to see her overflowing with joy as she read it whilst
walking along the street, and afterwards, as she read it to me,
I felt my heari going out to you. I long to tell you how proud
I felt at the thought I should soon be able to clasp the hand of
the man who, from his heart, could pen such noble thoughts. Who
can help loving you?

Mr. Dyson gives his explanation of these expressions. It comes,
indeed, from Mr. Dyson; you will receive it with all qualification
and all suspicion, but, after all is said and done, does it, or does
it not, in your judgment, adequately explain this language? Mr.
Dyson says, ¢‘ He had talked 1o me about his wife, and he said that
she had benefited by my ministrations, and he showed me one of
her highly devotional letters, and he seemed as if he would be
glad if I could bring her back into the same line of thought and
devotion, and so on. It was a letter of that character I wrote to
her.”” Now, which is the more probable—that that was so, or
that this was a letter which was founded upon the desire of the
husband that Dyson should look on his wife in a manner that no
husband except Mr. Bartlett ever could be content with? You
must judge for yourselves. I do not mean io detract from the
powerful and able observations which Mr. Clarke made to you;
they must be considered by you along with, and side by side with,
these observations of mine; those observations would present a
different view. *‘ I felt that I must say to you two words, ¢ Thank
you,” and my desire to do so is my excuse for troubling you with
this. Looking towards the future with joyfulness.”” I can see
nothing very suggestive—nothing very exceptional. Here is a
man who says, ‘‘I am allowed to address you for the first time
by your Christian name, on terms of clogse intimacy; I hope
nothing will mar our future or prevent its being delightful. I
hope nothing will come between us, and I look forward to the
future with joy.”” I dare say a good many of us, if writing the
same thought, would say ‘‘ with pleasure,”” but does that shade of
difference of expression, especially when used by a person who was

“inly familiar with a mode of life and a mode of expression
n which strong and fervent language is frequent, imply any-
thing so very extraordinary? I confess, whatever that letter might
be taken to mean standing by itself, when I come to view Mr.
Dyson’s answer to it I find it difficult to see in the correspondence
anything much above the common prose level. Is it possible that
this really stemps the commencement of & new phase of life, in
which this woman had been in some mysterious wsy consecrated
a8 the object of his special personal interest in a sense and under
conditions probably without a precedent in human experience
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Here it is—‘‘ Thank you very much for the brotherly letter you
sent me yesterday. I am sure I respond from my heart to your
wish that our friendship may ripen with the lapse of time, and
I do so with confidence, for I feel that our friendship is founded
or a firm, abiding basis—trust and esteem.’”’ It is not *‘ you and
I have some mysterious relationship to the same lady ’’; that is not
the centre of interest—the centre of common interest is trust and
esteem. ‘‘I have, from a boy, been ever longing for the confi-
dence and trust of others. I have never been so perfectly happy
as when in possession of this. It is in this respect, among many
others, that you have shown yourself a true friend. You have
thanked me, and now I thank you; yet I ought to confess that I
read your warm and generous letter with a kind of half-fear—a
fear lest you should ever be disappointed in me, and find me a
far more prosy, matter-of-fact creature than you expect.’”’ What
is there there? ‘‘ You expect too much of me; you look forward
to our future intercourse. I am afraid you make too much of
me. I am & mere matter-of-fact person.”” He goes on—‘‘ Thank
you, moreover, for the telegram; it was very considerate to send
it. I am looking forward with much pleasure to next week.
Thus far I have been able to stave off any work, and trust to be
able to keep it clear. Dear old Dover. It will ever possess a
pleasant memory for me in my mind, and & warm place in my
heart.”” I don’t know how it strikes you, but is there any-
thing about & mystic union—such as nobody ever heard of before
—between two persons, ome unmarried and one married, with
the consent, sanction, and approval of the husband?

‘We come now to Claverton Street, and there, according to
Mr. Dyson, the probable or possible death of Bartlett formed
the subject of conversation between the prisomer and himself.
Again I say, receive what he says with becoming caution, not to
say mistrust. But, except for mere accident of time and place,
she is at ome with him, because she told Mrs, Matthews at a later
period that Mr. Dyson would not believe her that Edwin was
likely to die soon, or not to live long—the exact phraseology is un-
important. Mr. Dyson says that this topic formed the subject of
conversation soon after they went to Claverton Street, that it was
referred to from time to time, and he says, ‘‘I could no&&g’
exactly when it wes; all I can say is, at my first visit to Claverto.
Street it was referred to, and referred to more than once after-
wards.”” If this were true, Mr. Dyson’s account of what fol-
lowed sounds probable enough. Mr. Dyson says, ‘“I could not
understend it, and I asked her what was her reason for supposing
that Edwin would die soon, and then I was told this story about
the internal complaint, about which he was so sensitive that it
should not be mentioned to him, and for which he had seen Dr.
Leach; this gradually led up to a series of conversations which
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culminated some time or other in the mention of chloroform—
chloroform to be used when he was violent or in a paroxysm.””
If you believe that, it is a serious circumstance in this case,
because the story is all moonshine—and it seems to me very diffi-
cult to doubt, seeing what Mrs. Matthews afterwards overheard,
and what Mrs. Bartlett afterwards said to Mrs. Matthews, that for
some reason or other the subject of Edwin’s possible decease was
talked of. And I mean his decease at a not very remote period,
because, of course, if it was talked of in any other semnse, there is
nothing in it at all. If you only talk of your death as a thin;

which may happen, and of which nobody can say whether it will
be to-night or twenty years hence, there is nothing remarkable
about it. But that does not seem to have been at all the character
of the conversation. And one thing I bave watched, from the be-
ginning to the end of this case, with anxious care, I assure you, and
that has been to see whether any sort of reasonable foundation had
been established for the notion that Edwin’s life was not likely to
be lasting. You have attended to this case with as much care,
I am sure, and under as much sense of responsibility, as myself.
My responsibility is great from any point of view, and I feel it
the more because it is, in my opinion, no part of a judge’s duty
to make his summing-up a wholly colourless thing. It is not my
theory of judicial responsibility, and not one on which I propose
to act in this case. I feel you have the right to call on me to give
you the help of a trained mind, and of the experience which years,
many years, spent in investigating difficult questions of fact of
one kind and another cannot have failed to give.

Now, gentlemen, what foundation is there for this? One
must go into this with minuteness and some care. Baxter had
known him for thirteen years, and had never known a case of
serious illness.

Mr. Crangn—I hope your lordehip will not think I am im-
properly interrupting. I will remind your lordship that no evi-
dence was given, except by Dyson, that Mrs. Bartlett ever said he
was likely to die soon. Mrs. Matthews says she overheard the
statement made by——

Mr. Justior Winrs—After that “° How did you come to tell
&lmon such a lie?’ and Mrs. Bartlett said Dyson “ would not

ieve what I had told him, that Edwin was likely to die soon.’’

Mr. Crarge—Your lordship has got into one note the answer
to two questions. She said he did not believe her when she told
him the truth. Then the witness was asked what was the truth,
and she said, ‘‘ Her husband was going to die soon,”” and your
lordship immediately put this question in these words, ‘ Had any-
thing passed between you and her to indicate what you were
talking about? >’ and the witness answered, “ No.”’

Mr. JoustioE Witns—I am very much obliged to you, Mr.
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Clarke, and I hope if you think I am going wrong you will tell
me; I know you will not interrupt unnecessarily. But, gentle-
men, I will give it you: ‘“ On the 11th of January I had a con-
versation with her. I asked her why she had told Mr. Dyson all
those lies. I had not told her what Dyson had said.” You know
pretty well what Dyson had told Mrs. Matthews. We are left to
guess; we do not know exactly, but you may guess very nearly
what it must have been from what followed. ¢‘ She said he had
bothered her so; he did not believe her when she told him the
truth—that Edwin was going to die soon, and she said he did
think so latterly.”” Now, gentlemen, if you think there is any
doubt of that, of course you will not accept it on the evidence of
Dyson alone, because Dyson, as I told you, had got a story to
tell before the coroner, and Dyson was very determined, whatever
happened, that he should run no unnecessary risk, and I should
think he was perfectly careless how much he put on this woman,
and how little he left on his own shoulders. Now, this conversa-
tion with Mrs. Matthews that I have read was on 1lth January.
I will read it again to fix it on your mind: ‘I asked her why she
told Mr. Dyson all those lies.”” We know what that relates to; it
relates to this, that Dyson had told her at Dr. Leach’s when, on
6th January, they were waiting for her while ehe was in——

Mr. Crarge—There is no such evidence, my lord.

Mr. JusTios WiLLs—Do listen to me. Mrs. Matthews had had
a conversation with Dyson, Dr. Leach had gone in with Mrs.
Bartlett; Dyson and Mrs. Matthews were left outside, they were
left in the waiting-room, and Mrs. Matthews said, ** We were in
there together, and we had a conversation,”’ and then it must have
been he told her something, I am not saying what, because we
can only guess what it was, but Dyson says he mentioned chloro-
form on that occasion. Mrs. Matthews must have heard something,
because she said, ‘° Why did you tell him all those lies?’ Now,
we know both of them knew that some lies had been told. She
said he had bothered her so, he did not believe her when she told
him the truth, namely, that Edwin was going to die soon, and
so she told him a lie. ‘I said I did not know that Edwin thought
he was going to die soon; she said he did think so latterly; she
said she had had the chloroform to soothe Edwin, but she MW
never used it.”’ If you think that that does not point in the
direction of confirmation of Dyson’s story, of course, you will
reject Dyson’s story, because you will never think of accepting
his uncorroborated evidence on a point on which it is of vital
consequence to him to exculpate bimself and as to which he cares
nothing how much difficulty and danger he throws on another
person. If you doubt that a conversation of this kind had taken

place, of course it must be discarded as an element in the case.
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That is for you to judge. You have heard the evidence; it is
for you to judge whether the right complexion has been put on
it or not.

Baxter said he never knew this man except as a strong man;
that he had one illness before of a very trivial character, and
that was all he had known of him in the way of illness during
the thirteen years he had been acquainted with him. This illness
does not seem to have been of a very serious character—it was a
very disagreeable one, no doubt; the man overstrained himself,
and overworked himself. He had taken those extravagant journeys
from Dover, day after day and week after week, and done himself
injury by it, and he broke down, and there were symptoms of
mercurial poisoning. It is quite possible, when you find the way
in which this man went about with French letters in his pocket,
that that mercurial poisoning, and that necrosis of the jaw, may
have a very different explanation from that of Dr. Leach. In-
deed, to me it seems an extravagant notion of his that the disease
of the bone of the jaw could be due to an oversized blue pill
picked out of a sample box, and it is possible that he was a man
suffering from syphilis. The course of that illness certainly did
not point to approaching death, and, although he was sleepless,
wretched, morbid, hypochondriacal, presenting the symptoms of a
nervous breakdown, the illness had run its course; and as to that
there is a strange concurrence of testimony. The doctor tells him
on the 19th he had nothing to do except to go out. Dr. Leach
told him he should discontinue attendance, and that it was a ridi-
culous idea sbout his dying soon. It is very likely that a man
of that kind would say, as Dyson said he said to him, ‘ Can a
man feel so ill as this and recover ¥’ Very likely he talked of
his death, but not as a man does who is, or feels himself, in real
danger. Dr. Leach said, ‘‘ I always ridiculed the idea,”’ and the
last three or four days of his life it is scarcely possible he can have
supposed that there was any danger of any sort or kind to his life.
According to Mrs. Matthews, Mrs. Bartlett told her that Edwin did
think latterly thet he was going to die. But he does not seem
to have thought so on the last day of his existence. Anything
more unlike the conduct of a dying man it is impossible to con-
ceive. On 31st December he ate heartily of jugged hare, so heartily
Mys. Bartlett tells Mrs. Doggett that she thought he would eat
Atiree dinners. He went and had a tooth out, and then that
evening he was better than usual, and he expressed himself in a
way which certainly did not look like the thought of a man to
whom early death was present. He ordered a large haddock for
breakfast in the morning, and told the servant—the last thing he
said to her—that the very thoughts of it would make him get up
an hour earlier that he might enjoy his breakfast. And on the
928th he told his father, and on another day close to the day of
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his death he told Dyson, that he was going to Bournemouth shortly,
and it seems that Dr. Leach had promised to take him down to
Bournemouth, and place him there under the care of a doctor.

Now, gentlemen, assume, if you will, that this talk of Edwin’s
dying was very late in his illness, and not, as Dyson says, soon
after they went to Claverton Street. Surely the passage I have read
from Mrs. Matthews’ evidence shows that some such conversation
did take place between Dyson and her, and shows that Dyson was
reluctant to believe that he was ill to the death, and shows that
she was urging him to believe it, and told him some lie or other
in order to account for the fact that she represented her husband
as likely to die. Dyson says the particular lie was ithat he had
an internal complaint, and that Dr. Nichols said he would not
live another twelve months. But I would rather not rest on
anything Dyson has said unless corroborated by other people, and
if I had to form an opinion of this case I would not form it on
uncorroborated statements of Dyson, and I would reject them
unless there was & violent probability in their favour.

We come now to the most critical time in the whole history.
I have stated to you one side of the question up to that night.
Let me now put before you the other, and it is one I dwell on
with much more pleasure, and one I know that has not been abgent
from your minds in considering this question, for it is one of the
strongest circumstances in favour of the prisoner, and one to the
full benefit of which she iz well entitled. Every piece of evidence
we have throughout the case points to the conduct of a devoted
wife, and I must say everything given in evidence seems to me per-
fectly natural. I can detect no trace of anything that does not look
like the natural, spontaneous flow of affection and of unusual
devotion. During the three weeks preceding this critical time,
she had scarcely had her clothes off; and a most unpleasant illness
it must have been. You have heard the sort of state he was in—
his wretched hypochondriacal melancholy; and if any of you have
had any experience of that kind, you will know the tax there
must be on any one attending upon such & man. He had all the
irritability and all the moral disturbance which attend such a
condition. Perhaps, gentlemen, I have had unusual opportunities
of knowing myself what that means, because it was my unhappy
fate at one period of my life for twelve months together never jo
have one tolerable night’s rest; and I know, as no human being™
who has not gone through it can know, the misery of that state
of things and the discomfort the patient must bring on all those
about him. But she seems to have been entirely true to her trust
and her duty. She performed the most disagreeable duties,
keeping the man’s stools and urine for the doetor to see, and doing
everything with patience and devotion. That must never be lost
sight of in this case, and that ought to stand her in the fullest
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stead. I have been myself unable, as I say, to see any trace of
anything like acting in the matter; and I can see 10 trace, no
legitimate trace, of anything which should tend towards suspicion,
either in the possession of books about poisoning, or conversations
about poison—a class of evidence which it is very rarely that a case
of this kind wants. And if I put the truth faithfully before
you as to the circumstances which have told against her, _B-I_Id have
helped to bring her to this pass, where dreadful suspicion has
fallen on her, and naturally fallen on her, it is equally my duty,
and far more my pleasure, to point out those circumstances wlnc_h,
as I say, must never be lost sight of, and as to which I hope you will
not attach the less importance, because necessarily they take me
less time to deal with, and therefore, in one sense, are passed
off more lightly, than the opposing considerations. Certainly I
have no disposition to extenuate their importance or take away
from the great force that they ought to have when you consider
the difficult question you have to answer. She was perfectly
devoted, perfectly affectionate, perfectly natural in her conduct.
Extending as the evidence on this point does over a great number
of years, and coming from many different sources, it 18 e_ntltled
to the greatest weight. Gentlemen, I have summed up this part
of the case in a few words, but I hope in words which will be
thought even by those representing the prisoner adequate to the
occagion. )

That being the state of things, we come to the night of 3lst
December.  There is absolutely nothing, in my judgment, either
in the few words spoken about chloroform (which came In very
naturally after the operation he had undergone), or in the trivial
directions given for the night, which affords ground for suspicion.
Ten o’clock comes. She and her husband were left alone, and
all we know about what passed there in the interval betwee? ten
and four is from herself, and she has said that up to twelve o’clock
she was awake, and some time after twelve she says she went to
sleep. At four o’clock in the morning she awoke, and then this
man had been dead two or three hours. Now, what he died of
seems to me to be no mystery; and although the medical evidence
occupied a long time—necessarily a long time—and Was a most
important part of this investigation, yet all of it that is worthy
of sconsideration may be really summarised in half & dozen sen-
fénces, or very little more. There iy cogent evidence that this
man died from swallowing chloroform. How much we cannot tell ;
all we know is, it was & fatal dose. There is, ag it seems to me,
and I shall point out by-and-by that is a fact that helps her, not
that tells against her—there is, in my judgment, strong evidence
thet that chloroform, that fatal dose, was at some time or other
in the glass which was afterwards found on the mantelpiece, and
it seems to me very difficult to escape from the conclusion, which-
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ever way it makes, that the chloroform which caused the man’s
death somehow found its way into the glass, and somehow from the
glass into his stomach. There is also strong reason to think,
from the medical testimony, that the chloroform, although it may
have been swallowed when he was not recumbent, worked its serious
and fatal effect while he was lying down. How much, or how little,
he swallowed we cannot tell, and no human being can ever know.
The statistics are not sufficiently extensive, the knowledge on the
subject is not sufficiently accurate, and how much or how little
will constitute a fatal dose is a matter on which we can only
speculate. It seems that, under circumstances the precise nature
of which is unascertained, a much smaller dose will do
it than the writers have recorded in most instances, and
very likely a smaller dose might do it than is recorded
in any instance. As far as I remember, the smallest
recorded dose which is supposed to have killed a person is either 2
ounces or one ounce and a half. That was the American case—
the case of a person who died—a very remarkable case, because,
if that case had not happened, death from so small a dose would
have been supposed to be almost impossible. That was the case
of a young man who took chloroform—committed suicide; he was
insensible in three minutes, and died in an hour; and one can
understand, I think, that very large doses are apt to defeat their
own ends if taken with suicidal intent, because they make the
patient sick, and then the stuff is got rid of. Much more than that
as to the cause of death the evidence does not tell us, except this,
that, if you are to act on the original theory of the prosecution,
another difficulty arises. I suppose that, notwithstanding the
slight discussion which the Attorney-General started this mornin,

a8 to some other probability, you will refuse to take (as I shoul

refuse) into your own mind at the last hour any but the supposi-
tion on which this battle has been fought, if I may use an expression
which might to some minds convey the notion of a spirit very
different from that in which this case has been conducted. I do
not suppose you will consent to approach this subject as against
the prisomer from any other hypothesis than that originally put
forward, that to which all the medical evidence was directed, and
on which alone the examination and cross-examination of the
medical witnesses who have thrown all the light they can on dhe
subject has been conducted, and therefore I say nothing mof®
about that suggestion which fell from the learned Attorney-General
this mornin%, except that I ask you, in the name of justice, to
refuse, as 1 do, to have anything to do with it at the last hour of
the investigation. This much more, then, we have, gentlemen—
and it is the sum of all the evidence as to partial insensibility
and the swallowing of chloroform by a person in that state—the
sttempt would be surrounded by so many difficulties, and open to
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so many chances of failure, that no skilled man would venture
upon it unless he were a madman. But I am bound also to say
this, that the observation would have far greater weight if we were
dealing with the case of a person possessed of minute and technical
knowledge, and aware of its difficulties. = Everybody knows that
‘¢ Fools rush in where angels fear to tread,’”’” and the ignorant and
presumptuous will sometimes attempt that which no human being
who understood the conditions of the problem would think of
trying, and will sometimes blunder into success.  But, if she did
succeed in that fashion, it is not too much to say it was a most
extraordinary piece—I was going to say of good, but I had better
say—of cruel fortune, because the conditions and chances are all
against it. And that really seems to me about all we can learn
from the medical testimony as to this part of the case. The fact
undoubtedly has an important bearing on the case, though not so
jmportant as if we were dealing with the case of a Lamson or a
Palmer. I could not help thinking, when the learned Attorney-
General mentioned them, that the parallel was not a fair one,
because they were people who had studied these things and were
fully aware of everything dome, said, and written with regard to
the occult poisons they used; and it occurred to me at the time
that, when the proper occasion came, I must call your attention to
that difference, and not allow you to pursue that parallel in the
case of this prisoner, because it would be a most disastrous parallel
for her. On the other hand, it constantly happens that facts cut
both ways, and so here the very ignorance of the prisoner in this
matter diminishes, but does not take away altogether, the strength
of the observation that, if this be a case of murder, an experiment
has been successfully attempted which not ome of those eminent
physiologists and chloroformists called before you (if you can
imagine that the foul fiend had put it into their hearts to commit
murder) would have dreamed of attempting, because they would
know that the chances of failure (not chances of detection merely,
but chances of actual failure) were so preponderating. There
seems to be a double difficulty. In the first place, no living adult
person has yet been experimemted upon to whom chloroform has
been successfully administered so as to produce ansesthesia during
sleep ; in the second place, if that difficulty be overcome, the chances
#1b that the power of swallowing would be gone.

These eminent medical men, however, tjl us that they believe,
nevertheless, in the possibility of such administration, and that
extended experience will justify their belief; but up to the present
time a boy of fifteen or sixteen is the oldest person to whom chloro-
form hag been administered during sleep, although it has been
tried, as Dr. Tidy has told you, under circumstances of excep-
tiona] facility. It is only in a few cases of boys under sixteen
years of age that the attempt has been successful. And, supposing
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that initial difficulty got over, there is a great c_liﬁculty in
choosing the right moment for the rest of the operation, for the
interval is very short during which alone it is possible.  The right
moment must be hit, or else the ansesthesia will be carried so far
that the power of using the muscles which must be used in swallow-
ing will be gone. And therefore it must be by a lucky concatena-
tion of circumstances, all contributing to one end, that this thing
must be done if it is to be done at all, and that is one of the great
difficulties—and a very formidable one—in the way of the theory
of murder.

The learned Attorney-General said, rightly, in my judgment,
that no hypothesis can be put that is not attended with difficulties
so great that, if it stood by itself and apart from surrounding
circumstances, one would say it could hardly be true; and yet we
know that Bartlett’s death was caused by swallowing liquid chloro-
form, and therefore it must have been caused by chloroform either
criminally administered to him or not criminally administered to
him. There is no escaping from this dilemma. If you take the
evidence on either head alone, you would say the thing could not
be dome. Yet it has been done, and one of the two impossible
theories must be right. You, therefore, will have to choose between
the two theories, unless, indeed, you are really unable to do so.
If, not merely avoiding a disagreeable conclusion because it costs
effort, but honestly and after every effort to arrive at a definite
conclusion, you are compelled in the end to say, ‘“ We cannot
decide this question,’’ then the case for the Crown is not made out.

I must trouble you with some further remarks as to perhaps
the material element of this case, and one which undoubtedly, in
my opinion, presses more strongly than almost any other against
the prisoner, and that is the history of that chloroform bottle.
Let me say this before I approach it, that, putting for a moment
out of sight the theory of criminal administration and admitting
the possibility of non-criminal administration, a possibility has
occurred to me which I confess I am surprised has not occurred to
others also. It may be that it has been prompted and brought
home to me by that experience of my own life to which I referred a
few minutes ago, and which is one of the sources of accumulated
experience which is for what it is worth at your service just as much
as any other piece of information which I have gathered in my
life. I know what none of these %entlemen probably do know.”
And we are now dealing merely with a speculation, dealing with
that which is within the knowledge of no one, for on the theory of
non-criminal administration the prisoner knows no more about it
than any one else. Her conduct afterwards, and her conduct
before, may or may not be such as to urge you powerfully to think
that it was criminal ; but, assuming that it was non-criminal, she
can throw no light on it, and therefore we are in the region of
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speculation, where my speculation is as good as my friend Mr.
Clarke’s, or Dr. Leach’s, or anybody else’s, and I know what pos-
sibly nobody else concerned in this trial knows as I do—the craving
for that which will secure sleep which people who are suffering
from gleeplessness undergo; and I know the uncommon strength of
mind, will, and resolution which it takes to resist that impulse.
Fortunately for myself, I soon became aware that one had better
undergo any migery than resort to the fatal practice of taking
narcotics, but it takes a very strong-minded man to come to that
decision, and to act upon it, because the sufferings of that state of
mind are greater than any person who has not gone through such
an experience can imagine.

Now, assume for a moment, and before coming to the very
serious question how that bottle of chloroform could have got within
his reach, that it could have got innocently within his reach, and
that he knew it was there. 'We have heard that morphia had been
injected, and that morphia had failed. @ He had tried chloral
hydrate, and what 1 should venture, notwithstanding Dr. Leach’s
opposite opinion, to say would be a pretty stiff dose. He had tried
chlorodyne. Those things had all failed. It does strike me as
s thing not only possible, but scarcely improbable, that a restless
man, eager and anxious for eleep, and with that craving for the
means of procuring sleep which eeizes on the sleepless—it does
strike me ag possible that he might get hold of the bottle and pour
some into a glass and drink it. It does strike me as possible that
& man doing that in the dark might not be very nice about the
quantity, and might pour more in than he intended to pour.
Now, assuming—I hope I have not gone out of the way to make this
suggestion, but it seems to me that, assuming the possibility of
non-criminal administration, we have a more reasonable explana-
tion than that of suicide which the learned counsel was instructed
to present to you; and I make this suggestion the more readily, and
the more do I feel it my duty to make it, because it will be my
bounden duty to point out by-and-by how almost absolutely absurd
to me seems the notion of suicide under the eircumstances suggested
in the defence of the learned counsel. Of course, if the explana-
tion, whether of the one kind or the other, rested upon anything
that had come from her mouth, and as to which she had, or ought
+to have had, the means of knowledge, it would be against her if
she had failed and it were proposeed to substitute something else
for her explanation. But, seeing that we are dealing now with
what is pure speculation, her speculation, supposing she is not a

ilty woman, is no better or worse than anybody else’s; and Dr.
ch’s is no better or worse than anybody else’s; and mine is no
better or worse than anybody else’s—except as in so far to your
judgment and experience the one or the other may seem the more
rational and the more consistent with probability.
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All this, however, leaves still behind the question which I am
now going to approach—to my mind, by far ‘the most important
part of this inquiry—and that is, what is the history of that chloro-
form bottle? You know Dyson undoubtedly procured the chloro-
form in driblets. Dyson had his own motives for wishing to keep
that matter secret. I cannot tell what they were; I can only
speculate.  He said he thought the chemist would not believe that
the person for whom he was going to get it would be a proper person
to be entrusted with it, because she would not be likely to have the
proper medical knowledge. It is quite possible by that time the
Rev. George Dyson may have had the thought of his spiritual
superintendent before his mind, and was conscious that things had
gone quite far enough between himself and Mrs. Bartlett, and it
is quite possible that he thought the less he said about Mrs. Bart-
lett’s connection with anything he was doing the better. I mean,
he may have had this kind of feeling quite apart from any notion
of his being mixed up with any criminal use of chloroform, because
we must put any notion of that sort out of sight once for all. We
are not going to let the Crown transfer a man from the dock to the
witness-box for the purpose of letting him give evidence, and then,
for the purpose of making a case against the prisoner, to admit
the faintest suspicion of anything beyond folly, though folly carried
to a perilous extent, in Mr. Dyson’s conduct. But Dyson procured
the chloroform, and he said he handed it to her on the Thames
Embankment. Here, again, you know, I should be very sorry to
form any conclusion in my own mind adverse to Mrs. Bartlett on
the suspicion that it was really handed to her on the Thames
Embankment. 1 do not see any reason for believing it to be true
becauss it suits the Rev. George Dyson to say so. The Rev. George
Dyson had to make out the best case he could for himself about the
chloroform, and he told the story not for the first time when he
came before you in the witness-box, but he had pinned himself to
everything that was essential in it when he had a very strong
suspicion that there was a fatal entanglement gathering round
himgelf, and wished at any cost to extricate himself from its folds,
and I can gee in his conduct no trace of any chivalry which would
induce him to suffer any possible chance against himself for the
sake of not meking things worse against Mrs. Bartlett. He did
afiord the means of testing that part of his story, which was an*
important one, because, if he did give it to her on the Embank-
ment, it was a circumstance of undoubted suspicion, one calculated
to raise suspicion in everybody’s mind, though a suspicion which
we must discard in this case, because it would be a suspicion that
would implicate him in a kind of criminality which we are bound
to discard. But there was a means of testing the truth of that
statement. He said that a person named Hackett was at Bartlett’s
when he was calling there, and before he and Mrs. Bartlett strolled
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on to the Embankment, and that he was not there when he came
back again. Hackett has not been called, and this is not a case
where anything that could be got at should be left out; and I should
therefore discard everything about this part of his story, except
the fact that chloroform in a bottle was handed to her—a bottle
something like the 6-ounce bottle produced before us.

Now, if that chloroform were administered to Bartlett non-
criminally—and I use that phrase purposely in order to include
every variety of suicide and accident, and every other case for
which the prisoner would not be responsible—if that were adminis-
tered to him non-criminally, it is very difficult to deal with it on
any other supposition than that the bottle must have found its way
to the mantelpiece, as, indeed, she says it did, and then from the
mantelpiece to that glass where the smell was afterwards perceived.
A! very strong fact in her favour, to my mind—I say it at once,
but I will recur to it afterwards—is that there had been no attempt
to clean out that glass. It is a fact which strikes my own mind
as one of considerable weight, and one that ought not to be lost
sight of. Assume, therefore—I am still keeping to the theory of
non-criminal administration—that the bottle must have been, as
che says it was, on the chimneypiece in the course of the evening
before she settled off to sleep, and that he took the chloroform. 1
gee no difficulty if it were so taken—accidentally, so far as she waa
concerned—in supposing that he could have so far lifted himself
up as to have taken it without disturbing her, whether he was bent
on suicide, or bent, more probably as it seems to me, on allaying
his restless craving for sleep. I see no difficulty in understanding
that he could raise himself up sufficiently without disturbing the
sleeper at the foot of his bed. But, then, if anything is proved in
this case, it is proved, so far as human proof can go, that soon after
four o’clock in the morning that bottle was not there. I put aside
as of inferior weight the evidence of Doggett, because his search
was not exhaustive; he missed the bottle of chlorodyne which was
on the other side of the room ; but Dr. Leach searched and did not
see it. The glass which must have been made use of in connection
with it was still in its proper place, and was found by Doggett ;
he smelt it; he sniffed at it; and he gave that piece of evidence
which, I think, is an important piece of evidence in her favour—

®he smelt the smell of paregoric or ether. It had brandy in it, ne
doubt, but the smell was, beyond all doubt, the smell of the chloro-

form—that smell lingered about it. It is true that crime is

geldom armed at all points; its designs generally break down at

some place where you least expect it; but if that woman’s hand

poured that chloroform out of that glass into that man’s throat,

she must have been strangely constituted, according to the instincts

qf criminals in general, if she was not possessed with the desire of

obliterating the traces of what had been in the glass.
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And it is not as if there could be any suggestion of a formed
design in her mind to allow death by chloroform to be attributed
to accidental administration. It is clear that from no point of
view was that her plan, and therefore you cannot suggest this was
a clever thought, that it would be better to let the smell linger
there in order that the notion might gather ground that he had
taken it accidentally. If any such notion as that had been in her
mind, she would not have lingered twenty-six days before giving
vent to it. And she never did give vent to it, and therefore you
cannot get rid in that way of the fact; and it does ecem to me
strangely unlike the conduct of any criminal in any case of which
I have had experience to betray no anxiety to get rid of every trace
of the actual method in which administration had taken place.

That is in her favour—very much in her favour. On the
other hand, you know it is difficult beyond measure to account for
the disappearance of that bottle if all was right; if all was wrong,
one can understand it. There were drawers in the room behind,
and there was her pocket. We can never know for certain in
which of those two places it was. A sort of curious fatuity seems
to have hung over the case at its earlier stages. The coroner’s
officer—a grown-up policeman—who was sent there on 4th January
to aid in the discovery of truth, went away from that house without
taking the ordinary precaution of searching the drawers, and
therefore we shall never know for certain, because we have nothing
to guide us but her statement, whether the way in which that bottle
got out of the house was that it was in her pocket on lst January,
or that she had put it into the drawer on that night or on the
morning of lst January, and before she called the people up, and
left it there until the seals were taken off the room. Now, you
know, gentlemen, if that man took that poison non-criminally, the
bottle must have been on the mantelshelf, and it must have been on
the mantelshelf at a tolerably late period of the night. ~What is
the fact? That about half-past four in the morning that bottle
had dieappeared, and all we know for certain of it is that it was
never seen again.

With regard to Dr. Leach, I desire to speak of his evidence
with respect which & sense of duty will allow me. I am
sorry for him to have been placed in a position of exceptional diffi-
culty, and one must make great allowance for a man who is evi-
dently possessed of a self-consciousness that not even the solemnity
of this inquiry could still for a moment, and which undoubtedly
detracts from the value of his evidence, because one never knew
where facts ended and inferences began, and one never knew when
one was getting the unvarnished efforts of memory or the im-
pressions of a not very strong-headed man painfully haunted by
the idea that he is the central personage in a drama of surpassing
interest. It is one of the great difficulties, ome of the circum-
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stances which has made this investigation exceptionally difficult,
that, for reasons of a kind very different from those which apply
to Dyson, you cannot trust, without correcting it by your own
judgment, the impressions or statements of Dr. Leach. But I
have no doubt whatever that Dr. Leach means to tell the truth; I
do not suppose anybody in this Court thinks he means to do other-
wise; and without attributing to him the genius of a detective in
2 French novel, and without supposing that he is gifted with any-
thing beyond an average degree of human intelligence, surely his
instinct must have told him, when that man was lying dead before
him mysteriously from some cause that he knew nothing to suggest,
and when he could find nothing to account for the death—surely
he must have been strangely constituted if he did not feel it to be
one of his first duties to ascertain with care whether there was
anything close at hand, or under the touch of immediate observa-
tion, which could account for this dreadful mystery. And if there
is one thing that Dr. Leach is clear about, it is that he did look for
bottles ; he found the chlorodyne, which had escaped the observation
of Mr. Doggett; and if there is one thing he is clear about, it is
that this bottle was not there.

What had become of it? The only account we have respecting
it is that given by Mrs. Bartlett herself on 26th January, when,
according to Dr. Leach, she told him that she put it in the drawer
in the other room some hours later than his visit—sehe believed
about breakfast time. But where was it in the meantime? Why
on earth should it be gone from that mantelpiece, and gone from
any place where it could be readily found? Now, gentlemen, I
watched with more care and more anxiety yesterday the learned
counsel’s address on this point than I did on any other. He cowid
not give any satisfactory explanation. I should be unworthy to
sit here—I should be useless for the purpose for which I have been
appointed, if I did not make this observation to you. I am well
aware whither it points, and I am well aware of the momentous
character of this part of the inquiry, but it is a question which
you have to face; you will have to ask yourselves, when you retire
to that room, what happened to that bottle? I can give you no
help. All we know is that which I have stated ; to which must be
added that to Dr. Leach—I suppose on the occasion when she made
tBe statement that he afterwards reduced into writing in the sen-
sational document we have heard so much of—she said it had been
on the mantelpiece. That is to say, that it was on the chimney-
piece either when he made his search or when he was sent for, and
he says, I cannot tell which, but I can hardly think she said it
was there when I was there, because she knew that I had looked for
everything.”’

+ Now, if it had been moved from the mantelpiece, or wherever
else it was standing, there was but one person who could do that;
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and, if so, you have this most remarkable conversation carried on
between Dr. Leach and that person, who must have had that chloro-
form bottle in her possession at the very time it was taking place.
¢ T discussed,’’ said Dr. Leach, ¢‘ the various alkaloids, and I said,
¢ This little bottle of chlorodyne, how did he come to have this? ’ *’
‘‘ Oh,’’ she says, ‘‘ he washed his teeth with it at night.”” ¢ Then
he may have swallowed some of it.”” ‘‘ He could not have done
that, because he only put it on his gums.”” ¢ Well, then,’’ says
Dr. Leach, “‘ if that is so, we ought to find traces of it, he must
have gpat it out ’’; ‘“ and I went and looked,’’ he said, using an
unnecessary periphrasis to describe the chamber-pot, and he did
not find it there. Chlorodyne and chloroform are things that smell
more or less alike, s0 much alike that Dr. Leach himself said of the
chloroform in the stomach, ‘‘ Well, they must have mistaken
chlorodyne for chloroform.’”” How strange, when there was this
anxious discussion to ascertain the cause of death, how strange that
the person who had a large bottle of fatal stuff closely resembling
in properties and smell the chlorodyne under discussion, should
have said nothing about it. Of course, gentlemen—I may say this
in anticipation, though it will come more naturally later—if you
can accept the explanation given to Dr. Leach on the 26th, there
is a reason for it, because if you can accept that account there are
certain principles of modesty and reserve and delicacy which might
very well have prevented any woman, except under extreme neces-
sity, telling the story which was detailed to Dr. Leach. And, as it
seems to me, & vast deal in this case must depend, after all is said
and done, on what you think of that story; because, admit its
possible truth, and it equally explains away the false statements
said to have been made to Mr. Dyson when he was asked to procure
chloroform. There would be the same reason in both cases for
suppressing the real purpose for which it was obtained, and the
seme reason for assigning some motive other than the true one.
Well, now, on this same Ist of January we come again to a
circumstance which is much pleasanter for me to dwell upon; it
is undoubtedly a most extraordinary piece of conduct if this woman
was guilty of administering chloroform to this man. Who was
it who pressed for the immediate post-mortem examination? You
know there is no doubt about this; it does not depend on Dr.
Leach’s anxiety to construct a drama which shall look as if &t _
came out of a sensational novel, or upon anything except perfectly
satisfactory testimony. Dr. Leach’s telegrams to Dr. Green are
the most conolusive proof that she was anxious, and that that
anxiety was acted on, to procure the immediate examination of the
body. Now, grant that she knew nothing about chloroform, grant
that ehe might know little about its medical properties, there
are very few men and women o ignorant in this country as pot
to know that an immediate examination would incresse the chances
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of dJetection. We are not dealing with the case of an ignorant
or stupid person, but of a person of considerable education, and
1 should think of considerable intelligence. Few guilty persons
would show an anxiety to precipitate an examination of that kind.
It is common enough, when the thing is inevitable, to offer no diffi-
culties and to throw no obstacles in the way, because many persons
are intelligent enough to know that, when it comes to that point,
the best thing they can do is to act like honest people. ~But it
would have been 80 easy to say, without exciting the smallest sus-
picion, ‘‘ Cannot you leave it till to-morrow? > or say, ‘° You can
have it as soon as you like; but I should think the day after to-
morrow would do.”” And no human being would have thought
of suspecting anything because that line was taken. But there is
nothing of the kind ; it is her active interference which precipitates
the post-mortem examination. And it is a fact of extreme
gravity and importance, to the full benefit of which, in this time
of difficulty, she is entitled, and if words of mine can add anything
to the weight of the powerful observations made by Mr. Clarke
yesterday upon this point, they shall not be wanting. 1 wish to
give my emphatic expression of cordial agreement with all that he
ssid upon that subject. It was not her fault, and it was not her
doing, that that man’s body was not opened and examined within
a very few hours after his death; and I cannot persuade myself
that, however little she may have known about chloroform—it is
plain, if her statement to Dr. Leach is to be taken as an expression
of how much she knew, that it was very little—there is any person
of average intelligence, of her time of life, in this country who
does not know that a post-mortem examination, in a case of this
kind, is worth double or treble as much if performed a few hours
after death as it is worth if delayed any considerable time.  This,
therefore, is a point of extreme importance in her favour.

The Court adjourned for a short time.

Gentlemen of the jury, I had got to the very important point
when the post-mortem was decided upon. The next day the post-
mortewm took place, and the post-mortem disclosed the fact that there
were grounds for suspecting that chloroform was the cause of
death. Those grounds were communicated to Mrs. Bartlett; and
shortly afterwards the resolution was announced to seal up the
rooms, and to treat the place as in the possession of the officers
of justice. And then Mrs. Bartlelt offered her keys to Dr. Leach,
and told him to look in the drawer or drawers for her hat, and he
brought the drawer to her. She has said since that at that time
the bottle of chloroform was in the chest of drawers. There were
two drawers; you remember Dr. Leach said so. In the second of °
th8m he did not look. As I have pointed out before, of the history
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of that bottle we have no trace. We have no evidence except Mrs.
Bartlett’s own statement. She went away from the house; she left
her bag behind her, and everything else; and she left with the kiss
of her husband’s father on her cheek—a kiss which, I think, might
well have been spared, seeing that he was at the same moment
searching her pockets, and feeling her cloak, to see whether she
took anything away with her. At all events, that conduct of his
prevents the suspicion of her having taken anything away with
her on that occasion which was not already in her pocket. As I
pointed out, that bottle may have been either in the drawer or in
her pocket, and where exactly it was no human being can tell.
That night Mr. Dyson took her to Mrs. Matthews, and, accord-
ing to Mr. Dyson, some conversation took place on the way about
the chloroform; and I can hardly help thinking that some con-
versation of that kind must have taken place, and for this reason—
Mr. Dyson knew that he had bought chloroform, and had handed
chloroform to her, and he knew that the smell of chloroform had
been detected in the contents of this man’s stomach ; and Mr. Dyson,
whatever he is, is no fool, and he must have put this and that
together, and he must have begun already to feel uneasy about his
own share in the transaction. He had his own special ressons for
being uneasy, for there is no reason to suppose that at that time
she knew he had told lies to procure the chloroform ; he had talked
about the chloroform, but there is no reason to suppose that she
knew how he had procured it ; therefore it was natural enough that
Mr. Dyson should have had with her some such conversation as he
alleges. I do not dwell upon what he said, or what he says ehesaid in
reply, because we are more or less getting evidence from & tainted
source, from & man who, when he gave his account, was wanting
to relieve himself from any suspicion in the matter. But we do know
this—so0 great was his uneasiness that on the Sunday morning, as
he went to his church, he sanctified the Sabbath by throwing away
these bottles in the place he afterwards pointed out to a police
constable, and where & bottle was found. There is no doubt about
his telling the truth upon this point. On the 4th, Monday morning,
he was early at Dr. Leach’s, and was inquiring of him, we do not
know exactly what, but it was no doubt something more about the
post-mortem and the appearances of the deceased. He went from
there to Mrs. Matthews, to see Mrs. Bartlett; and there took plage
that remarkable scene which has been alluded to more than once.
He was engaged in conversation alone with Mrs. Bartlett when Mrs.
Matthews came in. She found Mrs. Bartlett, the prisoner, in a
state of excitement and, as she says, stamping about the floor, and
ghe had heard the stamping before she had come in. She asked
what it meant, and, after a considerable time, Mrs. Bartlett said
it was over a piece of paper or a piece of poetry which Mr. Dyson
had been troubling her about. Mrs. Matthews left the room, but
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she came in again, and she came in at a very critical point in the
conversation, where Mr. Dyson was saying, ‘“ But did not you tell
me that Edwin was not likely to live long?’’ Whereupon the
prisoner said, * No, I did not.”” And thereupon Mr. Dyson eaid,
‘“ Oh, my God!”’ and bowed his head on the piano. Now, I feel
a very strong conviction myself that we do not know the whole of
the story, and do not know precisely what did pass on that occasion
to lead up to this exclamation—because I cannot understand the
connection between the denial on her part that she had told him
that Edwin was not likely to live long, and this expression of his,
** Oh, my God!’’ We want the key to it; perhaps it does not suit
Mr. Dyson’s purpose to give it us. But it is plain that at that time
Mr. Dyson was challenging her with having told him that her
husband was not likely to live long, and that she denied it; and
then Mrs. Matthews advised Mr. Dyson to leave, and as he left the
room he said, ““I am a ruined man!’’ T have no doubt that the
account of that interview given by Mrs. Matthews had a very
material effect upon the decision that wag come to by the Attorney-
General, and the counsel associated with him, in determining to
offer no evidence against Mr. Dyson, because undoubtedly the
tenor of it is greatly in his favour upon the eritical point which
they had to consider in determining whether they would proceed
further againet him or not.

He returned the same evening, and on that occasion, according.
to himself—and looking here again at & subsequent part of the
case, I think there is mo reason to doubt that he is telling the
truth—he expressed his determination to make a clean breast of it,
and to tell the share that he had had in procuring this drug. On
the 4th the coroner’s officer took possession of the bottles which
had been sealed up, including no less than thirty-six bottles of Dr.
Leach’s stuff which this unhappy man had taken, and carried them
off to the analyst, Dr. Stevenson. He there left the matter, making
no search, and eo depriving us of the advantage of knowing whab
the contents of the room were at that time. The next day Mr.
Dyson and the prisoner do not seem to have met, and nothing
seems to have taken place of any importance.

On Wednesday, the 6th, Mr. Dyson went in the morning with
sore letters which Mr. Wood had given him to take to Mrs. Bartlett
~—seme letters of the deceased’s—and Mrs. Matthews, Mrs. Bartlett,
#hd Mr. Dyson went together to Victoria Station, and befors three
o’clock in the afternoon they were with Dr. Leach. Dr. Leach saw
Mrs. Bartlett, and had a long interview with her. Mrs. Matthews
says that she and Mr. Dyson were left alone for ahout an hour. Inm
the course of that interview Dr. Leach pressed Mrs. Bartlett to
aoccound for the period which elapsed between the time she and
her husband went to rest and the time when Dr. Leach was sum-
moned in the xmorning; and Dr. Leach, who was more full of his
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own impressions than anything else which he had to tell us about,
says that he thought the account satisfactory; but he cannot tell
us one single word of what it was. I see no reason to suppose that
it was anything more than what she had told him before. Then
they went home; she had had her keys returned to her ; the servant
says she visited the rooms; and she herself told both Mrs. Matthews
and Dr. Leach that upon that occasion, on the way home to Herne
Hill, where she was stopping with Mrs. Matthews, she took advantage
of the opportunity the railway journey afforded her to pour out
the chloroform and get rid of it, and that then she threw the
bottle away into & pond on the Common, and, having done that,
returned home. And that is the whole of the information we possess
as to what became of the bottle. It undoubtedly never was seen
by any one else after the night when this fatal occurrence took
place. That same evening of the 6th Mr. Dyson fixed the position
by announcing to Mr. Matthews his intention of making a clean
breast of the whole affair at the inquest. Mr. Matthews said, what
was not, I think, at all unnatural under the circumstances,
‘“ Wait. The contents of the stomach have gone to be analysed;
wait and see if there is any necessity for you to make any further
disclosure ; see what the cause of death is, and hold your peace for
the present.’’

On Thursday, the Tth, the inquest took place. Not very much
evidence was given then, and it was adjourned for four weeks,
until 4th February, to await the result of the analyst’s examina-
tion, and on that occasion Mr. Dyson dined with the prisoner at a
confectioner’s, and, as he says, they had & talk in which he persisted
in his determination to inform the coromer and the world
generally of his share in the purchase of this chloroform. And I
suppose it is probable that he did so; what he did agrees with what
he says, and everything seems to bear it out. Friday, the 8th, was
the day of the funeral, and on Saturday, the 9th, in the afternoon,
Mr. Dyson, Mrs. Matthews, and Mrs. Bartlett went home together
from Mr. Matthews’s business premises in the city, and then it was
that Mr. Dyson’s last conversation with Mrs. Bartlett took place.
Mr. Dyson did not like the turn things were taking, and he kept
harping upon this purchase of the chloroform. As I pointed out
before, he had undoubtedly special reasons of his own for feeling
great anxiety, because he would have been a fool indeed if hecshad
not been conscious that the falsehoods he had told when he was prC-
curing the chloroform would be very likely to tell with fatal effect
against him should any serious case be made out against Mrs.
Bartlett. And then he said, *“ Suppose it was found out that he
died from the effects of chloroform, and suppose it was found out
that I gave you the chloroform$’  Then she eaid, with every
appearance of honest indignation—there is no doubt about that—
‘“'Well, you may as well say at once, if you mean it, that I gave
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him the chloroform; say so, if you think so, and do not mince
matters.”” And then he said, ““I am not prepared to go that
length; but supposing it were so—putting it hypothetically—my
position would be & very serious one, and I ehould be a ruined
men.”” Then they parted, and had nothing more to do with one
another.

You remember, gentlemen, that the inquest was adjourned till
4th February. On 11th January that conversation took place with
Mrs. Matthews which I have already read twice to you, where Mrs.
Matthews said, ‘‘ Why did you tell Mr. Dyson these lies? >’ and
the prisoner said, ‘‘ Well, I could not get him to believe what was
the truth, namely, that Edwin was likely to die soon; and so I
told him the lies.”” Mrs. Matthews said, ‘‘ I did not know that
Edwin thought he was going to die soon.”” She said, ““ The fact
of the matter is, he thought so latterly.”’

Then on 20th January the prisoner had a conversation with
Mr. and Mrs. Matthews, in which she told them Dr. Leach had told
her chloroform could not have been inhaled. He seems always to
have been arguing the matter out when he met her instead of con-
tenting himself with facts—telling her chloroform could not have
been given by inhalation, because of this, that, and the other—the
post-mortem appearances and so forth—and she retailed this con-
versation with Dr. Leach to Mrs. Matthews.

The next date we have is 26th January, when the analysis
had taken place, and was substantially completed. Something of
what the chemists had to say had leaked out. It had come to Dr.
Leach’s ears, and he said to her, ‘I have got some good news for
you; it is fortunate that no prussic acid has been discovered,
because I must tell you that, if it were otherwise, there are people
who would seriously accuse you of having poisoned him.’”’ = Very
likely he was thinking of the father’s suspicions. He added that
it was not prussic acid, but chloroform, that had been discovered;
whereupon she said, ‘‘ Well, I wish it had been anything else.”
Then she proceeded to tell him this extraordinary story—which I
hardly need read at length again, because it must be for ever fixed
in your memory—about the platonic union between herself and
her husband, broken only by the solitary act of coition, which
occurred on the Sunday afternoon, and resulted in the child, which
~ifd at its birth. Between her and Dr. Leach we get this story
about the mystic union—about her being a wife and no wife; and,
undoubtedly, if you believe that, you may believe as a part of ‘the
story the alleged intention to wave the chloroform in the husband’s
face and so produce a cessation of his urgency. I do not know what
you think of the evidence you heard this morning. It is difficult
after that to elevate these people into the hero and heroine of an
extraordinary sensational romance. It looks much more as if we
had two persons to deal with abundantly vulgar and commonplace
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in their habits and ways of life. After that disclosure, how can
you for a moment follow in the track of Dr. Leach and believe
that there was anything about this man to justify you in looking
upon him as the extraordinary creature, almost belonging to another
world, that Dr. Leach talks about, or to make it likely that the
relations of this man and this woman were such as were never
heard of before? When Dr. Leach’s grounds come to be examined,
they turn out to be none. Dr. Leach is one of those persons who
likes to see a long way into a milestone. Apparently he is tickled
with & story of romance and sensational incident, and he says to
you, ‘“ Oh, I wish you could see the pictures that I have before
my mind’s eye! I wish you could see this man, and see these things
which I saw but capnot communicate, which made it apparent to
me that he might have had this non-sexual connection with the
wife he had lived with and slept with in the same bed for so many
ears! ”’
y Well, gentlemen, I do not know—I may be wrong in looking
at the things of life from the common points of view, and one must
try to avoid that error if there really is anything extremely excep-
tional in the case; but when I read, two or three weeks ago, that
French letters had been found in this man’s possession, I had a
strong suspicion that, before the case was over, they would throw
gome light upon the matter. I little anticipated what it would be.
It did occur to me that this story told to Dr. Leach was the
poeticised version of the use of these French letters; further it did
occur to me—and I was prepared to put it before you as a thing
to be taken into your consideration—that the pocket of a man’s
trousers was not the place in which he would keep these articles
for domesiic use, and that they might point to something else in
Mr. Bartlett’s habits ; but what we have heard to-day, if it is true—
and what earthly reason is there to doubt its truthi—shows that if
these things were destined for external use, as they very likely
may have been, they were also used at home. And then what
becomes of this morbid romance about the non-sexual connection,
and what becomes of the man with such exalted ideas about matri-
mony that he thought the wife whom he elected for his companion
too sacred to be touched? The whole foundation for that baseless
illusion is swept away by the one sentence which you heard in the
witness-box to-day. I am sorry to say it, gentlemen, but, unlesd I,
do, how can I discharge the duty that falls upon me of administer-
ing even-handed justice, careless as to results, or at least onmly
thinking about results in go far as they tend to make me ecareful
beyond measure of every step in the process by which they are
arrived at? How can I let this vital part of the story pass without
this criticism? And if the one little grain of truth which is
generally to be found in any romance, in any story of fa.lsehno;l.L be
found in these articles and ip the use habitually made of them
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between husband and wife, what becomes of the whole story of the
use for which the chloroform was wanted? Does not it go by the
board? I know not how to look at it from any other point of view,
and, if that story be exploded, what, after all, are you left to face?
Chloroforin procured for an unexplained and an inexplicable pur-
pose; death by chloroform; the bottle disappearing, and, by the
statement of this woman herself, emptied and thrown away by her;
and when at last the state of things has been set up which renders
it no longer possible to keep silence, an explanation given, which
is a tissue of romance such as, if the evidence of Annie Walker be
accepted, could deceive no one but the ecstatic person to whom it
was originally detailed.

Gentlemen, this is the stress of the case against Mrs. Bartlett.
I am anxious not to make too much of this disappearance of the
bottle. The conduct of people who once suppose that a state of cir-
cumstances has arisen, or is going to arise, which may place them
under suspicion, is apt to be the same whether they are guilty or
innocent, because, when once such a state of things is set up, the
same class of motives may operate with the innocent as with the
guilty, and I am always myself careful to point out to a jury—
careful to mark, in the exercise of my own judgment—the moment
at which that kind of influence arises, because I am satisfied, from
long experience, that the stress which is put upon subsequent
conduct is oftentimes unduly great. And, therefore, take all that
has been said and can be sald about the disappearance of tha
bottle, and about the lack of satisfactory explanation, with every
grain of allowance of that kind; but after all you are faced with
these facts, which there is mo getting out of-—chloroform handed
to her; chloroform in her possession; chloroform killing the
man ; the bottle of chloroform disappearing, and no account of it
save the one we have been discussing. That account, no doubt, is
extremely material if you can believe it, because it would dispose
of every circumstance of suspicion as to the purchase of the chloro-
form and as to the subsequent silence about it; but it is for you to
say whether you can possibly, consistently with your oaths and con-
sistently with your consciences, accept it, or whether you must not
look at it ag the expression, in adorned and imaginative language,
of the simple and vulgar fact that they had come to the determina-

Jtien to have no more children, and that their intercourse from that
time forward was upon that footing—either by the occupation of
separate beds as in Claverton Street, or by the other means which
I will not characterise—and whether, in that event, the statement
made to Dr. Leach is anything more than an amplified and
etherealised version of that vulgar fact.

Gentlemen, if you think you ought not to believe it—if, in the
face of Almighty God, before whom we are performing this soleran
duty, you feel that you cannot do so, you must not flinch from
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the consequences. Give to the prisoner the full advantage of
those circumstances of exceptional weight to which I have drawn
your attention, and which I will not recapitulate—not because 1
wish you not to give them their full effect, but because I know
they are present to your minds. Give her the full benefit of all
such considerations. But remember, after all, we are desling with
the case of a married woman who had fallen into g
perilous friendship with a man who was not her hus-
band, whose husband could have been, in the latter
portion of his life, no attractive object, either mentally or
physically, and as to the most important circumstances connected
with whose disappearance from this world the only explanation
you have been enabled to get is ome which, as it seems to me,
cannot stand in the presence of these vulgar faots.

If you think it can stand, by all means take a different view.
I am not the jury; you are the jury. The last thing that would
ever occur to my mind would be to feel a sense of embarrassment
or annoyance, or a shadow of regret, if you were able to take a
different view of facts from that which presents itself to my
mind. Upon some points I am sure we shall be agreed—upon all
those which I have pointed out as making in this woman’s favour
—such, for instance, as her own conduct and the difficulty of the
operation involved in the theory of murder. Strong they are, un-
doubtedly. TUpon all these, I am sure you agree with me in what
I have said. If you think, as to other matters upon which it
has been my sacred duty, in the interests of society and of justice,
to point out considerations of a different aspect, that you ought to
differ from me, if you think I have strained them, if you think I
have not made sufficient allowance for phases of life which I
have not understood, if you think that anywhere or in any way I
have erred on the side of severity, the last thing that would occur
to my mind would be to feel any tinge of regret that you should
have done so. But you must do your duty; and if you think that,
after all is said and dome, the facts are ioo cogent, and that, when
you come to balance the probabilities and the improbabilities,
your minds are really in no suspense—in no such doubt as would
induce you, in the serious and grave transactions of your own lives,
to pause or hesitate—then it would be your bounden duty to act
upon your convictions, however painful the consequences may Be.,
Ii your state of mind should fall short of that; if either you can
concur in the emphatic appeal by the learned counsel for the defence
to acquit his client because you believe her inmocent, or if,
falling short of that state of mind, you still are unable, after
facing the question like men, and after looking at these diffi-
culties from all sides, to make up your minds, and you remain
in & state of honest and conscientious doubt, why, then, in that
case also, the prisoner would be entitled to her acquittal.
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Gentlemen, my task is done. I can add nothing, I think, to
the observations which I have felt it my duty to lay before you
to assist you in this matter. It is not by minute attention to
every trivis,lit?Y that & question of this kind can be decided. One
must, after all, investigate this as ome should investigate every
other case, upon the broad lines of the well-known pringiples of
human nature, upon the broad lines of the common play of human
passions and affection, and upon the broad lines of manly, honest,
good sense; and if any other lines than these be followed, whether
it be in one direction or the other, an irreparable mischief will be
done to society and to the country and the life of which we form
a part.

I now dismiss you to your task. Should there be any of these
documents that you may wish to consult, you will tell me, and they
shall be handed to you. I imagine that the matters which rest
upon them are so completely on the fringe of this case, and have
8o infinitely little weight in comparison with the momentous ques-
tions to which the latter portion of my address to you has been
directed, that in all probability you will scarcely care to see them.
They are at your disposal if you wish it. And now, gentlemen,
be pleased to retire to perform your tagk in this difficult and
anxious business.

The jury retired to consider their verdict at seven
minutes to three. They returned into Court at five
minutes to four.

Mr. Justiom WiLrs—Gentlemen, you have asked me two ques-
tions on matters of fact, and I thought it more proper that my
answers should be given in public.

The first question you have asked me is, what the evidence is
as to the time Mr. and Mrs. Doggett went to bed on 1st January.
1 should say, from my recollection, there is no evidence of the
time they went to bed on the night of the 31st, though the servant
went to bed after midnight. I shall be corrected if I am wrong,
but I think there is no evidence of the time when Mr. and Mrs.
Doggett went to bed.

The second question is, whether Dr. Leach searched one
&rawer or two. What he specifically said was, that he did not
search the second drawer, but the first drawer he brought in umn-
searched, bodily, and then Mrs. Bartlett took her hat out of it.
The second drawer he did not open.

Mr. Porawp—Mr. and Mrs. Doggett are here, my lord, if
you wish to agk them.

Mr. JusTioE WiLns—I can ask them the question, certainly.
Ope of them will do. Mr. Doggett, what time did you go to bed
on-the night of 31st December?
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The ForEMaN—Or the morning of the lst?

Mr. DogeeErr—Between twenty-five minutes and half-past
twelve, my lord, as near as I can fix it. It was quite twenty
minutes, and past—twenty-five.

Mr. Justior WiLs—Those are the answers, gentlemen. Do
you wish to retire again?

The ForEMAN—TYes, my lord.

The jury again retired at ten minutes past four. They
returned into Court at five o’clock.

The CrErx oF TEE CourT—Gentlemen, have you agreed upon
your verdict?

The ForemMan—We have.

The CrErk oF THE CourT—Do you find the prisoner, Adelaide
Bartlett, guilty or not guilty?

The ForEMaN—We have well considered the evidence, and,
although we think grave suspicion is attached to the prisomer, we
do not think there is sufficient evidence to show how or by whom
the chloroform was administered.

The Crerx oF THE Courr—Then you say that the prisoner is
not guilty, gentlemen ?

The Foreman—Not guilty.

At the announcement of the verdict there was immense
cheering in the Court and outide;

Mr. Jusriom Wirns—This conduct is an outrage. A Court of
justice is not to be turned into a theatre by such indecent exhibi-
tions. Gentlemen, it only remains for me to express my grateful
sense of the undivided attention which you have given to this
case, and the cheerfulness with which you have submitted to in-
evitable privation and the disturbance of your usual habits and
family intercourse.

I hope we shall not be insulted again by an exhibition of the
character just witnessed, which is disgraceful to those who take
part in it, and who forget that the occasion is the most solemn
upon which men can be called on to perform a public duty. I
may add that it is permitted to me to give practical effect to m¥
sense of the recognition due to your services by directing that,
for five years to come, each one of you shall be free from the

obligation of serving again-
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